
From: Nikki McCord
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners; boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov;

council@bouldercolorado.gov; #LandUsePlanner; Milner, Anna
Cc: Susan Buchanan
Subject: Human Services Alliance Support of Twin Lakes Project
Date: Wednesday, October 05, 2016 2:04:17 PM
Attachments: Twin Lakes Housing Ltr.pdf

All,

Please find a letter from Human Services Alliance President, Susan Buchanan
regarding the group's support of the Twin Lakes Affordable Housing Development.

Thank you,
Nikki Rashada McCord

-- 
Nikki Rashada McCord
McCord Consulting Group
720-443-0894
Nikki@McConsultGroup.com
www.McConsultGroup.com
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Contact	Information:	
HSA	President:		Susan	Buchanan	 																								HSA	Consultant:		Nikki	McCord		


																													303-817-6250	 																																																									720-443-0894	


																													susan@bvwhc.org																																																									nikki@mcconsultgroup.com	


	


	


September	28,	2016	


To:	 Boulder	County	Commissioners	


Boulder	County	Planning	Commission	


City	of	Boulder	Planning	Board	


City	of	Boulder	City	Council	


	


Dear	Elected	&	Appointed	Officials:	


	


I	am	writing	on	behalf	of	the	Human	Services	Alliance	of	Boulder	County	(HSA)	regarding	the	


affordable	housing	proposal	at	Twin	Lakes.	Our	membership	has	voted	to	support	the	


affordable	housing	development	at	Twin	Lakes.			


	


The	Human	Services	Alliance	of	Boulder	County	is	comprised	of	Boulder	County	nonprofit	


agencies	that	provide	human	services	like	health	care,	food,	and	child	care	to	residents	who	


reside	in	Boulder	County.	Its	mission	is	to	improve	the	quality	of	life	in	Boulder	County	by	


enhancing	the	competency	and	collaboration	of	human	service	agencies,	and	to	educate	and	


influence	the	public	and	policy	makers	on	matters	that	impact	the	availability	and	delivery	of	


human	services.	


	


Access	to	affordable	housing	is	an	issue	that	impacts	not	only	the	clients	we	serve,	but	also	our	


workforce.		Our	agencies	witness	the	instability	that	occurs	in	people’s	lives	when	families	


cannot	afford	to	live	where	they	work	and/or	go	to	school.	Childcare	becomes	more	


cumbersome,	already	limited	resources	are	stretched	to	the	breaking	point	and	stress	has	


harmful	effects	on	everyone.		The	consequences	are	myriad	and	include	physical,	emotional,	


environmental	and	economic	harm.	


	


The	HSA	workforce	is	as	diverse	as	the	people	we	serve.		Many	employees	in	entry	and	mid-


level	positions	who	help	provide	important	services	such	as	child	care	workers	or	office	staff	


struggle	to	find	affordable	housing	in	Boulder.		Thus,	they	are	forced	to	commute	long	


distances.	Not	only	is	this	expensive	and	harmful	to	the	environment,	but	creates	disruption	in	


an	emergency	or	when	the	weather	is	bad	and	travel	is	difficult.	People	in	Boulder	County	


count	on	HSA	members	every	day	to	provide	important	services	such	as	meals,	medical	services	


or	daycare,	so	the	impact	on	our	workforce	impacts	a	larger	population	than	most	businesses.	


	


	











Contact	Information:	
HSA	President:		Susan	Buchanan	 																								HSA	Consultant:		Nikki	McCord		
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September	28,	2016	

To:	 Boulder	County	Commissioners	

Boulder	County	Planning	Commission	

City	of	Boulder	Planning	Board	

City	of	Boulder	City	Council	

	

Dear	Elected	&	Appointed	Officials:	

	

I	am	writing	on	behalf	of	the	Human	Services	Alliance	of	Boulder	County	(HSA)	regarding	the	

affordable	housing	proposal	at	Twin	Lakes.	Our	membership	has	voted	to	support	the	

affordable	housing	development	at	Twin	Lakes.			

	

The	Human	Services	Alliance	of	Boulder	County	is	comprised	of	Boulder	County	nonprofit	

agencies	that	provide	human	services	like	health	care,	food,	and	child	care	to	residents	who	

reside	in	Boulder	County.	Its	mission	is	to	improve	the	quality	of	life	in	Boulder	County	by	

enhancing	the	competency	and	collaboration	of	human	service	agencies,	and	to	educate	and	

influence	the	public	and	policy	makers	on	matters	that	impact	the	availability	and	delivery	of	

human	services.	

	

Access	to	affordable	housing	is	an	issue	that	impacts	not	only	the	clients	we	serve,	but	also	our	

workforce.		Our	agencies	witness	the	instability	that	occurs	in	people’s	lives	when	families	

cannot	afford	to	live	where	they	work	and/or	go	to	school.	Childcare	becomes	more	

cumbersome,	already	limited	resources	are	stretched	to	the	breaking	point	and	stress	has	

harmful	effects	on	everyone.		The	consequences	are	myriad	and	include	physical,	emotional,	

environmental	and	economic	harm.	

	

The	HSA	workforce	is	as	diverse	as	the	people	we	serve.		Many	employees	in	entry	and	mid-

level	positions	who	help	provide	important	services	such	as	child	care	workers	or	office	staff	

struggle	to	find	affordable	housing	in	Boulder.		Thus,	they	are	forced	to	commute	long	

distances.	Not	only	is	this	expensive	and	harmful	to	the	environment,	but	creates	disruption	in	

an	emergency	or	when	the	weather	is	bad	and	travel	is	difficult.	People	in	Boulder	County	

count	on	HSA	members	every	day	to	provide	important	services	such	as	meals,	medical	services	

or	daycare,	so	the	impact	on	our	workforce	impacts	a	larger	population	than	most	businesses.	
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From: Dave Rechberger
To: council@bouldercolorado.gov; boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov
Cc: sugnetj@bouldercolorado.gov; ellisl@bouldercolorado.gov; HyserC@bouldercolorado.gov;

zachariasC@bouldercolorado.gov; hirtj@bouldercolorado.gov; Fogg, Peter; Shannon, Abigail; Giang, Steven;
#LandUsePlanner; Boulder County Board of Commissioners

Subject: City Hearing Procedures
Date: Friday, October 07, 2016 1:33:38 PM
Attachments: city_hearing_procedures_10-7-16.docx

Dear City Council, City Planning Board and BVCP Staff,

 

I would ask you to please review the attached letter regarding the upcoming public
hearing on November 10th regarding land use change requests for Twin Lakes.

 

There were a number of discrepancies and inconsistencies in the County hearing we
hope will not be repeated in the City hearings.

 

If you have any questions or cannot open the attachment, please feel free to contact
me.

 

Thank you,

 

Dave – TLAG Chair

 

David L Rechberger

Managing Director

DMR Group, LLC

4581 Tally Ho Trail

Boulder, CO 80301

303-818-4070

www.dmrgroupllc.com

 

The information contained in this electronic message, including any
attachments is confidential and intended for the use of the person or
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Twin Lakes

Action Group



October 6, 2016



Re: Request to establish equitable Final Review Hearing procedures



Dear City Council, Planning Board and BVCP Staff,



Thanks for all your efforts planning the upcoming City Final Review meeting for land-use change requests to the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. As part of that process, the Twin Lakes Action Group (TLAG) respectfully asks that procedures be put in place to safeguard the fairness and integrity of the public hearing process. We also will send this letter to the County Commissioners so they can make their procedures more robust in the future as well.



Our request stems from troubling incidents at the Aug. 30 County Final Review hearing. One such incident involves irregularities with the speaker signup for the Public Comment period. Specifically, the County inserted several pro-Medium Density speakers into early time slots—after online signup had closed, when everyone else had to sign up in person that night for midnight speaking times. 



We know of at least five “favored” people with which this occurred. Two examples involve the County inserting former County Commissioner and Better Boulder Chair Will Toor and Boulder Housing Partners Executive Director Betsey Martens into the 7 p.m. time block. Here is the timeline of events:



· At 10 p.m. on Sunday, Aug. 28, the online speaker signup for the Aug. 30 County Final Review Hearing closed.

· At 11:31 a.m., on Aug. 30, the image shown below was the speaking order for 7:30–7:34 p.m. that was posted on the County website (see here for full list from 5:16–11:56 p.m.):
 
[image: ]

· At 2:08 p.m., on Aug. 30, we noticed that the speaker lineup had changed. Here was the final speaking order for 7:00–7:28 p.m. (see here for full list from 5:16 p.m. to 12:02 a.m.)

[image: ]

· In this second speaker lineup, Ms. Martens, with pooler Maggie Crosswy (Housing and Human Services Communications), was inserted at the 7:02 p.m. slot. Will Toor (former County Commissioner), with already signed-up pooler Chris Campbell (Assistant to the Director of Housing and Human Services), was inserted at the 7:24 p.m. slot. 

· That Monday and Tuesday, many TLAG members asked if they could sign up after signup had closed or change their speaking time. They were told “no.” These people had to sign up in person that night for time slots starting at midnight.



We wondered how these favored speakers had gotten added to the lineup at a “prime speaking time” when online signed up had already ended. On Sept. 8, we submitted a Colorado Open Records Act (CORA) request to Boulder Housing Partners, asking for correspondence between Boulder Housing Partners and the Boulder County Land Use Department on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30, 2016. 



In response, we received this document containing emails between Ms. Martens and HHS Communications Specialist Jim Williams and HHS Director Frank Alexander, where the former says she “wasn’t aware that the online sign-up closed last week (although I’m sure your emails told me that) so it’s unlikely these comments will be heard, or even read.” And the latter two replying that she is now signed up to speak for four minutes. This is just one example. 



We also submitted a CORA request to Housing & Human Services, asking for correspondence on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30 regarding speaker signup. We received this 105-page document in reply.



Reading through its pages, we were astonished to see unfold a concerted campaign by the County to marshal people from various organizations, committees, and groups to speak at the meeting. In that campaign:

· At least 5 people were added to the closed speaker list or allowed to change their time from midnight to between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 

· For another person, who had mistakenly signed up to speak on a different topic, Land Use staff suggested that person stand up at the meeting and say it had been the County’s error and to take a different person’s extra time slot. (It’s unclear why the latter person was allowed to have two time slots.)

· The Commissioners’ Deputy Michelle Krezek even emailed the speaker lineup to BCHA on Monday, Aug. 29, for them to review without also sending it to TLAG. The Deputy also urged someone who couldn’t speak to instead write a letter about housing needs to the Planning Commission.



The only changes made for TLAG members were ones in which the County had made an error (e.g., a computer glitch in the signup system, or someone who was told a wrong date for signup ending) and sometimes not even then. Several people were told “no” even to just adding a pooler.



We are very concerned that the County gave preferential treatment to pro-development speakers and bent the signup rules for them. This is inequitable and discriminatory. 



These procedural problems (along with other issues from the review hearing that we’re still looking into) have undermined citizen trust in the public process. We are bringing this matter to your attention so that protocols can be put in place to assure fairness and transparency at the City Final Review meeting and at future County meetings. The favor of a written reply is requested.



Our democracy is founded upon the idea that all people are created equal—whether they are a government official or regular citizen; pro-development or pro–rural preservation. Our public hearing procedures must reflect that.



Thanks for your time and consideration.



Sincerely,



David L Rechberger

Dave Rechberger, Chairman

Twin Lakes Action Group







[bookmark: _GoBack]
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entity to whom the email is addressed.  Any further distribution of this
message is prohibited without the written consent of the sender.  If you
are not the intended recipient of this message, be advised that any
dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of the contents of this
message is strictly prohibited.

This message and any attachments are covered by the Electronic
Communications Privacy Act, 18 U. S. C SS 2510-2521
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Twin Lakes 
Action Group 

 
October 6, 2016 
 
Re: Request to establish equitable Final Review Hearing procedures 
 
Dear City Council, Planning Board and BVCP Staff, 
 
Thanks for all your efforts planning the upcoming City Final Review meeting for land-use change 
requests to the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. As part of that process, the Twin Lakes Action 
Group (TLAG) respectfully asks that procedures be put in place to safeguard the fairness and 
integrity of the public hearing process. We also will send this letter to the County Commissioners 
so they can make their procedures more robust in the future as well. 
 
Our request stems from troubling incidents at the Aug. 30 County Final Review hearing. One such 
incident involves irregularities with the speaker signup for the Public Comment period. 
Specifically, the County inserted several pro-Medium Density speakers into early time slots—after 
online signup had closed, when everyone else had to sign up in person that night for midnight 
speaking times.  
 
We know of at least five “favored” people with which this occurred. Two examples involve the 
County inserting former County Commissioner and Better Boulder Chair Will Toor and Boulder 
Housing Partners Executive Director Betsey Martens into the 7 p.m. time block. Here is the 
timeline of events: 
 
 At 10 p.m. on Sunday, Aug. 28, the online speaker signup for the Aug. 30 County Final 

Review Hearing closed. 
 At 11:31 a.m., on Aug. 30, the image shown below was the speaking order for 7:30–7:34 

p.m. that was posted on the County website (see here for full list from 5:16–11:56 p.m.): 
  

 
 At 2:08 p.m., on Aug. 30, we noticed that the speaker lineup had changed. Here was the final 

speaking order for 7:00–7:28 p.m. (see here for full list from 5:16 p.m. to 12:02 a.m.) 
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 In this second speaker lineup, Ms. Martens, with pooler Maggie Crosswy (Housing and 

Human Services Communications), was inserted at the 7:02 p.m. slot. Will Toor (former 
County Commissioner), with already signed-up pooler Chris Campbell (Assistant to the 
Director of Housing and Human Services), was inserted at the 7:24 p.m. slot.  

 That Monday and Tuesday, many TLAG members asked if they could sign up after signup 
had closed or change their speaking time. They were told “no.” These people had to sign up 
in person that night for time slots starting at midnight. 

 
We wondered how these favored speakers had gotten added to the lineup at a “prime speaking 
time” when online signed up had already ended. On Sept. 8, we submitted a Colorado Open 
Records Act (CORA) request to Boulder Housing Partners, asking for correspondence between 
Boulder Housing Partners and the Boulder County Land Use Department on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30, 
2016.  
 
In response, we received this document containing emails between Ms. Martens and HHS 
Communications Specialist Jim Williams and HHS Director Frank Alexander, where the former 
says she “wasn’t aware that the online sign-up closed last week (although I’m sure your emails 
told me that) so it’s unlikely these comments will be heard, or even read.” And the latter two 
replying that she is now signed up to speak for four minutes. This is just one example.  
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We also submitted a CORA request to Housing & Human Services, asking for correspondence on 
Aug. 29 and Aug. 30 regarding speaker signup. We received this 105-page document in reply. 
 
Reading through its pages, we were astonished to see unfold a concerted campaign by the County 
to marshal people from various organizations, committees, and groups to speak at the meeting. In 
that campaign: 
 At least 5 people were added to the closed speaker list or allowed to change their time from 

midnight to between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m.  
 For another person, who had mistakenly signed up to speak on a different topic, Land Use 

staff suggested that person stand up at the meeting and say it had been the County’s error 
and to take a different person’s extra time slot. (It’s unclear why the latter person was 
allowed to have two time slots.) 

 The Commissioners’ Deputy Michelle Krezek even emailed the speaker lineup to BCHA on 
Monday, Aug. 29, for them to review without also sending it to TLAG. The Deputy also 
urged someone who couldn’t speak to instead write a letter about housing needs to the 
Planning Commission. 

 
The only changes made for TLAG members were ones in which the County had made an error (e.g., 
a computer glitch in the signup system, or someone who was told a wrong date for signup ending) 
and sometimes not even then. Several people were told “no” even to just adding a pooler. 
 
We are very concerned that the County gave preferential treatment to pro-development speakers 
and bent the signup rules for them. This is inequitable and discriminatory.  
 
These procedural problems (along with other issues from the review hearing that we’re still 
looking into) have undermined citizen trust in the public process. We are bringing this matter to 
your attention so that protocols can be put in place to assure fairness and transparency at the City 
Final Review meeting and at future County meetings. The favor of a written reply is requested. 
 
Our democracy is founded upon the idea that all people are created equal—whether they are a 
government official or regular citizen; pro-development or pro–rural preservation. Our public 
hearing procedures must reflect that. 
 
Thanks for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David L Rechberger 
Dave Rechberger, Chairman 
Twin Lakes Action Group 
 
 
 
 

Page 8 of 160 | 2016-11-04

https://www.dropbox.com/s/k5cxya3ouzto4hg/Aug%2029_Aug%2030%20Correspondences_Redacted.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/0jjqwq2rcp3nn9e/signed_up_wrong_spot.docx?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/94zx4s1z6xk7cu1/deputy_email.png?dl=0


From: Marty Streim
To: boulderplanningboard
Subject: Concerned about Development at Twin Lakes
Date: Friday, October 07, 2016 11:29:33 AM
Attachments: 2.11.13_BOCC Memo_5-upa-Frank 2.pdf

My name is Martin Streim and I live at 4659 Tally Ho Trail.  My property is adjacent to 
one of the parcels that is being reviewed for a land use designation change.  The 
average density of my neighborhood (Red Fox Hills) is less than 4 units per acre.  
Before I bought my home three years ago, I did my due diligence. I contacted the 
school district and the Denver Archdiocese. They provided me with no information as 
to any future plans.  And then I looked at the BVCP. I felt reassured that should 
development occur it was within the LDR designation.  My wife and I discussed this 
before our purchase and determined we could live with that type of development,
 
If the proposed MDR land-use change is approved, we will be looking directly out our 
kitchen window at a density over 3 times that of my neighborhood.  How is that in 
keeping with the tenets of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan that seeks to 
maintain community character?? 
 
We have no problem with a new housing development built at the current density that 
provides up to 6 units per acre.  Apparently neither does BCHA as evidenced by a 
memo from Frank Alexander (see attached) that says, “At the current intended zoning, 
the site could accommodate 20-60 units” He then goes on to say, “The site is well 
positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective”.  Finally, Mr. Alexander 
notes, “For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a 
reasonable size for a LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. 
At a full price purchase of $490,00, this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, 
compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard of $15,000-$25,000”. Why are 
you not looking at the assumptions that BCHA made when they purchased the site?  
The BVSD site is comparable except that they paid nothing for their property.
 
Why are you not enforcing the tenets of the comprehensive plan that call for, 
“Permanently affordable housing that is compatible, dispersed, and integrated with 
housing throughout the community”?  If built at the MDR designation it will not be 
dispersed – it will be the most highly concentrated project in the county. Nor will it be 
physically integrated into the community. County Planning Commissioner Michael 
Baker recently said at the County deliberation, “I just can’t support this. It’s like up-
zoning an area in the middle of a residential area. It’s changing the density for one 
part of the community to the detriment of another part of the community, and I 
think that it’s wrong.”
 
If you approve this MDR designation, the message you are sending to the citizens of 
the City and Boulder County is; the BVCP, land use designations, and zoning 
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BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 


 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 


Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
 
 







Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 


Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 


- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  


- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 


- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 


 
Opportunities: 


- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 


affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 


experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  


 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  


• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 


meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 


 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 


2.11.13_BOCC Memo_6655TwinLakes  2 







requirements are all highly fungible. 

Respectfully,

Martin Streim
4659 Tally Ho Trail
Boulder, CO 80301
mstreim@earthlink.net
303.955.7809
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BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 

 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 

Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
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Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 

Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 

- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  

- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 

- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 

 
Opportunities: 

- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 

affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 

experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  

 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  

• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 

meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 

 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 
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From: A.J.
To: Domenico, Cindy; Jones, Elise; Gardner, Deb
Cc: #LandUsePlanner; jfryar@times-call.com
Subject: Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Changes for Twin Lakes
Date: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 10:24:37 AM

Hello Commissioners,

 

I’m writing in regards to questions asked at the August 30th public hearing on the
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.  I have yet to hear back, nor see any answers
posted (please accept my apologies if I didn’t see them, and if that is the case,
please direct me to the area where they were posted.)

 

I’m especially curious about the apparent abuse of the land Dedication that was
brought up (annexing to try to get rid of the stipulation that the land was dedicated
to be used as a park or school.)  I think this is a very dangerous precedent, on top
of the fact that the development proposed would be out of character for the
neighborhood.

 

As I mentioned when I spoke at the meeting, it seemed to me that there were only
a few people pro-development (who all surprisingly spoke right at the beginning of
the meeting in the prime time slots), and most seemed to have connections to the
development.  Overwhelmingly, there were hours and hours of concerned residents,
who stayed and spoke late into the night – from Twin Lakes as well as the
surrounding neighborhoods - which were opposed to either the development, or at
least the proposed density.  Can you please comment on your views on this; isn’t the
government supposed to represent the people it is serving?

 

I’m also concerned that several Commissioners said they hadn’t even seen the
questions and concerns from the community (that they had been put into several
large PDF’s and available for download, but doesn’t seem like they were informed of
this.)  Has this been rectified, and does it (or should it) impact the current process –
i.e. should another vote be taken?  (Not to mention the fact that there were two
County members missing for the vote.)

 

 

Thank you for your time and attention,

Adam Pastula
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From: Jennifer Herrington
To: Domenico, Cindy; Jones, Elise; Gardner, Deb; #LandUsePlanner
Cc: jfryar@times-call.com
Subject: TWIN LAKES
Date: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 10:23:50 AM
Attachments: image003.png

Dear Boulder County Commissioners and Planning Commission members:

 

I signed up to ask a question at the last meeting, but was not chosen because there were too many voices to allow
everyone to be heard.

 

I want to understand your reasoning for advancing Land Use Modification #35 MDR for the Twin Lakes land despite:

1)      A very clear appearance of conflicted interests;

2)      Overwhelming public opposition;

3)      Numerous reports from objective and independent experts that contradict the incorrect assumptions #35 is
predicated upon; and

4)      The dangerous precedents of abusing land Dedications and Annexation across County Open Space to inflict
development on a rural portion of Boulder County.   – This final point is of particular concern to me as I have devoted my
career to conservation and I am concerned about the precedent this action would have on the future of open space. 

 

Despite more than a month having passed I have not seen your answers and I look forward to your timely response.

 

Sincerely,

 

Jennifer Herrington

 

 

 

 

The Nature Conservancy in Colorado turns 50 this year! Join us as we celebrate five decades of conserving Colorado’s
lands, rivers and forests: nature.org/colorado50.

Jennifer Herrington

Director of Asset Management 
jherrington@tnc.org

(720) 974-7035  (Phone)

(303) 819-6511 (Mobile)

 

    
    The Nature Conservancy
      Colorado Field Office

      2424 Spruce Street

       

Boulder, CO  80302

      nature.org
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From: Anne Bliss
To: Council; boulderplanningboard
Subject: zoning change
Date: Monday, October 10, 2016 5:15:55 PM

Dear City Council and Planning Board Members,

While I am not opposed to growth, infill and changes in zoning, I am opposed to ignoring the values of
single family residents and their beliefs that they were purchasing protected zoning in their residential
neighborhoods. The current infill and co-op housing proposals are not taking the beliefs and
investments of these people into consideration, and I believe that the citizens of Boulder should have a
vote on such changes. In addition, building in the swampy area of Twin Lakes is foolish, with many of
the same considerations for land use that are being ignored.

In addition, though I now live in a senior community, I owned an average home in a residential
neighborhood (Melody-Catalpa) and built an ADU in my basement that provided safe, comfortable and
reasonably priced housing for grad students,  young married couples, and for the past three years, for a
single young architect working downtown in Boulder. I provided 
"infill" housing in my ADU for a period of 16 years.  To obtain my ADU, I had to post my property, get
zoning and planning permission and approval, and get permission from all neighbors within the required
space around me. No one objected, but they had a say in their neighborhood and their lives and
investments. 

My ADU was the first built under the new zoning/planning rules, had to be in an owner-occupied
dwelling, could have no more than two renters, and was built to specifications, inspected and thereafter
inspected each three years upon license renewal. My ADU was safe, it fit the zoning rules, and it
provided good, safe, comfortable housing.  In addition, it did not impact the neighbors in any negative
way, ever.  WHY? Becuse my renters lived in MY  home and in OUR neighborhood, which became their
home, too. They became part of the neighborhood, not people "passing through". Of course, not all co-
op or AirB&B and other renters are "passing through" or negatively impacting neighbors, but that is the
typical impression. Boulder does not inspect those rentals well, does not enforce the rules except on
complaint, and even that is cursory at times and needs repeated calls for results...my ADU was
inspected, was checked, and it did follow the rules.  

Can you create infill that follows protective rules? Can you create rules that are followed and enforced?
Based on my ADU, I'd say yes. But, otherwise, based on experiences of others, and of a couple of co-
ops/overcrowded rental houses in my neighborhood, I don't think the city is currently capable  of doing
so.

Other of my neighbors were and are interested in such ADU "infill"....basement apartments, small  "tiny
house" dwellings built in the typical 7000 sq. ft. lots with 1500 ft. house footprints (another 1000 sq. ft.
of footprint/expansion is typically allowed in the zoning), but only 3 ADUs are allowed in  each 300
meter zone (see the rules). It seems to me that this number could easily be increased; I was a single
person in my home, and many other singles and couples live in that neighborhood...an ADU would
increase the capacity to two more people on that lot. That's much more reasonable than an
overcrowded rental owned by an investor or even a good responsible 8-12 person group living situation
or co-op, which may NOT be owner-occupied, and which could have 12 people flopping by (according
to the current discussion), and for which I have yet to see parking regulations (My ADU had to have
one off-street parking space to be approved), licensing rules, inspection rules, etc.

So, to this co-op discussion, I would like to say the following:

1. slow down...this has been a problem for many years; do not make any hasty decisions;
2. make strong rules for these co-ops so that they are safe and secure and not causing neighborhood
problems;
3. placing them in higher than single family residential zones is a good idea UNLESS the single family
residential area neighbors have a say in the zoning and those neighbors say they're ok...so set up a
zoning process for approval, as you have for ADUs;
4. require off-street parking as for ADUs;
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5. get your enforcement and license renewal in place BEFORE you ok any sort of co-op, ADU, etc. infill
density changes.

And, of course, we all recognize that the the basis for this problem is that we continue to encourage
new business to come to Boulder...we cannot continue to do this. Growth in the city and nearby valley is
NOT sustainable. 60,000 cars entering/exiting Boulder per day is CRAZY.  Building in flood zones is
CRAZY. Not building the South Boulder berm is CRAZY.  The city has a lot of problems to deal with,
from potholes to pesticides and from transients to housing and beyond.  Our elected and appointed
officials, i.e., you, would be wise to pull back a bit, get the infrastructure under control, make the
needed repairs (e.g., new sewer pipes for neighborhoods older than 25 years...those pipes are full of
debris/rocks, etc.), and listen to the citizens...which some of you have not done very well. 

Also, the university is another consideration...people squawked when Google said they'd bring in 1500
workers (many of whom will be contract folks on 6-24 month contracts and will be renters, if Google's
prior patterns repeat here), but no one seemed conscious--at least no one complained--when the
university admitted 900 additional students to the size of this year's freshman class (over last year's,
which was also larger than the previous year's admitted class)....so where do those students live after
their freshman year? 

Let's wake up and PLAN...and stop pushing growth. It's not paying its own way, and it's not sustainable.

Anne Bliss
350 Ponca Place #441
Boulder 80303
720-562-8292
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From: Christie Gilbert
To: boulderplanningboard; Council
Subject: Fwd: County Commissioner Meeting on September 27
Date: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:21:34 AM
Attachments: 2.11.13_BOCC Memo_5-upa-Frank 2 copy.pdf

ATT00001.htm
2.11.13_BOCC Memo_5-upa-Frank 2 copy.pdf
ATT00002.htm

Hello. In the spirit of transparency and due diligence, I want to share this thoughtful 
set of emails exchanged with myself and Elise Jones.  Elise has been the first person 
on all four boards to respond to my emails.  I so appreciated this and I wanted to 
share this because it occurred to me you all may not be aware of the attached 
document I shared with her regarding the Twin Lakes development.  I believe this is 
the best solution and you will hopefully see this as you read through the emails.  
Thanks so much for taking the time to do this for this very important issue.  Let’s 
make this a win win!!!  To provide affordable housing that will not ruin the Twin 
Lakes area.  It is doable if we all let go of our agenda’s and compromise.  It is clear 
that this can be done at low density because Frank indicated that in this letter when 
asking for approval to buy the land at such a reasonable price.  Your response to me 
on this would also be appreciated.
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BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 


 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 


Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
 
 











Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 


Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 


- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  


- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 


- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 


 
Opportunities: 


- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 


affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 


experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  


 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  


• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 


meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 


 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 
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Christie Gilbert
christieg52@gmail.com









Begin forwarded message:

From: Christie Gilbert <christieg52@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: County Commissioner Meeting on September 27

Date: October 12, 2016 at 9:10:07 AM MDT

To: "Jones, Elise" <ejones@bouldercounty.org>


Hi Elise.  I really do appreciate the time you have taken to respond to my email.  It means a lot although I think it is important for you to read the attached document.  This document states from the BCHA that building at the current density is affordable and can be done based on the price paid for the property.  

I believe we could all live with that and it would provide a less “project” type environment for affordable housing.  What a win that could be for all of us!  It could send a message to the citizens of Boulder that you all really do your due diligence and listen to us.  It might also get the commissioners all re-elected.  Just a thought.  I look forward to staying in contact with you throughout this process - I do appreciate your reaching back out to me and I believe you want to do the right thing given the right information and options.

I would also appreciate it if you would share this with your colleagues.










 


BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 


 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 


Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
 
 











Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 


Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 


- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  


- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 


- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 


 
Opportunities: 


- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 


affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 


experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  


 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  


• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 


meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 


 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 
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Christie Gilbert
christieg52@gmail.com



On Oct 7, 2016, at 1:14 PM, Jones, Elise <ejones@bouldercounty.org> wrote:

Christie--
Thanks for your thoughtful email. The reason I supported a medium density designation is that in order to make housing 100% permanently affordable, you have to find a way to pay for it (because the folks who will live there can't pay the full cost), which means you have to use some affordable housing financing mechanism, like low income tax credits. It's harder to make this pen out for really small projects and there is an economy of scale with projects that are a little more dense.  

One thing that is scarcely mentioned is that people often just talk about the number of "units," without talking about the size of the units, which will dictate much of the on-the-ground footprint/impact.  The average house size in the U.S. is in the neighborhood of 2700 square feet. The average unit size for the Boulder County Housing Authority is under 1000 sq ft and the people who live in these units tend to own fewer cars. This means that at a unit density of 6-12 units per acre -- which is what BCHA and the School District have committed to -- the development will take up less space and have fewer impacts than what a private developer would build. This in turn means more space for wildlife buffers and corridors, community gardens and gathering space, etc. So the project would feel and look less dense than some parts of the existing Twin Lakes neighborhood.

Also, if approved, BCHA would build a range of unit types (1 bedroom, 2 bedroom, etc.), at least some of which would be small and affordable enough for single fixed income seniors to live in, while others would house families. The school district's half would house teachers and school district staff. If BCHA is allowed to develop the property (rather than a private developer), they will include community amenities (based on the neighborhood's input), such as the wildlife buffers and corridors mentioned above, a community garden and/or neighborhood park, etc. A private developer would likely just divide the space up into private lots, with homes and fenced in backyards -- which wouldn't yield the community a public benefit.

Lastly, if this moves forward, the next step would be an annexation and site plan application to the City of Boulder, which would include lots of involvement by neighbors in helping design what gets built. This is the same process that BCHA went through with its recent projects in Lafayette and Louisville (Josephine Commons, Aspinwall & Kestrel), which have been very positively received by the local communities. In particular, neighbors have appreciated the pocket parts, community gardens, trail connections and community gathering space these projects provide. This is the part of the process where you can weigh in on issues like building height, number and type of units, etc. and make sure that it's a project that benefits rather than detracts from your neighborhood. I'm confident that working together, we can end up with a positive result for everyone.

Regards,
Elise

---------------------------------------					
Elise Jones
Boulder County Commissioner
303-441-3491
ejones@bouldercounty.org


-----Original Message-----
From: Christie Gilbert [mailto:christieg52@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 5:07 PM
To: Domenico, Cindy; Gardner, Deb; Jones, Elise
Cc: council@bouldercolorado.gov
Subject: County Commissioner Meeting on September 27

Hi. I have one question I would love to have answered by you.  In your deliberations, why didn’t you consider leaving the current land designation which is rural residential and still have it for affordable housing to be annexed?  That would have been a win win!   I would like to be clear and I believe others agree with me. I back up to the land in question at Twin Lakes and I am not opposed to affordable housing being built here, I’m opposed to the density and did not hear in any of your deliberations, the consideration of leaving the density the same while still having the ability to address affordable housing and annex it into the city.

When you said you “heard us”, it sounds as if you only heard the loud voices of those asking for open space.  I moved here 3 years ago and did my due diligence knowing something would be built there.  Unfortunately you only talked about how all neighbors don’t want development or affordable housing.  I did not move here to have a “project” of such density - I never dreamed we would have something as large as what is being done at Kestrel or Josephine Commons behind me in a neighborhood that is so quiet.  That density is too much!!!!  I’ll be moving if that is what is build and it makes me so sad. And I won’t be able to afford to stay in Boulder.  So there you go.  Glad you are getting what you want and not considering people like us - senior citizens who can’t afford to move somewhere else in Boulder.  

Regards,
Christie


Christie Gilbert
christieg52@gmail.com
















Christie Gilbert 
christieg52@gmail.com 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Christie Gilbert <christieg52@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: County Commissioner Meeting on September 27 
Date: October 12, 2016 at 9:10:07 AM MDT 
To: "Jones, Elise" <ejones@bouldercounty.org> 
 
Hi Elise.  I really do appreciate the time you have taken to respond to my email.  It means a lot 
although I think it is important for you to read the attached document.  This document states 
from the BCHA that building at the current density is affordable and can be done based on the 
price paid for the property.   
 
I believe we could all live with that and it would provide a less â€œprojectâ€� type environment 
for affordable housing.  What a win that could be for all of us!  It could send a message to the 
citizens of Boulder that you all really do your due diligence and listen to us.  It might also get the 
commissioners all re-elected.  Just a thought.  I look forward to staying in contact with you 
throughout this process - I do appreciate your reaching back out to me and I believe you want to 
do the right thing given the right information and options. 
 
I would also appreciate it if you would share this with your colleagues. 
 
 
 
 
Christie Gilbert 
christieg52@gmail.com 
 
 
On Oct 7, 2016, at 1:14 PM, Jones, Elise <ejones@bouldercounty.org> wrote: 
 
Christie-- 
Thanks for your thoughtful email. The reason I supported a medium density designation is that in 
order to make housing 100% permanently affordable, you have to find a way to pay for it 
(because the folks who will live there can't pay the full cost), which means you have to use some 
affordable housing financing mechanism, like low income tax credits. It's harder to make this 
pen out for really small projects and there is an economy of scale with projects that are a little 
more dense.   
 
One thing that is scarcely mentioned is that people often just talk about the number of "units," 
without talking about the size of the units, which will dictate much of the on-the-ground 
footprint/impact.  The average house size in the U.S. is in the neighborhood of 2700 square feet. 
The average unit size for the Boulder County Housing Authority is under 1000 sq ft and the 

Page 18 of 160 | 2016-11-04

mailto:christieg52@gmail.com
mailto:christieg52@gmail.com
mailto:ejones@bouldercounty.org
mailto:christieg52@gmail.com


people who live in these units tend to own fewer cars. This means that at a unit density of 6-12 
units per acre -- which is what BCHA and the School District have committed to -- the 
development will take up less space and have fewer impacts than what a private developer would 
build. This in turn means more space for wildlife buffers and corridors, community gardens and 
gathering space, etc. So the project would feel and look less dense than some parts of the existing 
Twin Lakes neighborhood. 
 
Also, if approved, BCHA would build a range of unit types (1 bedroom, 2 bedroom, etc.), at least 
some of which would be small and affordable enough for single fixed income seniors to live in, 
while others would house families. The school district's half would house teachers and school 
district staff. If BCHA is allowed to develop the property (rather than a private developer), they 
will include community amenities (based on the neighborhood's input), such as the wildlife 
buffers and corridors mentioned above, a community garden and/or neighborhood park, etc. A 
private developer would likely just divide the space up into private lots, with homes and fenced 
in backyards -- which wouldn't yield the community a public benefit. 
 
Lastly, if this moves forward, the next step would be an annexation and site plan application to 
the City of Boulder, which would include lots of involvement by neighbors in helping design 
what gets built. This is the same process that BCHA went through with its recent projects in 
Lafayette and Louisville (Josephine Commons, Aspinwall & Kestrel), which have been very 
positively received by the local communities. In particular, neighbors have appreciated the 
pocket parts, community gardens, trail connections and community gathering space these 
projects provide. This is the part of the process where you can weigh in on issues like building 
height, number and type of units, etc. and make sure that it's a project that benefits rather than 
detracts from your neighborhood. I'm confident that working together, we can end up with a 
positive result for everyone. 
 
Regards, 
Elise 
 
---------------------------------------      
Elise Jones 
Boulder County Commissioner 
303-441-3491 
ejones@bouldercounty.org 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Christie Gilbert [mailto:christieg52@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 5:07 PM 
To: Domenico, Cindy; Gardner, Deb; Jones, Elise 
Cc: council@bouldercolorado.gov 
Subject: County Commissioner Meeting on September 27 
 
Hi. I have one question I would love to have answered by you.  In your deliberations, why 
didnâ€™t you consider leaving the current land designation which is rural residential and still 
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have it for affordable housing to be annexed?  That would have been a win win!   I would like to 
be clear and I believe others agree with me. I back up to the land in question at Twin Lakes and I 
am not opposed to affordable housing being built here, Iâ€™m opposed to the density and did 
not hear in any of your deliberations, the consideration of leaving the density the same while still 
having the ability to address affordable housing and annex it into the city. 
 
When you said you â€œheard usâ€�, it sounds as if you only heard the loud voices of those 
asking for open space.  I moved here 3 years ago and did my due diligence knowing something 
would be built there.  Unfortunately you only talked about how all neighbors donâ€™t want 
development or affordable housing.  I did not move here to have a â€œprojectâ€� of such 
density - I never dreamed we would have something as large as what is being done at Kestrel or 
Josephine Commons behind me in a neighborhood that is so quiet.  That density is too 
much!!!!  Iâ€™ll be moving if that is what is build and it makes me so sad. And I wonâ€™t be 
able to afford to stay in Boulder.  So there you go.  Glad you are getting what you want and not 
considering people like us - senior citizens who canâ€™t afford to move somewhere else in 
Boulder.   
 
Regards, 
Christie 
 
 
Christie Gilbert 
christieg52@gmail.com 
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BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 

 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 

Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
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Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 

Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 

- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  

- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 

- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 

 
Opportunities: 

- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 

affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 

experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  

 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  

• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 

meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 

 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 

2.11.13_BOCC Memo_6655TwinLakes  2 
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From: Dave Rechberger
To: #LandUsePlanner; ellisl@bouldercolorado.gov; Giang, Steven; sugnetj@bouldercolorado.gov
Cc: John Fryar
Subject: Request from TLAG
Date: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 12:48:36 PM
Attachments: Planning Commission Revote 10-12-16 Final.docx

Hello County Planning Commissioners and BVCP Staff,

 

I ask that you please review the attached request from the Twin Lakes Action Group
related to the BVCP process.

 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

 

Thank you,

 

Dave – TLAG Chair

 

David L Rechberger

Managing Director

DMR Group, LLC

4581 Tally Ho Trail

Boulder, CO 80301

303-818-4070

www.dmrgroupllc.com

 

The information contained in this electronic message, including any
attachments is confidential and intended for the use of the person or
entity to whom the email is addressed.  Any further distribution of this
message is prohibited without the written consent of the sender.  If you
are not the intended recipient of this message, be advised that any
dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of the contents of this
message is strictly prohibited.

This message and any attachments are covered by the Electronic
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Twin Lakes Action Group



Dear County Planning Commission Members, 

The Twin Lakes Action Group, Inc. formally requests a reconsideration of the votes cast on September 21st for the land-use changes for the Twin Lakes Road properties for the following reasons:

· All parties are entitled to a fair and impartial vote and due process protections by all four bodies in the BVCP Update process. However, for the Twin Lakes parcels:

· Staff for the County Commissioners actively worked with County staff and other parties to present testimony at hearings and meetings in favor of change requests that would allow development of the parcels – in violation of the due process rights of TLAG and individual requesters of the #36 “Open Space and Environmental Preservation” change requests

· Subsequent to the Planning Commission vote, the County Commission declined to either 1) recuse themselves based on an obvious conflict of interest whereby they approved the Boulder County Housing Authority requests (#35) in the capacity as BCHA Board members, or 2) formally and publicly disclose the conflicts, and the appearance of conflict, for the record. The County Attorney office’s legal “justification” for not recusing made no reference to recusal standards in the BVCP context, lacked a formal legal opinion, and cited to authority that had nothing to do with the facts of this matter.

· County Staff actively tampered with the speaking order to give preferential treatment to the “Pro Increased Density” supporters, developers and government insiders while citizens waited until past 11:30 p.m. to speak.  Documentation of this item was provided previously to this Commission and can also be found here:  https://www.dropbox.com/home/Inbox/county%20final%20review%20speaking%20order

· The staff recommendation urging approval of “Medium Density and Environmental Preservation” changes is so misleading and inconsistent with the BVCP as to make action consistent with that recommendation arbitrary and capricious: The BVCP defines Environmental Preservation:

The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers.



“Environmental Preservation” under the BVCP means preserving land for their environmental values. Simply acknowledging that setbacks and easements for wetlands, ditches and a trail corridor (likely to be as narrow as 15 feet wide and paved) can’t be developed for housing – while up to 18 acres (80-90%) of the parcels could be developed for structures and parking is wholly inconsistent with the Environmental Preservation designation under the BVCP. 

· The fact that TLAG information packets were not readily presented to this Commission by County Staff.

· 3 members of the Planning Commission stated at the hearing they didn’t have time to review or had issues accessing the TLAG material and other public comments that were provided by County Staff.

· Attachment 2 to Staff’s September 14, 2016 packet, the Memo titled “Clarifications following August 30 Hearing” was neither objective nor impartial and violated the due process rights of parties with change requests other than those submitted by the County. The memo sought to dispose of and refute any and all arguments that might question or undercut the recommendation to grant the County’s request, and failed to acknowledge that 1) many components of the Open Space and Environmental Preservation requests were more consistent with the BVCP than #35, or 2)  the staff recommendation was inconsistent with the BVCP provision that future annexation of Area II lands in unincorporated Gunbarrel would be negotiated by the city and county in the event of “resident interest in annexation.”  If staff recommends an action that is inconsistent with the BVCP, it is incumbent on staff to advise the Commission that the recommendation could be construed as such. Here, by not doing so, Staff’s bias is apparent.  

· Additionally, the same noted staff memo contained a number of incorrect or incomplete facts that further emphasize their bias.

· 2 members of the Planning Commission were not present to cast their vote which may change the outcome of the vote. Because of the importance of this vote to the community and the enormous County-wide interest in this vote, citizens are entitled to a vote by the full Planning Commission.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan sets forth a mechanism for reconsideration of a determining body’s vote and we ask the Planning Commission to exercise this option due to the anomalies in this case.





Thank you for your action, 



David L Rechberger



Dave Rechberger

TLAG Chair

4581 Tally Ho Trail, Boulder, CO 80301





Communications Privacy Act, 18 U. S. C SS 2510-2521
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Dear County Planning Commission Members,  

The Twin Lakes Action Group, Inc. formally requests a reconsideration of the votes cast on September 

21st for the land-use changes for the Twin Lakes Road properties for the following reasons: 

• All parties are entitled to a fair and impartial vote and due process protections by all four bodies in 

the BVCP Update process. However, for the Twin Lakes parcels: 

o Staff for the County Commissioners actively worked with County staff and other parties to 

present testimony at hearings and meetings in favor of change requests that would allow 

development of the parcels – in violation of the due process rights of TLAG and individual 

requesters of the #36 “Open Space and Environmental Preservation” change requests 

o Subsequent to the Planning Commission vote, the County Commission declined to either 

1) recuse themselves based on an obvious conflict of interest whereby they approved the 

Boulder County Housing Authority requests (#35) in the capacity as BCHA Board 

members, or 2) formally and publicly disclose the conflicts, and the appearance of 

conflict, for the record. The County Attorney office’s legal “justification” for not recusing 

made no reference to recusal standards in the BVCP context, lacked a formal legal 

opinion, and cited to authority that had nothing to do with the facts of this matter. 

o County Staff actively tampered with the speaking order to give preferential treatment to 

the “Pro Increased Density” supporters, developers and government insiders while citizens 

waited until past 11:30 p.m. to speak.  Documentation of this item was provided 

previously to this Commission and can also be found here:  

https://www.dropbox.com/home/Inbox/county%20final%20review%20speaking%20order 

• The staff recommendation urging approval of “Medium Density and Environmental Preservation” 

changes is so misleading and inconsistent with the BVCP as to make action consistent with that 

recommendation arbitrary and capricious: The BVCP defines Environmental Preservation: 

The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 
environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 
preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 
dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 

 

“Environmental Preservation” under the BVCP means preserving land for their environmental 

values. Simply acknowledging that setbacks and easements for wetlands, ditches and a trail corridor 
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(likely to be as narrow as 15 feet wide and paved) can’t be developed for housing – while up to 18 

acres (80-90%) of the parcels could be developed for structures and parking is wholly inconsistent 

with the Environmental Preservation designation under the BVCP.  

• The fact that TLAG information packets were not readily presented to this Commission by County 

Staff. 

• 3 members of the Planning Commission stated at the hearing they didn’t have time to review or had 

issues accessing the TLAG material and other public comments that were provided by County Staff. 

• Attachment 2 to Staff’s September 14, 2016 packet, the Memo titled “Clarifications following 

August 30 Hearing” was neither objective nor impartial and violated the due process rights of parties 

with change requests other than those submitted by the County. The memo sought to dispose of and 

refute any and all arguments that might question or undercut the recommendation to grant the 

County’s request, and failed to acknowledge that 1) many components of the Open Space and 

Environmental Preservation requests were more consistent with the BVCP than #35, or 2)  the staff 

recommendation was inconsistent with the BVCP provision that future annexation of Area II lands 

in unincorporated Gunbarrel would be negotiated by the city and county in the event of “resident 

interest in annexation.”  If staff recommends an action that is inconsistent with the BVCP, it is 

incumbent on staff to advise the Commission that the recommendation could be construed as such. 

Here, by not doing so, Staff’s bias is apparent.   

• Additionally, the same noted staff memo contained a number of incorrect or incomplete facts that 

further emphasize their bias. 

• 2 members of the Planning Commission were not present to cast their vote which may change the 

outcome of the vote. Because of the importance of this vote to the community and the enormous 

County-wide interest in this vote, citizens are entitled to a vote by the full Planning Commission. 

The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan sets forth a mechanism for reconsideration of a determining 

body’s vote and we ask the Planning Commission to exercise this option due to the anomalies in this 

case. 

 
 
Thank you for your action,  
 
David L Rechberger 
 
Dave Rechberger 
TLAG Chair 
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From: Elisabeth Patterson
To: Council; boulderplanningboard; better-boulder-steering-committee@googlegroups.com; Alex Burness
Subject: Better Boulder Letter - Twin Lakes
Date: Thursday, October 13, 2016 7:20:59 AM
Attachments: image.png

Twin Lakes - Council and Planning Board.pdf

  
Re: Twin Lakes

To: Boulder City Council and  Boulder Planning Board

Better Boulder is in favor of the staff recommendation for a medium density
designation for most of the property.  While we would have preferred the mixed
density designation, which would have allowed a higher density of housing, we think
that medium density is a reasonable compromise between the broader community
interest served by more affordable housing and the concerns raised by the
immediate neighbors.

This is an appropriate area for development. These parcels have been in area 2,
intended for annexation, since the 1970s. The drainage on the northern edge and
the wetlands on the southern edge would be protected, while the rest of the site
would provide affordable housing.  Neither the city nor county have found these
sites to meet criteria for designation or acquisition as open space. The intent of the
city and county open space programs was always to acquire sites outside of existing
urbanized areas, and large tracts of intact habitat or agricultural land, not sites like
this one. 

The biggest challenge facing our community is housing affordability.  As the
economy in Boulder County has boomed, housing prices have risen far faster than
inflation, forcing many people to live far from the places they work or go to school.
As teachers, police officers, service workers and others are forced out of the
community, we all suffer.  Commutes get longer, burdening our transportation
system, driving up emissions, and burdening the commuters with hours spent
getting to and from work, instead of with their children. From a climate perspective
there is enormous value to providing housing closer to where the jobs are, and to
providing multifamily housing, with the lower energy use that comes from smaller
units and shared walls, and the outstanding sustainable design that we can expect
from the BCHA.  When we say no to housing, our communities lose diversity, and
lose the value that comes from having nurses and teachers able to actually live in
and participate in the community in which they work. 

Research nationwide has shown that restrictive housing policies segregate the less
wealthy and are one of the major factors behind the increase in inequality in the
United States over the last few decades. Boulder values inclusivity and fighting for
equality, and we need housing policies that fit with these values.
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October 13, 2016  


Re: Twin Lakes 
 
To: Boulder City Council and  Boulder Planning Board 
 
Better Boulder is in favor of the staff recommendation for a medium density designation for most of the 
property.  While we would have preferred the mixed density designation, which would have allowed a higher 
density of housing, we think that medium density is a reasonable compromise between the broader community 
interest served by more affordable housing and the concerns raised by the immediate neighbors. 


This is an appropriate area for development. These parcels have been in area 2, intended for annexation, since the 
1970s. The drainage on the northern edge and the wetlands on the southern edge would be protected, while the 
rest of the site would provide affordable housing.  Neither the city nor county have found these sites to meet 
criteria for designation or acquisition as open space. The intent of the city and county open space programs was 
always to acquire sites outside of existing urbanized areas, and large tracts of intact habitat or agricultural land, 
not sites like this one.  


The biggest challenge facing our community is housing affordability.  As the economy in Boulder County has 
boomed, housing prices have risen far faster than inflation, forcing many people to live far from the places they 
work or go to school. As teachers, police officers, service workers and others are forced out of the community, we 
all suffer.  Commutes get longer, burdening our transportation system, driving up emissions, and burdening the 
commuters with hours spent getting to and from work, instead of with their children. From a climate perspective 
there is enormous value to providing housing closer to where the jobs are, and to providing multifamily housing, 
with the lower energy use that comes from smaller units and shared walls, and the outstanding sustainable design 
that we can expect from the BCHA.  When we say no to housing, our communities lose diversity, and lose the value 
that comes from having nurses and teachers able to actually live in and participate in the community in which they 
work.  


Research nationwide has shown that restrictive housing policies segregate the less wealthy and are one of the 
major factors behind the increase in inequality in the United States over the last few decades. Boulder values 
inclusivity and fighting for equality, and we need housing policies that fit with these values. 


We know that these are hard decisions to make. Every time that a significant project to add housing affordable to 
low or middle income residents has moved forward in the Boulder area, the immediate neighbors have been 
worried that this will change their neighborhood for the worse. The neighbors always show up in large numbers, 
while there are not many people to speak for the value to the whole community in providing additional housing. 
But it is important to remember that time and time again, when housing has been built, the fears of opponents 
have not come true. Instead, the community has been made a better place. And it is important to remember that 
the broader community sees the importance of affordable housing. The BVCP survey made it clear that housing 
affordability was the most important issue to a majority of residents of the Boulder Valley, and the resounding 







rejection of ballot issue 300 in Boulder made it clear that residents want decisions to reflect the values and interest 
of the entire community, not just the immediate neighbors who are most engaged. 


This does not mean that their concerns don’t matter. As the project moves to site planning and detailed decision 
making, neighbors should be engaged. But on the threshold question of whether the land use designation should 
be changed to allow a meaningful amount of affordable housing on this site, the answer is yes. 
 
Better Boulder 
Sue Prant and Ken Hotard, co-chairs 
 







We know that these are hard decisions to make. Every time that a significant project
to add housing affordable to low or middle income residents has moved forward in
the Boulder area, the immediate neighbors have been worried that this will change
their neighborhood for the worse. The neighbors always show up in large numbers,
while there are not many people to speak for the value to the whole community in
providing additional housing. But it is important to remember that time and time
again, when housing has been built, the fears of opponents have not come true.
Instead, the community has been made a better place. And it is important to
remember that the broader community sees the importance of affordable housing.
The BVCP survey made it clear that housing affordability was the most important
issue to a majority of residents of the Boulder Valley, and the resounding rejection
of ballot issue 300 in Boulder made it clear that residents want decisions to reflect
the values and interest of the entire community, not just the immediate neighbors
who are most engaged.

This does not mean that their concerns don’t matter. As the project moves to site
planning and detailed decision making, neighbors should be engaged. But on the
threshold question of whether the land use designation should be changed to allow a
meaningful amount of affordable housing on this site, the answer is yes.

Thank you,

Better Boulder
Sue Prant and Ken Hotard, co-chairs

www.betterboulder.com
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From: Elizabeth Black
To: Council; boulderplanningboard
Cc: Kat Goldberg; Frank DeDominicis; Louisa Matthias
Subject: Comments on Comp Plan Rezoning Request for parcels near Twin Lakes
Date: Friday, October 14, 2016 5:36:37 PM
Attachments: Twin Lakes revised working version.docx

City of Boulder officials,
Please see attached comments from representatives of the Big View Team of Circles. 
Thank you all for your consideration of our message.
Liz Black
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DRAFT LETTER

Date: 14 Oct, 2016

To: City of Boulder Council and Planning Board

RE:  Proposal for Affordable Housing near Twin Lakes 



Dear Council and Planning Board members 

	The vision for Boulder County Circles Campaign is to end poverty, one family at a time. Circles supports select individuals committed to overcoming barriers, by boosting their social capital and empowering them to accomplish personal goals.  Circles also addresses systemic barriers which inhibit and prevent those in poverty from reaching self-sufficiency.   Poverty does not exist in a vacuum.  Long-term community building and planning includes addressing poverty as well as safety and health issues.  We are aligned with the view that a well-executed comprehensive plan enhances the quality of life of all community residents.

	For the working poor, a major quality-of-life barrier is the inadequate supply of affordable housing.  Circle’s Big View Team notes that there are many divergent views around the proposal to develop affordable housing, sited on two parcels south of Twin Lakes in the Gunbarrel area.

	Representatives from Big View are here tonight to share our thoughts as you approach critical decisions which will have long-range impact on Gunbarrel's overall character.  Circles, being community-minded, urges careful consideration of the best interests of the entire county and region, rather than focusing narrowly on interests of folks who live near Twin Lakes.  Now more than ever, affordable housing is vitally important to achieve a mix with people of all ages, races and economic levels living in integrated neighborhoods.  

	Wages adjusted for inflation have been almost stagnant over recent decades while cost of living continues rising.  As more people relocate to our beautiful state, those who provide vital services which benefit the entire community are being squeezed out.  Teachers, police, public facilities maintenance workers all contribute to the fabric of our society.  Their families should be able to live in the same county where they earn their salary.   Those with low incomes often must work several jobs and frequently are dealing with the tyranny of the moment. Thus they cannot attend and contribute to public hearings.  Circles' Big View team advocates for those whose perspective might otherwise not be heard.

Shortages of affordable housing is especially acute for those living at 0-80% of the area median income.  The 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan of the Boulder-Broomfield HOME Consortium states that nationally, 55% of the housing stock was valued at less than $200,000 in 2012.  In the two counties as of 2012, only 15% of housing units had a value less than $200,000.1  That was before the 2013 flood damaged many mobile homes in the area.  The extremely low rental vacancy rate is another indicator that the supply of affordable units is much less than the need in our region.  

	Increasing density is a strategy to effectively provide affordable housing.  Having observed developments in adjacent parcels, Big View believes 12 units per acre is compatible with the neighborhood.  Ideally workforce housing should be near public transit and jobs.  Although bus service within the Gunbarrel area is quite limited at the present time, industrial and commercial job sites are within biking distance of the subject parcels. We appreciate that all six scenarios cited2 in the June 22nd, 2016 Open House records include paved or unpaved paths which connect to existing trails, to give residents alternative commuting options besides automobiles.

Given the high water table in the area, design elements to reduce damage to the units in the event of flooding are necessary.   We note that the conceptual plans cluster residential units away from the ditch.  Being aware of past instances when the staff of Boulder County Housing and Human Services Department made tradeoffs, we believe they have the necessary expertise to deal with this and similar challenges.   They have produced attractive, affordable, lower cost units by purchasing properties with some undesirable features and finding innovative approaches to work around those characteristics.  They will earn compliments from Circles if, while working on the Twin Lakes parcels, they make similar use of available resources, including funds derived from tax payers.

	Questions have been raised as to whether utilities and public services infrastructure could be augmented to serve the high density of residential dwellings proposed.  To ensure that sewer, water, police, fire protection services and the capacity of nearby schools will be adequate, we encourage the city and school district to seek input from those familiar with these issues as development planning advances. 

	We urge the City of Boulder Planning Board on Nov 10 and the City Council on Dec 13 to approve request 35, a change in zoning from Low Density Residential (LR) and Public (PUB) to Medium Density Residential (MR), which would bring the parties working towards the proposed affordable housing development a step closer to implementing their plans.

Sincerely,

Big View Team of the Circles Program of Boulder County including the following individuals:

Frank DeDominicis, co-chair

Kat Goldberg, co-chair

Liz Black

Louisa Matthias

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Footnotes

1  https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/DRAFT_2015-2019_Con_Plan_Boulder-Broomfield_HOME_Consortium-1-201412181555.pdf  accessed 9/9/2016

2  https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/BVCP_Twin_Lakes_Open_House_Slides--maps-1-201606241747.pdf   accessed 8/28/2016 



DRAFT LETTER 

Date: 14 Oct, 2016 

To: City of Boulder Council and Planning Board 

RE:  Proposal for Affordable Housing near Twin Lakes  

 

Dear Council and Planning Board members  

 The vision for Boulder County Circles Campaign is to end poverty, one family at a time. Circles supports 
select individuals committed to overcoming barriers, by boosting their social capital and empowering them to 
accomplish personal goals.  Circles also addresses systemic barriers which inhibit and prevent those in poverty 
from reaching self-sufficiency.   Poverty does not exist in a vacuum.  Long-term community building and planning 
includes addressing poverty as well as safety and health issues.  We are aligned with the view that a well-
executed comprehensive plan enhances the quality of life of all community residents. 

 For the working poor, a major quality-of-life barrier is the inadequate supply of affordable housing.  
Circle’s Big View Team notes that there are many divergent views around the proposal to develop affordable 
housing, sited on two parcels south of Twin Lakes in the Gunbarrel area. 

 Representatives from Big View are here tonight to share our thoughts as you approach critical decisions 
which will have long-range impact on Gunbarrel's overall character.  Circles, being community-minded, urges 
careful consideration of the best interests of the entire county and region, rather than focusing narrowly on 
interests of folks who live near Twin Lakes.  Now more than ever, affordable housing is vitally important to 
achieve a mix with people of all ages, races and economic levels living in integrated neighborhoods.   

 Wages adjusted for inflation have been almost stagnant over recent decades while cost of living 
continues rising.  As more people relocate to our beautiful state, those who provide vital services which benefit 
the entire community are being squeezed out.  Teachers, police, public facilities maintenance workers all 
contribute to the fabric of our society.  Their families should be able to live in the same county where they earn 
their salary.   Those with low incomes often must work several jobs and frequently are dealing with the tyranny 
of the moment. Thus they cannot attend and contribute to public hearings.  Circles' Big View team advocates for 
those whose perspective might otherwise not be heard. 

Shortages of affordable housing is especially acute for those living at 0-80% of the area median income.  
The 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan of the Boulder-Broomfield HOME Consortium states that nationally, 55% of 
the housing stock was valued at less than $200,000 in 2012.  In the two counties as of 2012, only 15% of housing 
units had a value less than $200,000.1  That was before the 2013 flood damaged many mobile homes in the 
area.  The extremely low rental vacancy rate is another indicator that the supply of affordable units is much less 
than the need in our region.   
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 Increasing density is a strategy to effectively provide affordable housing.  Having observed 
developments in adjacent parcels, Big View believes 12 units per acre is compatible with the neighborhood.  
Ideally workforce housing should be near public transit and jobs.  Although bus service within the Gunbarrel 
area is quite limited at the present time, industrial and commercial job sites are within biking distance of the 
subject parcels. We appreciate that all six scenarios cited2 in the June 22nd, 2016 Open House records include 
paved or unpaved paths which connect to existing trails, to give residents alternative commuting options 
besides automobiles. 

Given the high water table in the area, design elements to reduce damage to the units in the event of 
flooding are necessary.   We note that the conceptual plans cluster residential units away from the ditch.  Being 
aware of past instances when the staff of Boulder County Housing and Human Services Department made 
tradeoffs, we believe they have the necessary expertise to deal with this and similar challenges.   They have 
produced attractive, affordable, lower cost units by purchasing properties with some undesirable features and 
finding innovative approaches to work around those characteristics.  They will earn compliments from Circles if, 
while working on the Twin Lakes parcels, they make similar use of available resources, including funds derived 
from tax payers. 

 Questions have been raised as to whether utilities and public services infrastructure could be 
augmented to serve the high density of residential dwellings proposed.  To ensure that sewer, water, police, fire 
protection services and the capacity of nearby schools will be adequate, we encourage the city and school 
district to seek input from those familiar with these issues as development planning advances.  

 We urge the City of Boulder Planning Board on Nov 10 and the City Council on Dec 13 to approve 
request 35, a change in zoning from Low Density Residential (LR) and Public (PUB) to Medium Density 
Residential (MR), which would bring the parties working towards the proposed affordable housing development 
a step closer to implementing their plans. 

Sincerely, 

Big View Team of the Circles Program of Boulder County including the following individuals: 
Frank DeDominicis, co-chair 
Kat Goldberg, co-chair 
Liz Black 
Louisa Matthias 
 
Footnotes 
1  https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/DRAFT_2015-2019_Con_Plan_Boulder-
Broomfield_HOME_Consortium-1-201412181555.pdf  accessed 9/9/2016 
2  https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/BVCP_Twin_Lakes_Open_House_Slides--maps-1-
201606241747.pdf   accessed 8/28/2016  
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From: Melanie
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners; planning@bouldercolorado.gov; #LandUsePlanner;

plandevelop@boulderco.gov; council@bouldercolorado.gov
Date: Saturday, October 15, 2016 8:49:36 PM

To the Commissioners, Council Members, and Planners~

Please take a moment to read my LTE from the Daily Camera.  Maybe you have forgotten
how important the Land is to all of us.  Including you.  And while  your at it find and read those PDF
files that went unread before your vote.
Thanks and may the land thrive.

Melanie Whitehead: Twin Lakes and
a sense of place
POSTED:   10/14/2016 08:20:20 PM MDT

I'm not going to talk about another recent water-main break on Twin Lakes Road,
Gunbarrel's crumbling infrastructure, how inappropriate annexation is, traffic issues,
flood issues, or the many disturbing ways the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan
has been utterly comprised.

I'm going to talk about a sense of place that so many of us lack in this day and age.
The contentious Twin Lakes fields may seem like vacant lots to those who would
build on them or have never walked them, but to the residents of Twin Lakes and
anyone who has opened their eyes, these fields are alive. Absolutely buzzing with
life. These fields are an old friend. There's a love here that is beyond words. And we
will protect them.

To know a place well is to be a part of it. It is to develop a profound relationship
with the same vistas, grasses, flowers, trees, streams, creatures, secret spaces, and
places to be. It is to know yourself. It is to play, run, explore, and wonder.
Developing a sense of place helps us to know how to care for and be part of the
land. And to pass on these skills to our children.

Building here would be bulldozing an old friend. So why here? As Elise Jones says,
"...we need to put it somewhere." Oh.

I have grown weary of people saying that the Twin Lakers are NIMBYs. In fact, Twin
Lakes residents have a love and a rapport with this environment, these fields, that
everyone should be striving to have. To take away these fields is to take away our
hearts and the heart of Gunbarrel. As one prolific Twin Laker said, "This is our
Chautauqua."

http://www.dailycamera.com/letters/ci_30469019/melanie-whitehead-twin-lakes-
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and-sense-place
-- 

"Nature does not hurry, yet everything is accomplished."  ~Lao Tzu

If you have a moment consider supporting Twin Lakes in protecting our beloved Owls and
other abundant wildlife in their natural habitat.
http://boulderowlpreserve.org
http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/no-leap-frog-annexation-and-densification-in
www.tlag.org

Page 33 of 160 | 2016-11-04

http://www.dailycamera.com/letters/ci_30469019/melanie-whitehead-twin-lakes-and-sense-place
http://boulderowlpreserve.org/
http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/no-leap-frog-annexation-and-densification-in
http://www.tlag.org/


From: Mike Chiropolos
To: #LandUsePlanner; Case, Dale; Parker, Kathy M.
Subject: TLAG Letter on Reconsideration
Date: Tuesday, October 18, 2016 5:03:43 PM
Attachments: TLAG Letter on Reconsideration 10182016.pdf

Find attached TLAG's letter and response to the Land Use discussion of the request
for reconsideration.

Mike

Mike Chiropolos
Chiropolos Law LLC
1221 Pearl Street - Suite 11
Boulder CO 80302
mikechiropolos@gmail.com
303-956-0595
This message may be privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure
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MIKE CHIROPOLOS  


ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR, CHIROPOLOS LAW LLC  


1221 PEARL SUITE 11  


BOULDER CO 80302 303-956-0595 -- mikechiropolos@gmail.com 


________________________________________ 


October 18, 2016 


Boulder County Planning Commission - transmitted via email   


 


Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Twin Lakes Vote, BVCP Update 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
Thank you for considering TLAG’s Request for Consideration by putting it on the agenda for the 
October 19, 2016 Planning Commission members. Justice, fairness, due process, and 
consistency with the BVCP will be served by moving for reconsideration. Reconsideration will 
advance – not compromise – the integrity of the Planning Commission’s decision in this rare 
instance. 
 
First, TLAG concedes that reconsideration could be inconvenient for staff, but we believe that 
concern is outweighed by assuring the public and the Gunbarrel community that the Planning 
Commission is committed to getting this decision right. Staff drafted a comprehensive 
recommendation and devoted untold staff hours to present what appeared many as a 
persuasive legal brief rather than an objective discussion of the respective pros and cons of the 
two competing change requests under the decision criteria for the BVCP.  
 
The facts and procedure here are unique. Nonetheless, the staff recommendation was narrowly 
approved by a 4-3 vote, and some observers left believing that the Motion to Approve would not 
had passed had Planning Commission Chair Natalie *-* not had to leave the meeting to catch a 
flight despite participating in most of the discussion before departing. All 8 members present on 
September 21 would have been in a position to vote had the Twin Lakes item been scheduled 
ahead of Jay Road on the agenda.  
 
TLAG is confident in the Planning Commission’s ability to manage its docket and agenda. The 
suggestion that reconsideration could lead to an arbitrary decision that “undermines the integrity 
and finality of all future Planning Commission decisions” seems to over-state the concern. The 
circumstances present here are exceedingly rare. In all instances, the decisions as to whether 
to put a request for reconsideration on the agenda, or to entertain a motion to reconsider – are 
entirely within the discretion of the Commission.  
 
General parliamentary rules appear to provide that Motions for Reconsideration can be made at 
the same meeting when the initial vote was held, or the next meeting, and that the Motion 
should be made by a member who voted in the majority on the original vote. It would appear 
reasonable for one of the members not present for the original vote to be allowed to move for 
reconsideration in this context, because the votes of those two members could change the 
outcome. Planning Commission votes bylaws do not preclude reconsideration.  
 
At least three examples of material new information exist, which were neither known or 
considered by the Commission prior to the initial vote.  
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First, when the Commission originally voted, at least some members were likely unaware that 
the title of the Staff Recommendation to approve “MR and Environmental Protection” would 
actually approve a request that is repugnant to the BVCP definition of Environmental Protection: 
 


The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 


environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 


preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 


dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 


Staff was either unaware that Area III lands do not qualify for an Environmental Protection 


designation, or failed to connect the dots between the staff recommendation and the fact that 


the Twin Lakes parcels are intended to be annexed and re-designated Area III if the MR 


requests go forward. The fact that the staff recommendation violates the BVCP constitutes 


grounds for reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, playing fast and loose with the 


definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it gets – as any person involved 


in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can attest. 


 
Second, the 115-page staff memo did not advise the Commission that the staff recommendation 
would violate the BVCP policy regarding future annexations of Area II lands in Gunbarrel, 
despite citing it: “If resident interest in annexation does occur in the future, the city and county 
will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents.” The record lacks any evidence that 
residents are interested in annexation, and the annexation contemplated by the staff would be 
to dictate annexation rather than “negotiat[ing] new terms of annexation with the residents.” The 
fact that the present vote violates the annexation policy in the BVCP is grounds for 
reconsideration.  
 
Third, the staff memo did not advise the Commission the housing crisis might be a good reason 
to conduct comprehensive planning for the Planning Reserve that includes the 80-acre 
Yarmouth Parcel which was the subject of Area II to III change requests to allow affordable 
housing development earlier in the BVCP Update. Nor did staff advise the Commission that: 
 


 If Planning concluded that the Yarmouth parcels are appropriate to consider land use 
changes on, they could house up to 1,440 units – and 960 units at the units/acre density 
currently under consideration for the Twin Lakes parcel. 


 The Boulder County Housing Authority was founded in 1975 and now owns and 
operates 611 units per the website.  


 Yarmouth alone could house double the AH units that BCHA has built or acquired in 41 
years of existence (an average of 16 per year), and four times the number of units 
proposed for Twin Lakes at the same density. 


 The rationale for voting down the Yarmouth requests in the 2016 BVCP Update is 
equally applicable to the Twin Lakes parcels: lack of comprehensive or Sub-Community 
planning to inform the context and specifics of the change requests. It is illogical to state 
that comprehensive planning is a pre-condition of advancing change requests for the 
Reserve, but not highly similar change requests for unincorporated Gunbarrel – when 
no plan has been completed for either area.  


This new information going to the potential to better achieve AH goals in the BVCP and 
otherwise, and the importance of planning all communities before approving changes that could 
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allow piecemeal development changing the character of currently unplanned communities – are 
grounds for reconsideration. 
 
Fourth, to the extent members of the Planning Commission may be concerned that the recusal 
issue is relevant, it is uncontested that recusal applies to votes on BVCP change requests. At a 
minimum, disclosure of the appearance of conflict was required when the County 
Commissioners voted to approve a BVCP change request that they initially approved submitting 
in their role as BCHA Commissioners: 
 


 For the agenda item preceding Twin Lakes at the September 21 hearing, Planning 
Commission member Leah Martinsson recused herself from the Jay Road request.  


 In the context of recusing herself from Eco-Cycle matters, Commissioner Jones stated in 
a Boulder Daily Camera column: “While both my sister and I are able to separate 
business from our familial relationship, we nonetheless realize that our association might 
raise concerns in the public eye. That is why, in addition to my stepping aside from 
anything related to Eco-Cycle, I have gone above and beyond by also recusing myself 
from actions on the broader topic of zero waste.” (emphasis added) 


 For the Twin Lakes case, the conflict would seem to be more apparent. Three members 
of the Boulder Daily Camera Editorial Advisory Board agree1: 


o “The county commissioners are also board members of the Boulder County 
Housing Authority and they refuse to recuse themselves from what should be 
the next level of approval in the change-of-use proposal for two 10-acre parcels 
in the Twin Lakes neighborhood to allow for up to 280 units of affordable 
housing.” (Fern O’Brien) 


o “It also seems strange that the commissioners approved a proposal presented 
by the commissioners.” (Rett Ertl) 


o The county commissioners also serve on the Boulder Housing Authority board. 
Checks and balances anyone?” (Don Wrege) 


 
The community obviously has concerns here, where 1) the Commissioners constitute the entire 
three-person BCHA board, 2) they have a fiduciary relationship to BCHA, and 3) it can’t be 
argued that any one Commissioner’s vote did not matter because the motion passed by a 3-0 
vote. All three have actual conflicts, and an undeniable appearance of conflict – which none of 
the three disclosed at any hearing.  
 
In sum, under the unique and rare procedural and factual circumstances presented by the Twin 
Lakes change requests, entertaining a Motion for Reconsideration is appropriate.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


Mike Chiropolos 


Attorney for TLAG 


                                                           
1 http://www.dailycamera.com/editorials/ci_30421170/from-editorial-advisory-board-twin-lakes 







MIKE CHIROPOLOS  

ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR, CHIROPOLOS LAW LLC  

1221 PEARL SUITE 11  

BOULDER CO 80302 303-956-0595 -- mikechiropolos@gmail.com 

________________________________________ 

October 18, 2016 

Boulder County Planning Commission - transmitted via email   

 

Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Twin Lakes Vote, BVCP Update 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
Thank you for considering TLAG’s Request for Consideration by putting it on the agenda for the 
October 19, 2016 Planning Commission members. Justice, fairness, due process, and 
consistency with the BVCP will be served by moving for reconsideration. Reconsideration will 
advance – not compromise – the integrity of the Planning Commission’s decision in this rare 
instance. 
 
First, TLAG concedes that reconsideration could be inconvenient for staff, but we believe that 
concern is outweighed by assuring the public and the Gunbarrel community that the Planning 
Commission is committed to getting this decision right. Staff drafted a comprehensive 
recommendation and devoted untold staff hours to present what appeared many as a 
persuasive legal brief rather than an objective discussion of the respective pros and cons of the 
two competing change requests under the decision criteria for the BVCP.  
 
The facts and procedure here are unique. Nonetheless, the staff recommendation was narrowly 
approved by a 4-3 vote, and some observers left believing that the Motion to Approve would not 
had passed had Planning Commission Chair Natalie *-* not had to leave the meeting to catch a 
flight despite participating in most of the discussion before departing. All 8 members present on 
September 21 would have been in a position to vote had the Twin Lakes item been scheduled 
ahead of Jay Road on the agenda.  
 
TLAG is confident in the Planning Commission’s ability to manage its docket and agenda. The 
suggestion that reconsideration could lead to an arbitrary decision that “undermines the integrity 
and finality of all future Planning Commission decisions” seems to over-state the concern. The 
circumstances present here are exceedingly rare. In all instances, the decisions as to whether 
to put a request for reconsideration on the agenda, or to entertain a motion to reconsider – are 
entirely within the discretion of the Commission.  
 
General parliamentary rules appear to provide that Motions for Reconsideration can be made at 
the same meeting when the initial vote was held, or the next meeting, and that the Motion 
should be made by a member who voted in the majority on the original vote. It would appear 
reasonable for one of the members not present for the original vote to be allowed to move for 
reconsideration in this context, because the votes of those two members could change the 
outcome. Planning Commission votes bylaws do not preclude reconsideration.  
 
At least three examples of material new information exist, which were neither known or 
considered by the Commission prior to the initial vote.  
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First, when the Commission originally voted, at least some members were likely unaware that 
the title of the Staff Recommendation to approve “MR and Environmental Protection” would 
actually approve a request that is repugnant to the BVCP definition of Environmental Protection: 
 

The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 
environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 
preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 
dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 

Staff was either unaware that Area III lands do not qualify for an Environmental Protection 
designation, or failed to connect the dots between the staff recommendation and the fact that 
the Twin Lakes parcels are intended to be annexed and re-designated Area III if the MR 
requests go forward. The fact that the staff recommendation violates the BVCP constitutes 
grounds for reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, playing fast and loose with the 
definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it gets – as any person involved 
in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can attest. 

 
Second, the 115-page staff memo did not advise the Commission that the staff recommendation 
would violate the BVCP policy regarding future annexations of Area II lands in Gunbarrel, 
despite citing it: “If resident interest in annexation does occur in the future, the city and county 
will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents.” The record lacks any evidence that 
residents are interested in annexation, and the annexation contemplated by the staff would be 
to dictate annexation rather than “negotiat[ing] new terms of annexation with the residents.” The 
fact that the present vote violates the annexation policy in the BVCP is grounds for 
reconsideration.  
 
Third, the staff memo did not advise the Commission the housing crisis might be a good reason 
to conduct comprehensive planning for the Planning Reserve that includes the 80-acre 
Yarmouth Parcel which was the subject of Area II to III change requests to allow affordable 
housing development earlier in the BVCP Update. Nor did staff advise the Commission that: 
 

 If Planning concluded that the Yarmouth parcels are appropriate to consider land use 
changes on, they could house up to 1,440 units – and 960 units at the units/acre density 
currently under consideration for the Twin Lakes parcel. 

 The Boulder County Housing Authority was founded in 1975 and now owns and 
operates 611 units per the website.  

 Yarmouth alone could house double the AH units that BCHA has built or acquired in 41 
years of existence (an average of 16 per year), and four times the number of units 
proposed for Twin Lakes at the same density. 

 The rationale for voting down the Yarmouth requests in the 2016 BVCP Update is 
equally applicable to the Twin Lakes parcels: lack of comprehensive or Sub-Community 
planning to inform the context and specifics of the change requests. It is illogical to state 
that comprehensive planning is a pre-condition of advancing change requests for the 
Reserve, but not highly similar change requests for unincorporated Gunbarrel – when 
no plan has been completed for either area.  

This new information going to the potential to better achieve AH goals in the BVCP and 
otherwise, and the importance of planning all communities before approving changes that could 
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allow piecemeal development changing the character of currently unplanned communities – are 
grounds for reconsideration. 
 
Fourth, to the extent members of the Planning Commission may be concerned that the recusal 
issue is relevant, it is uncontested that recusal applies to votes on BVCP change requests. At a 
minimum, disclosure of the appearance of conflict was required when the County 
Commissioners voted to approve a BVCP change request that they initially approved submitting 
in their role as BCHA Commissioners: 
 

 For the agenda item preceding Twin Lakes at the September 21 hearing, Planning 
Commission member Leah Martinsson recused herself from the Jay Road request.  

 In the context of recusing herself from Eco-Cycle matters, Commissioner Jones stated in 
a Boulder Daily Camera column: “While both my sister and I are able to separate 
business from our familial relationship, we nonetheless realize that our association might 
raise concerns in the public eye. That is why, in addition to my stepping aside from 
anything related to Eco-Cycle, I have gone above and beyond by also recusing myself 
from actions on the broader topic of zero waste.” (emphasis added) 

 For the Twin Lakes case, the conflict would seem to be more apparent. Three members 
of the Boulder Daily Camera Editorial Advisory Board agree1: 

o “The county commissioners are also board members of the Boulder County 
Housing Authority and they refuse to recuse themselves from what should be 
the next level of approval in the change-of-use proposal for two 10-acre parcels 
in the Twin Lakes neighborhood to allow for up to 280 units of affordable 
housing.” (Fern O’Brien) 

o “It also seems strange that the commissioners approved a proposal presented 
by the commissioners.” (Rett Ertl) 

o The county commissioners also serve on the Boulder Housing Authority board. 
Checks and balances anyone?” (Don Wrege) 

 
The community obviously has concerns here, where 1) the Commissioners constitute the entire 
three-person BCHA board, 2) they have a fiduciary relationship to BCHA, and 3) it can’t be 
argued that any one Commissioner’s vote did not matter because the motion passed by a 3-0 
vote. All three have actual conflicts, and an undeniable appearance of conflict – which none of 
the three disclosed at any hearing.  
 
In sum, under the unique and rare procedural and factual circumstances presented by the Twin 
Lakes change requests, entertaining a Motion for Reconsideration is appropriate.  
 
Respectfully, 

 

Mike Chiropolos 

Attorney for TLAG 

1 http://www.dailycamera.com/editorials/ci_30421170/from-editorial-advisory-board-twin-lakes 
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From: Jeffrey D. Cohen
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: FW: REVISED BOULDER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 8:07:39 AM
Attachments: image001.png

TLAG Letter on Reconsideration 10182016 final.pdf
city_hearing_procedures_final3.docx

Dear Planners - You probably had a chance to review the Staff’s recommendation relating to a
request for reconsideration that you will be discussing this afternoon:

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/landuse/bvcp150001pcstaffrec20161019.pdf

Attached is the Twin Lakes Action Group’s (TLAG) formal response, which was submitted
yesterday to the County.  We would also like to point out that TLAG is not suggesting that
TLAG itself initiate a rehearing or reconsideration.  TLAG is merely asking the Planning
Commission members to initiate a rehearing or reconsideration. This would involve the
Planning Commission making a motion for a rehearing. The Planning Commission Bylaws
and the BVCP Guidelines both authorize the Planning Commission to do that.

Specifically your Bylaws give you the right and authority to amend the agenda to add, delete,
or table or continue any matter.  Per §IV(F) it states that “in addition, the Planning
Commission, by majority vote, shall have the right to amend the agenda to add, delete, or table
or continue any matter, provided that no such action shall be contrary to the procedural
requirements of the Open Records Law, any statute governing the matter at issue, or the
County’s Land Use Code.”

Furthermore, §VI also gives you the authority for any actions or requests that are required or
provided through the County’s other land-use regulations and policies, including the BVCP,
and “to hold public hearings or meetings on applications for approval of special use permits,
subdivisions and replats, road and public utility easement vacations, road name changes, and
any other actions or requests as may be required or provided through the Colorado Revised
Statutes, the County’s Land Use Code, or any of the County’s other land use regulations or
policies.”

The BVCP Guidelines also give you the power to request a reconsideration.  Nowhere in the
BVCP Guidelines does it say that a governing body can’t put the reconsideration request to the
same governing body.  It should also be noted that the BVCP Guidelines for reconsideration
are a “proposed process,” so you have latitude to determine how to implement the procedures. 
 

 I wanted to highlight a couple specific examples of why a rehearing should be considered:

 1. A rehearing is the only way to restore integrity to the BVCP process. The failure to follow
procedures during the final review hearing and erroneous information given by staff
significantly compromised the hearing, in a way that likely affected the outcome;

 2. New information has come to light. The BVCP Guidelines state, “When making a request,
the requesting body shall state the grounds for the request for reconsideration; the grounds
should be information that was not previously considered by the body of which the request is
made.” One non-exhaustive example of new information is the discovery that County staff
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MIKE CHIROPOLOS  


ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR, CHIROPOLOS LAW LLC  


1221 PEARL SUITE 11  


BOULDER CO 80302 303-956-0595 -- mikechiropolos@gmail.com 


________________________________________ 


October 18, 2016 


Boulder County Planning Commission - transmitted via email   


 


Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Twin Lakes Vote, BVCP Update 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
Thank you for considering TLAG’s Request for Consideration by putting it on the agenda for the 
October 19, 2016 Planning Commission members. Justice, fairness, due process, and 
consistency with the BVCP will be served by moving for reconsideration. Reconsideration will 
advance – not compromise – the integrity of the Planning Commission’s decision in this rare 
instance. 
 
First, TLAG concedes that reconsideration could be inconvenient for staff, but we believe that 
concern is outweighed by assuring the public and the Gunbarrel community that the Planning 
Commission is committed to getting this decision right. Staff drafted a comprehensive 
recommendation and devoted untold staff hours to present what appeared many as a 
persuasive legal brief rather than an objective discussion of the respective pros and cons of the 
two competing change requests under the decision criteria for the BVCP.  
 
The facts and procedure here are unique. Nonetheless, the staff recommendation was narrowly 
approved by a 4-3 vote, and some observers left believing that the Motion to Approve would not 
had passed had Planning Commission Chair Natalie Feinberg-Lopez not had to leave the 
meeting to catch a flight despite participating in most of the discussion before departing. All 8 
members present on September 21 would have been in a position to vote had the Twin Lakes 
item been scheduled ahead of Jay Road on the agenda.  
 
TLAG is confident in the Planning Commission’s ability to manage its docket and agenda. The 
suggestion that reconsideration could lead to an arbitrary decision that “undermines the integrity 
and finality of all future Planning Commission decisions” seems to over-state the concern. The 
circumstances present here are exceedingly rare. In all instances, the decisions as to whether 
to put a request for reconsideration on the agenda, or to entertain a motion to reconsider – are 
entirely within the discretion of the Commission.  
 
General parliamentary rules appear to provide that Motions for Reconsideration can be made at 
the same meeting when the initial vote was held, or the next meeting, and that the Motion 
should be made by a member who voted in the majority on the original vote. It would appear 
reasonable for one of the members not present for the original vote to be allowed to move for 
reconsideration in this context, because the votes of those two members could change the 
outcome. Planning Commission votes bylaws do not preclude reconsideration.  
 
At least three examples of material new information exist, which were neither known or 
considered by the Commission prior to the initial vote.  



mailto:mikechiropolos@gmail.com





2 
 


 
First, when the Commission originally voted, at least some members were likely unaware that 
the title of the Staff Recommendation to approve “MR and Environmental Protection” would 
actually approve a request that is repugnant to the BVCP definition of Environmental Protection: 
 


The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 


environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 


preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 


dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 


Staff was either unaware that Area III lands do not qualify for an Environmental Protection 


designation, or failed to connect the dots between the staff recommendation and the fact that 


the Twin Lakes parcels are intended to be annexed and re-designated Area III if the MR 


requests go forward. The fact that the staff recommendation violates the BVCP constitutes 


grounds for reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, playing fast and loose with the 


definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it gets – as any person involved 


in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can attest. 


 
Second, the 115-page staff memo did not advise the Commission that the staff recommendation 
would violate the BVCP policy regarding future annexations of Area II lands in Gunbarrel, 
despite citing it: “If resident interest in annexation does occur in the future, the city and county 
will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents.” The record lacks any evidence that 
residents are interested in annexation, and the annexation contemplated by the staff would be 
to dictate annexation rather than “negotiat[ing] new terms of annexation with the residents.” The 
fact that the present vote violates the annexation policy in the BVCP is grounds for 
reconsideration.  
 
Third, the staff memo did not advise the Commission the housing crisis might be a good reason 
to conduct comprehensive planning for the Planning Reserve that includes the 80-acre 
Yarmouth Parcel which was the subject of Area II to III change requests to allow affordable 
housing development earlier in the BVCP Update. Nor did staff advise the Commission that: 
 


 If Planning concluded that the Yarmouth parcels are appropriate to consider land use 
changes on, they could house up to 1,440 units – and 960 units at the units/acre density 
currently under consideration for the Twin Lakes parcel. 


 The Boulder County Housing Authority was founded in 1975 and now owns and 
operates 611 units per the website.  


 Yarmouth alone could house double the AH units that BCHA has built or acquired in 41 
years of existence (an average of 16 per year), and four times the number of units 
proposed for Twin Lakes at the same density. 


 The rationale for voting down the Yarmouth requests in the 2016 BVCP Update is 
equally applicable to the Twin Lakes parcels: lack of comprehensive or Sub-Community 
planning to inform the context and specifics of the change requests. It is illogical to state 
that comprehensive planning is a pre-condition of advancing change requests for the 
Reserve, but not highly similar change requests for unincorporated Gunbarrel – when 
no plan has been completed for either area.  


This new information going to the potential to better achieve AH goals in the BVCP and 
otherwise, and the importance of planning all communities before approving changes that could 
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allow piecemeal development changing the character of currently unplanned communities – are 
grounds for reconsideration. 
 
Fourth, to the extent members of the Planning Commission may be concerned that the recusal 
issue is relevant, it is uncontested that recusal applies to votes on BVCP change requests. At a 
minimum, disclosure of the appearance of conflict was required when the County 
Commissioners voted to approve a BVCP change request that they initially approved submitting 
in their role as BCHA Commissioners: 
 


 For the agenda item preceding Twin Lakes at the September 21 hearing, Planning 
Commission member Leah Martinsson recused herself from the Jay Road request.  


 In the context of recusing herself from Eco-Cycle matters, Commissioner Jones stated in 
a Boulder Daily Camera column: “While both my sister and I are able to separate 
business from our familial relationship, we nonetheless realize that our association might 
raise concerns in the public eye. That is why, in addition to my stepping aside from 
anything related to Eco-Cycle, I have gone above and beyond by also recusing myself 
from actions on the broader topic of zero waste.” (emphasis added) 


 For the Twin Lakes case, the conflict would seem to be more apparent. Three members 
of the Boulder Daily Camera Editorial Advisory Board agree1: 


o “The county commissioners are also board members of the Boulder County 
Housing Authority and they refuse to recuse themselves from what should be 
the next level of approval in the change-of-use proposal for two 10-acre parcels 
in the Twin Lakes neighborhood to allow for up to 280 units of affordable 
housing.” (Fern O’Brien) 


o “It also seems strange that the commissioners approved a proposal presented 
by the commissioners.” (Rett Ertl) 


o The county commissioners also serve on the Boulder Housing Authority board. 
Checks and balances anyone?” (Don Wrege) 


 
The community obviously has concerns here, where 1) the Commissioners constitute the entire 
three-person BCHA board, 2) they have a fiduciary relationship to BCHA, and 3) it can’t be 
argued that any one Commissioner’s vote did not matter because the motion passed by a 3-0 
vote. All three have actual conflicts, and an undeniable appearance of conflict – which none of 
the three disclosed at any hearing.  
 
In sum, under the unique and rare procedural and factual circumstances presented by the Twin 
Lakes change requests, entertaining a Motion for Reconsideration is appropriate.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


Mike Chiropolos 


Attorney for TLAG 


                                                           
1 http://www.dailycamera.com/editorials/ci_30421170/from-editorial-advisory-board-twin-lakes 






Twin Lakes

Action Group



October 6, 2016



Re: Request to establish equitable Final Review Hearing procedures



Dear City Council, Planning Board and BVCP Staff,



Thanks for all your efforts planning the upcoming City Final Review meeting for land-use change requests to the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. As part of that process, the Twin Lakes Action Group (TLAG) respectfully asks that procedures be put in place to safeguard the fairness and integrity of the public hearing process. We also will send this letter to the County Commissioners so they can make their procedures more robust in the future as well.



Our request stems from troubling incidents at the Aug. 30 County Final Review hearing. One such incident involves irregularities with the speaker signup for the Public Comment period. Specifically, the County inserted several pro-Medium Density speakers into early time slots—after online signup had closed, when everyone else had to sign up in person that night for midnight speaking times. 



We know of at least five “favored” people with which this occurred. Two examples involve the County inserting former County Commissioner and Better Boulder Chair Will Toor and Boulder Housing Partners Executive Director Betsey Martens into the 7 p.m. time block. Here is the timeline of events:



· At 10 p.m. on Sunday, Aug. 28, the online speaker signup for the Aug. 30 County Final Review Hearing closed.

· At 11:31 a.m., on Aug. 30, the image shown below was the speaking order for 7:30–7:34 p.m. that was posted on the County website (see here for full list from 5:16–11:56 p.m.):
 
[image: ]

· At 2:08 p.m., on Aug. 30, we noticed that the speaker lineup had changed. Here was the final speaking order for 7:00–7:28 p.m. (see here for full list from 5:16 p.m. to 12:02 a.m.)

[image: ]

· In this second speaker lineup, Ms. Martens, with pooler Maggie Crosswy (Housing and Human Services Communications), was inserted at the 7:02 p.m. slot. Will Toor (former County Commissioner), with already signed-up pooler Chris Campbell (Assistant to the Director of Housing and Human Services), was inserted at the 7:24 p.m. slot. 

· That Monday and Tuesday, many TLAG members asked if they could sign up after signup had closed or change their speaking time. They were told “no.” These people had to sign up in person that night for time slots starting at midnight.



We wondered how these favored speakers had gotten added to the lineup at a “prime speaking time” when online signed up had already ended. On Sept. 8, we submitted a Colorado Open Records Act (CORA) request to Boulder Housing Partners, asking for correspondence between Boulder Housing Partners and the Boulder County Land Use Department on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30, 2016. 



In response, we received this document containing emails between Ms. Martens and HHS Communications Specialist Jim Williams and HHS Director Frank Alexander, where the former says she “wasn’t aware that the online sign-up closed last week (although I’m sure your emails told me that) so it’s unlikely these comments will be heard, or even read.” And the latter two replying that she is now signed up to speak for four minutes. This is just one example. 



We also submitted a CORA request to Housing & Human Services, asking for correspondence on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30 regarding speaker signup. We received this 105-page document in reply.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Reading through its pages, we were astonished to see unfold a concerted campaign by the County to marshal people from various organizations, committees, and groups to speak at the meeting. In that campaign:

· At least 5 people were added to the closed speaker list or allowed to change their time from midnight to between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 

· For another person, who had mistakenly signed up to speak on a different topic, Land Use staff suggested that person stand up at the meeting and say it had been the County’s error and to take a different person’s extra time slot. (It’s unclear why the latter person was allowed to have two time slots.)

· The Commissioners’ Deputy Michelle Krezek even emailed the speaker lineup to BCHA on Monday, Aug. 29, for them to review without also sending it to TLAG. The Deputy also urged someone who couldn’t speak to instead write a letter about housing needs to the Planning Commission.



The only changes made for TLAG members were ones in which the County had made an error (e.g., a computer glitch in the signup system, or someone who was told a wrong date for signup ending) and sometimes not even then. Several people were told “no” even to just adding a pooler.



We are very concerned that the County gave preferential treatment to pro-development speakers and bent the signup rules for them. This is inequitable and discriminatory. 



These procedural problems (along with other issues from the review hearing that we’re still looking into) have undermined citizen trust in the public process. We are bringing this matter to your attention so that protocols can be put in place to assure fairness and transparency at the City Final Review meeting and at future County meetings. The favor of a written reply is requested.



Our democracy is founded upon the idea that all people are created equal—whether they are a government official or regular citizen; pro-development or pro–rural preservation. Our public hearing procedures must reflect that.



Thanks for your time and consideration.



Sincerely,





Dave Rechberger, Chairman

Twin Lakes Action Group
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tampered with the speaker lineup. See attached letter I had emailed you last week; 

3. Key information was not received by the Planning Commission. The week before the Sept.
21 deliberations, TLAG attempted to send the members (1) the studies and analyzes the
Planning Commission had requested on Aug. 30 and (2) clarifications on the faulty
information contained in the Sept. 14 staff memo. The County declined to send these
documents directly to the Planning Commission members or even to notify them of the
submission.  Instead they were posted online in a 400-page pdf document.  Pervasive technical
issues existed with this online pdf document and many people, including members of the
Planning Commission had problems downloading it.   On the day of the Planning Commission
deliberation at least three members said they had not received TLAG’s informational packets.

 4. At the August 30 joint hearing, all individuals who wished to speak were NOT provided
the opportunity to do so. Several people had to go home without speaking because they were
unable to wait until midnight. Yet “preferred speakers” were inserted into the 7 p.m. time
block.  How can we know what effect this had on the decision-making process?

5.  The County Attorney’s Office advised the Board of County Commissioners that it was
“OK” for the County Commissioners to meet individually with TLAG members, but then
advised the Planning Commission against that very same thing. Having two standards is
arbitrary and capricious.

 6. Two Planning Commission members did not have the opportunity to vote. The Planning
Commission Bylaws recognize the importance of having all members vote on amendments to
comprehensive plans, as articulated in §IV(B): “Moreover, to approve any action adopting or
amending all or part of the County’s Comprehensive Plan under C.R.S. §§30-28-106 through-
109, not less than a majority of the entire membership of the Planning Commission (five
members) shall be required to vote in favor of such action.”   Although this section pertains to
the BCCP, the legislative intent logically would extend to the BVCP. 

7.  During the deliberations when one of the Planning Commission members (Pat Shanks)
asked if they could table the vote on the Twin Lakes matter so additional studies could be
conducted on a viable North/South Environmental protection corridor the Assistant County
Attorney went against the specific wording of your Bylaws which allows the Planning
Commission to table any matter and provided questionable legal advice and said you should
vote now since that would have a direct impact on the other 3 governing bodies.  See video
clip (Starting at Minute 4:15) -
 https://www.facebook.com/mark.teboe/videos/10211209146294517

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

 Thanks,

 Jeff

TLAG Board Member
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Jeffrey D. Cohen, Esq., C.P.A.

Managing Shareholder

The Cohen Law Firm, P.C.

Legal, Tax & Business Advisors

6610 Gunpark Drive, Suite 202

Boulder, Colorado 80301

Telephone 303-733-0103

Facsimile 303-733-0104

www.cohenadvisors.net

jeff@cohenadvisors.net

 

 

 

The information contained in this email and any attachments is confidential and may be
legally privileged or attorney work product, and is, in any event, confidential information
intended only for the use of the individual or entity addressee named above.  Access to this
email by anyone else is unauthorized.  If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure,
copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it, is prohibited
and may be unlawful.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately
by return e-mail or by telephone at 303-733-0103 and delete this message. Please note that if
this e-mail contains a forwarded message or is a reply to a prior message, some or all of it
may not have been prepared by this firm.
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MIKE CHIROPOLOS  

ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR, CHIROPOLOS LAW LLC  

1221 PEARL SUITE 11  

BOULDER CO 80302 303-956-0595 -- mikechiropolos@gmail.com 

________________________________________ 

October 18, 2016 

Boulder County Planning Commission - transmitted via email   

 

Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Twin Lakes Vote, BVCP Update 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
Thank you for considering TLAG’s Request for Consideration by putting it on the agenda for the 
October 19, 2016 Planning Commission members. Justice, fairness, due process, and 
consistency with the BVCP will be served by moving for reconsideration. Reconsideration will 
advance – not compromise – the integrity of the Planning Commission’s decision in this rare 
instance. 
 
First, TLAG concedes that reconsideration could be inconvenient for staff, but we believe that 
concern is outweighed by assuring the public and the Gunbarrel community that the Planning 
Commission is committed to getting this decision right. Staff drafted a comprehensive 
recommendation and devoted untold staff hours to present what appeared many as a 
persuasive legal brief rather than an objective discussion of the respective pros and cons of the 
two competing change requests under the decision criteria for the BVCP.  
 
The facts and procedure here are unique. Nonetheless, the staff recommendation was narrowly 
approved by a 4-3 vote, and some observers left believing that the Motion to Approve would not 
had passed had Planning Commission Chair Natalie Feinberg-Lopez not had to leave the 
meeting to catch a flight despite participating in most of the discussion before departing. All 8 
members present on September 21 would have been in a position to vote had the Twin Lakes 
item been scheduled ahead of Jay Road on the agenda.  
 
TLAG is confident in the Planning Commission’s ability to manage its docket and agenda. The 
suggestion that reconsideration could lead to an arbitrary decision that “undermines the integrity 
and finality of all future Planning Commission decisions” seems to over-state the concern. The 
circumstances present here are exceedingly rare. In all instances, the decisions as to whether 
to put a request for reconsideration on the agenda, or to entertain a motion to reconsider – are 
entirely within the discretion of the Commission.  
 
General parliamentary rules appear to provide that Motions for Reconsideration can be made at 
the same meeting when the initial vote was held, or the next meeting, and that the Motion 
should be made by a member who voted in the majority on the original vote. It would appear 
reasonable for one of the members not present for the original vote to be allowed to move for 
reconsideration in this context, because the votes of those two members could change the 
outcome. Planning Commission votes bylaws do not preclude reconsideration.  
 
At least three examples of material new information exist, which were neither known or 
considered by the Commission prior to the initial vote.  
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First, when the Commission originally voted, at least some members were likely unaware that 
the title of the Staff Recommendation to approve “MR and Environmental Protection” would 
actually approve a request that is repugnant to the BVCP definition of Environmental Protection: 
 

The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 
environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 
preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 
dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 

Staff was either unaware that Area III lands do not qualify for an Environmental Protection 
designation, or failed to connect the dots between the staff recommendation and the fact that 
the Twin Lakes parcels are intended to be annexed and re-designated Area III if the MR 
requests go forward. The fact that the staff recommendation violates the BVCP constitutes 
grounds for reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, playing fast and loose with the 
definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it gets – as any person involved 
in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can attest. 

 
Second, the 115-page staff memo did not advise the Commission that the staff recommendation 
would violate the BVCP policy regarding future annexations of Area II lands in Gunbarrel, 
despite citing it: “If resident interest in annexation does occur in the future, the city and county 
will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents.” The record lacks any evidence that 
residents are interested in annexation, and the annexation contemplated by the staff would be 
to dictate annexation rather than “negotiat[ing] new terms of annexation with the residents.” The 
fact that the present vote violates the annexation policy in the BVCP is grounds for 
reconsideration.  
 
Third, the staff memo did not advise the Commission the housing crisis might be a good reason 
to conduct comprehensive planning for the Planning Reserve that includes the 80-acre 
Yarmouth Parcel which was the subject of Area II to III change requests to allow affordable 
housing development earlier in the BVCP Update. Nor did staff advise the Commission that: 
 

 If Planning concluded that the Yarmouth parcels are appropriate to consider land use 
changes on, they could house up to 1,440 units – and 960 units at the units/acre density 
currently under consideration for the Twin Lakes parcel. 

 The Boulder County Housing Authority was founded in 1975 and now owns and 
operates 611 units per the website.  

 Yarmouth alone could house double the AH units that BCHA has built or acquired in 41 
years of existence (an average of 16 per year), and four times the number of units 
proposed for Twin Lakes at the same density. 

 The rationale for voting down the Yarmouth requests in the 2016 BVCP Update is 
equally applicable to the Twin Lakes parcels: lack of comprehensive or Sub-Community 
planning to inform the context and specifics of the change requests. It is illogical to state 
that comprehensive planning is a pre-condition of advancing change requests for the 
Reserve, but not highly similar change requests for unincorporated Gunbarrel – when 
no plan has been completed for either area.  

This new information going to the potential to better achieve AH goals in the BVCP and 
otherwise, and the importance of planning all communities before approving changes that could 
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allow piecemeal development changing the character of currently unplanned communities – are 
grounds for reconsideration. 
 
Fourth, to the extent members of the Planning Commission may be concerned that the recusal 
issue is relevant, it is uncontested that recusal applies to votes on BVCP change requests. At a 
minimum, disclosure of the appearance of conflict was required when the County 
Commissioners voted to approve a BVCP change request that they initially approved submitting 
in their role as BCHA Commissioners: 
 

 For the agenda item preceding Twin Lakes at the September 21 hearing, Planning 
Commission member Leah Martinsson recused herself from the Jay Road request.  

 In the context of recusing herself from Eco-Cycle matters, Commissioner Jones stated in 
a Boulder Daily Camera column: “While both my sister and I are able to separate 
business from our familial relationship, we nonetheless realize that our association might 
raise concerns in the public eye. That is why, in addition to my stepping aside from 
anything related to Eco-Cycle, I have gone above and beyond by also recusing myself 
from actions on the broader topic of zero waste.” (emphasis added) 

 For the Twin Lakes case, the conflict would seem to be more apparent. Three members 
of the Boulder Daily Camera Editorial Advisory Board agree1: 

o “The county commissioners are also board members of the Boulder County 
Housing Authority and they refuse to recuse themselves from what should be 
the next level of approval in the change-of-use proposal for two 10-acre parcels 
in the Twin Lakes neighborhood to allow for up to 280 units of affordable 
housing.” (Fern O’Brien) 

o “It also seems strange that the commissioners approved a proposal presented 
by the commissioners.” (Rett Ertl) 

o The county commissioners also serve on the Boulder Housing Authority board. 
Checks and balances anyone?” (Don Wrege) 

 
The community obviously has concerns here, where 1) the Commissioners constitute the entire 
three-person BCHA board, 2) they have a fiduciary relationship to BCHA, and 3) it can’t be 
argued that any one Commissioner’s vote did not matter because the motion passed by a 3-0 
vote. All three have actual conflicts, and an undeniable appearance of conflict – which none of 
the three disclosed at any hearing.  
 
In sum, under the unique and rare procedural and factual circumstances presented by the Twin 
Lakes change requests, entertaining a Motion for Reconsideration is appropriate.  
 
Respectfully, 

 

Mike Chiropolos 

Attorney for TLAG 

1 http://www.dailycamera.com/editorials/ci_30421170/from-editorial-advisory-board-twin-lakes 
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Twin Lakes 
Action Group 

 
October 6, 2016 
 
Re: Request to establish equitable Final Review Hearing procedures 
 
Dear City Council, Planning Board and BVCP Staff, 
 
Thanks for all your efforts planning the upcoming City Final Review meeting for land-use change 
requests to the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. As part of that process, the Twin Lakes Action 
Group (TLAG) respectfully asks that procedures be put in place to safeguard the fairness and 
integrity of the public hearing process. We also will send this letter to the County Commissioners 
so they can make their procedures more robust in the future as well. 
 
Our request stems from troubling incidents at the Aug. 30 County Final Review hearing. One such 
incident involves irregularities with the speaker signup for the Public Comment period. 
Specifically, the County inserted several pro-Medium Density speakers into early time slots—after 
online signup had closed, when everyone else had to sign up in person that night for midnight 
speaking times.  
 
We know of at least five “favored” people with which this occurred. Two examples involve the 
County inserting former County Commissioner and Better Boulder Chair Will Toor and Boulder 
Housing Partners Executive Director Betsey Martens into the 7 p.m. time block. Here is the 
timeline of events: 
 
 At 10 p.m. on Sunday, Aug. 28, the online speaker signup for the Aug. 30 County Final 

Review Hearing closed. 
 At 11:31 a.m., on Aug. 30, the image shown below was the speaking order for 7:30–7:34 

p.m. that was posted on the County website (see here for full list from 5:16–11:56 p.m.): 
  

 
 At 2:08 p.m., on Aug. 30, we noticed that the speaker lineup had changed. Here was the final 

speaking order for 7:00–7:28 p.m. (see here for full list from 5:16 p.m. to 12:02 a.m.) 
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 In this second speaker lineup, Ms. Martens, with pooler Maggie Crosswy (Housing and 

Human Services Communications), was inserted at the 7:02 p.m. slot. Will Toor (former 
County Commissioner), with already signed-up pooler Chris Campbell (Assistant to the 
Director of Housing and Human Services), was inserted at the 7:24 p.m. slot.  

 That Monday and Tuesday, many TLAG members asked if they could sign up after signup 
had closed or change their speaking time. They were told “no.” These people had to sign up 
in person that night for time slots starting at midnight. 

 
We wondered how these favored speakers had gotten added to the lineup at a “prime speaking 
time” when online signed up had already ended. On Sept. 8, we submitted a Colorado Open 
Records Act (CORA) request to Boulder Housing Partners, asking for correspondence between 
Boulder Housing Partners and the Boulder County Land Use Department on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30, 
2016.  
 
In response, we received this document containing emails between Ms. Martens and HHS 
Communications Specialist Jim Williams and HHS Director Frank Alexander, where the former 
says she “wasn’t aware that the online sign-up closed last week (although I’m sure your emails 
told me that) so it’s unlikely these comments will be heard, or even read.” And the latter two 
replying that she is now signed up to speak for four minutes. This is just one example.  
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We also submitted a CORA request to Housing & Human Services, asking for correspondence on 
Aug. 29 and Aug. 30 regarding speaker signup. We received this 105-page document in reply. 
 
Reading through its pages, we were astonished to see unfold a concerted campaign by the County 
to marshal people from various organizations, committees, and groups to speak at the meeting. In 
that campaign: 
 At least 5 people were added to the closed speaker list or allowed to change their time from 

midnight to between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m.  
 For another person, who had mistakenly signed up to speak on a different topic, Land Use 

staff suggested that person stand up at the meeting and say it had been the County’s error 
and to take a different person’s extra time slot. (It’s unclear why the latter person was 
allowed to have two time slots.) 

 The Commissioners’ Deputy Michelle Krezek even emailed the speaker lineup to BCHA on 
Monday, Aug. 29, for them to review without also sending it to TLAG. The Deputy also 
urged someone who couldn’t speak to instead write a letter about housing needs to the 
Planning Commission. 

 
The only changes made for TLAG members were ones in which the County had made an error (e.g., 
a computer glitch in the signup system, or someone who was told a wrong date for signup ending) 
and sometimes not even then. Several people were told “no” even to just adding a pooler. 
 
We are very concerned that the County gave preferential treatment to pro-development speakers 
and bent the signup rules for them. This is inequitable and discriminatory.  
 
These procedural problems (along with other issues from the review hearing that we’re still 
looking into) have undermined citizen trust in the public process. We are bringing this matter to 
your attention so that protocols can be put in place to assure fairness and transparency at the City 
Final Review meeting and at future County meetings. The favor of a written reply is requested. 
 
Our democracy is founded upon the idea that all people are created equal—whether they are a 
government official or regular citizen; pro-development or pro–rural preservation. Our public 
hearing procedures must reflect that. 
 
Thanks for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Dave Rechberger, Chairman 
Twin Lakes Action Group 
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From: Ann Goldfarb
To: Sanchez, Kimberly; Milner, Anna
Subject: Fwd: REVISED BOULDER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 10:46:33 AM
Attachments: image001.png

ATT00001.htm
ATT00002.htm
ATT00003.htm
TLAG Letter on Reconsideration 10182016 final.pdf
ATT00004.htm
city_hearing_procedures_final3.docx
ATT00005.htm

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:
Pleas forward this to all planning commissioners. 

Thanks
Ann

From: "Jeffrey D. Cohen" <jeff@cohenadvisors.net>
Date: October 19, 2016 at 7:58:49 AM MDT
To: "agoldfarb@aol.com" <agoldfarb@aol.com>
Subject: REVISED BOULDER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA

Hi Ann - I apologize again for emailing you directly via your personal
email and for any inconvenience that may cause.  It seemed necessary,
however, because we have learned that on several occasions the
Planning Commission has not received information people have sent.  So
there seemed to be no other way to communicate.  You probably had a
chance to review the Staff’s recommendation relating to a request for
reconsideration that you will be discussing this afternoon:

http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/landuse/bvcp150001pcstaffrec20161019.pdf

Attached is the Twin Lakes Action Group’s (TLAG) formal response, which
was submitted yesterday to the County.  We would also like to point out
that TLAG is not suggesting that TLAG itself initiate a rehearing or
reconsideration.  TLAG is merely asking the Planning Commission
members to initiate a rehearing or reconsideration. This would involve
the Planning Commission making a motion for a rehearing. The Planning
Commission Bylaws and the BVCP Guidelines both authorize the Planning
Commission to do that.

Specifically your Bylaws give you the right and authority to amend the
agenda to add, delete, or table or continue any matter.  Per §IV(F) it
states that “in addition, the Planning Commission, by majority vote, shall
have the right to amend the agenda to add, delete, or table or continue
any matter, provided that no such action shall be contrary to the
procedural requirements of the Open Records Law, any statute governing

Page 47 of 160 | 2016-11-04

mailto:agoldfarb@aol.com
mailto:ksanchez@bouldercounty.org
mailto:amilner@bouldercounty.org
mailto:jeff@cohenadvisors.net
mailto:agoldfarb@aol.com
mailto:agoldfarb@aol.com
http://www.bouldercounty.org/doc/landuse/bvcp150001pcstaffrec20161019.pdf





 


Jeffrey D. Cohen, Esq., C.P.A.


Managing Shareholder


The Cohen Law Firm, P.C.


Legal, Tax & Business Advisors


6610 Gunpark Drive, Suite 202


Boulder, Colorado 80301


Telephone 303-733-0103


Facsimile 303-733-0104


www.cohenadvisors.net


jeff@cohenadvisors.net


 













 













 


The information contained in this email and any attachments is confidential and may be legally privileged or attorney work product, and is, in any event, confidential
 information intended only for the use of the individual or entity addressee named above.  Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized.  If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be
 taken in reliance on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by telephone at 303-733-0103 and delete this message. Please note that if this e-mail contains a forwarded
 message or is a reply to a prior message, some or all of it may not have been prepared by this firm.

















1 
 


MIKE CHIROPOLOS  


ATTORNEY & COUNSELOR, CHIROPOLOS LAW LLC  


1221 PEARL SUITE 11  


BOULDER CO 80302 303-956-0595 -- mikechiropolos@gmail.com 


________________________________________ 


October 18, 2016 


Boulder County Planning Commission - transmitted via email   


 


Re:  Request for Reconsideration of Twin Lakes Vote, BVCP Update 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
Thank you for considering TLAG’s Request for Consideration by putting it on the agenda for the 
October 19, 2016 Planning Commission members. Justice, fairness, due process, and 
consistency with the BVCP will be served by moving for reconsideration. Reconsideration will 
advance – not compromise – the integrity of the Planning Commission’s decision in this rare 
instance. 
 
First, TLAG concedes that reconsideration could be inconvenient for staff, but we believe that 
concern is outweighed by assuring the public and the Gunbarrel community that the Planning 
Commission is committed to getting this decision right. Staff drafted a comprehensive 
recommendation and devoted untold staff hours to present what appeared many as a 
persuasive legal brief rather than an objective discussion of the respective pros and cons of the 
two competing change requests under the decision criteria for the BVCP.  
 
The facts and procedure here are unique. Nonetheless, the staff recommendation was narrowly 
approved by a 4-3 vote, and some observers left believing that the Motion to Approve would not 
had passed had Planning Commission Chair Natalie Feinberg-Lopez not had to leave the 
meeting to catch a flight despite participating in most of the discussion before departing. All 8 
members present on September 21 would have been in a position to vote had the Twin Lakes 
item been scheduled ahead of Jay Road on the agenda.  
 
TLAG is confident in the Planning Commission’s ability to manage its docket and agenda. The 
suggestion that reconsideration could lead to an arbitrary decision that “undermines the integrity 
and finality of all future Planning Commission decisions” seems to over-state the concern. The 
circumstances present here are exceedingly rare. In all instances, the decisions as to whether 
to put a request for reconsideration on the agenda, or to entertain a motion to reconsider – are 
entirely within the discretion of the Commission.  
 
General parliamentary rules appear to provide that Motions for Reconsideration can be made at 
the same meeting when the initial vote was held, or the next meeting, and that the Motion 
should be made by a member who voted in the majority on the original vote. It would appear 
reasonable for one of the members not present for the original vote to be allowed to move for 
reconsideration in this context, because the votes of those two members could change the 
outcome. Planning Commission votes bylaws do not preclude reconsideration.  
 
At least three examples of material new information exist, which were neither known or 
considered by the Commission prior to the initial vote.  



mailto:mikechiropolos@gmail.com
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First, when the Commission originally voted, at least some members were likely unaware that 
the title of the Staff Recommendation to approve “MR and Environmental Protection” would 
actually approve a request that is repugnant to the BVCP definition of Environmental Protection: 
 


The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 


environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 


preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 


dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 


Staff was either unaware that Area III lands do not qualify for an Environmental Protection 


designation, or failed to connect the dots between the staff recommendation and the fact that 


the Twin Lakes parcels are intended to be annexed and re-designated Area III if the MR 


requests go forward. The fact that the staff recommendation violates the BVCP constitutes 


grounds for reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, playing fast and loose with the 


definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it gets – as any person involved 


in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can attest. 


 
Second, the 115-page staff memo did not advise the Commission that the staff recommendation 
would violate the BVCP policy regarding future annexations of Area II lands in Gunbarrel, 
despite citing it: “If resident interest in annexation does occur in the future, the city and county 
will negotiate new terms of annexation with the residents.” The record lacks any evidence that 
residents are interested in annexation, and the annexation contemplated by the staff would be 
to dictate annexation rather than “negotiat[ing] new terms of annexation with the residents.” The 
fact that the present vote violates the annexation policy in the BVCP is grounds for 
reconsideration.  
 
Third, the staff memo did not advise the Commission the housing crisis might be a good reason 
to conduct comprehensive planning for the Planning Reserve that includes the 80-acre 
Yarmouth Parcel which was the subject of Area II to III change requests to allow affordable 
housing development earlier in the BVCP Update. Nor did staff advise the Commission that: 
 


 If Planning concluded that the Yarmouth parcels are appropriate to consider land use 
changes on, they could house up to 1,440 units – and 960 units at the units/acre density 
currently under consideration for the Twin Lakes parcel. 


 The Boulder County Housing Authority was founded in 1975 and now owns and 
operates 611 units per the website.  


 Yarmouth alone could house double the AH units that BCHA has built or acquired in 41 
years of existence (an average of 16 per year), and four times the number of units 
proposed for Twin Lakes at the same density. 


 The rationale for voting down the Yarmouth requests in the 2016 BVCP Update is 
equally applicable to the Twin Lakes parcels: lack of comprehensive or Sub-Community 
planning to inform the context and specifics of the change requests. It is illogical to state 
that comprehensive planning is a pre-condition of advancing change requests for the 
Reserve, but not highly similar change requests for unincorporated Gunbarrel – when 
no plan has been completed for either area.  


This new information going to the potential to better achieve AH goals in the BVCP and 
otherwise, and the importance of planning all communities before approving changes that could 
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allow piecemeal development changing the character of currently unplanned communities – are 
grounds for reconsideration. 
 
Fourth, to the extent members of the Planning Commission may be concerned that the recusal 
issue is relevant, it is uncontested that recusal applies to votes on BVCP change requests. At a 
minimum, disclosure of the appearance of conflict was required when the County 
Commissioners voted to approve a BVCP change request that they initially approved submitting 
in their role as BCHA Commissioners: 
 


 For the agenda item preceding Twin Lakes at the September 21 hearing, Planning 
Commission member Leah Martinsson recused herself from the Jay Road request.  


 In the context of recusing herself from Eco-Cycle matters, Commissioner Jones stated in 
a Boulder Daily Camera column: “While both my sister and I are able to separate 
business from our familial relationship, we nonetheless realize that our association might 
raise concerns in the public eye. That is why, in addition to my stepping aside from 
anything related to Eco-Cycle, I have gone above and beyond by also recusing myself 
from actions on the broader topic of zero waste.” (emphasis added) 


 For the Twin Lakes case, the conflict would seem to be more apparent. Three members 
of the Boulder Daily Camera Editorial Advisory Board agree1: 


o “The county commissioners are also board members of the Boulder County 
Housing Authority and they refuse to recuse themselves from what should be 
the next level of approval in the change-of-use proposal for two 10-acre parcels 
in the Twin Lakes neighborhood to allow for up to 280 units of affordable 
housing.” (Fern O’Brien) 


o “It also seems strange that the commissioners approved a proposal presented 
by the commissioners.” (Rett Ertl) 


o The county commissioners also serve on the Boulder Housing Authority board. 
Checks and balances anyone?” (Don Wrege) 


 
The community obviously has concerns here, where 1) the Commissioners constitute the entire 
three-person BCHA board, 2) they have a fiduciary relationship to BCHA, and 3) it can’t be 
argued that any one Commissioner’s vote did not matter because the motion passed by a 3-0 
vote. All three have actual conflicts, and an undeniable appearance of conflict – which none of 
the three disclosed at any hearing.  
 
In sum, under the unique and rare procedural and factual circumstances presented by the Twin 
Lakes change requests, entertaining a Motion for Reconsideration is appropriate.  
 


Respectfully, 


 


Mike Chiropolos 


Attorney for TLAG 


                                                           
1 http://www.dailycamera.com/editorials/ci_30421170/from-editorial-advisory-board-twin-lakes 













Twin Lakes

Action Group



October 6, 2016



Re: Request to establish equitable Final Review Hearing procedures



Dear City Council, Planning Board and BVCP Staff,



Thanks for all your efforts planning the upcoming City Final Review meeting for land-use change requests to the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. As part of that process, the Twin Lakes Action Group (TLAG) respectfully asks that procedures be put in place to safeguard the fairness and integrity of the public hearing process. We also will send this letter to the County Commissioners so they can make their procedures more robust in the future as well.



Our request stems from troubling incidents at the Aug. 30 County Final Review hearing. One such incident involves irregularities with the speaker signup for the Public Comment period. Specifically, the County inserted several pro-Medium Density speakers into early time slots—after online signup had closed, when everyone else had to sign up in person that night for midnight speaking times. 



We know of at least five “favored” people with which this occurred. Two examples involve the County inserting former County Commissioner and Better Boulder Chair Will Toor and Boulder Housing Partners Executive Director Betsey Martens into the 7 p.m. time block. Here is the timeline of events:



· At 10 p.m. on Sunday, Aug. 28, the online speaker signup for the Aug. 30 County Final Review Hearing closed.

· At 11:31 a.m., on Aug. 30, the image shown below was the speaking order for 7:30–7:34 p.m. that was posted on the County website (see here for full list from 5:16–11:56 p.m.):
 
[image: ]

· At 2:08 p.m., on Aug. 30, we noticed that the speaker lineup had changed. Here was the final speaking order for 7:00–7:28 p.m. (see here for full list from 5:16 p.m. to 12:02 a.m.)

[image: ]

· In this second speaker lineup, Ms. Martens, with pooler Maggie Crosswy (Housing and Human Services Communications), was inserted at the 7:02 p.m. slot. Will Toor (former County Commissioner), with already signed-up pooler Chris Campbell (Assistant to the Director of Housing and Human Services), was inserted at the 7:24 p.m. slot. 

· That Monday and Tuesday, many TLAG members asked if they could sign up after signup had closed or change their speaking time. They were told “no.” These people had to sign up in person that night for time slots starting at midnight.



We wondered how these favored speakers had gotten added to the lineup at a “prime speaking time” when online signed up had already ended. On Sept. 8, we submitted a Colorado Open Records Act (CORA) request to Boulder Housing Partners, asking for correspondence between Boulder Housing Partners and the Boulder County Land Use Department on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30, 2016. 



In response, we received this document containing emails between Ms. Martens and HHS Communications Specialist Jim Williams and HHS Director Frank Alexander, where the former says she “wasn’t aware that the online sign-up closed last week (although I’m sure your emails told me that) so it’s unlikely these comments will be heard, or even read.” And the latter two replying that she is now signed up to speak for four minutes. This is just one example. 



We also submitted a CORA request to Housing & Human Services, asking for correspondence on Aug. 29 and Aug. 30 regarding speaker signup. We received this 105-page document in reply.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Reading through its pages, we were astonished to see unfold a concerted campaign by the County to marshal people from various organizations, committees, and groups to speak at the meeting. In that campaign:

· At least 5 people were added to the closed speaker list or allowed to change their time from midnight to between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 

· For another person, who had mistakenly signed up to speak on a different topic, Land Use staff suggested that person stand up at the meeting and say it had been the County’s error and to take a different person’s extra time slot. (It’s unclear why the latter person was allowed to have two time slots.)

· The Commissioners’ Deputy Michelle Krezek even emailed the speaker lineup to BCHA on Monday, Aug. 29, for them to review without also sending it to TLAG. The Deputy also urged someone who couldn’t speak to instead write a letter about housing needs to the Planning Commission.



The only changes made for TLAG members were ones in which the County had made an error (e.g., a computer glitch in the signup system, or someone who was told a wrong date for signup ending) and sometimes not even then. Several people were told “no” even to just adding a pooler.



We are very concerned that the County gave preferential treatment to pro-development speakers and bent the signup rules for them. This is inequitable and discriminatory. 



These procedural problems (along with other issues from the review hearing that we’re still looking into) have undermined citizen trust in the public process. We are bringing this matter to your attention so that protocols can be put in place to assure fairness and transparency at the City Final Review meeting and at future County meetings. The favor of a written reply is requested.



Our democracy is founded upon the idea that all people are created equal—whether they are a government official or regular citizen; pro-development or pro–rural preservation. Our public hearing procedures must reflect that.



Thanks for your time and consideration.



Sincerely,





Dave Rechberger, Chairman

Twin Lakes Action Group
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the matter at issue, or the County’s Land Use Code.”

Furthermore, §VI also gives you the authority for any actions or requests
that are required or provided through the County’s other land-use
regulations and policies, including the BVCP, and “to hold public hearings
or meetings on applications for approval of special use permits,
subdivisions and replats, road and public utility easement vacations, road
name changes, and any other actions or requests as may be required or
provided through the Colorado Revised Statutes, the County’s Land Use
Code, or any of the County’s other land use regulations or policies.”

The BVCP Guidelines also give you the power to request a
reconsideration.  Nowhere in the BVCP Guidelines does it say that a
governing body can’t put the reconsideration request to the same
governing body.  It should also be noted that the BVCP Guidelines for
reconsideration are a “proposed process,” so you have latitude to
determine how to implement the procedures.   

 I wanted to highlight a couple specific examples of why a rehearing
should be considered:

 1. A rehearing is the only way to restore integrity to the BVCP process.
The failure to follow procedures during the final review hearing and
erroneous information given by staff significantly compromised the
hearing, in a way that likely affected the outcome;

 2. New information has come to light. The BVCP Guidelines state, “When
making a request, the requesting body shall state the grounds for the
request for reconsideration; the grounds should be information that was
not previously considered by the body of which the request is made.”
One non-exhaustive example of new information is the discovery that
County staff tampered with the speaker lineup. See attached letter I had
emailed you last week; 

3. Key information was not received by the Planning Commission. The
week before the Sept. 21 deliberations, TLAG attempted to send the
members (1) the studies and analyzes the Planning Commission had
requested on Aug. 30 and (2) clarifications on the faulty information
contained in the Sept. 14 staff memo. The County declined to send these
documents directly to the Planning Commission members or even to
notify them of the submission.  Instead they were posted online in a 400-
page pdf document.  Pervasive technical issues existed with this online
pdf document and many people, including members of the Planning
Commission had problems downloading it.   On the day of the Planning
Commission deliberation at least three members said they had not
received TLAG’s informational packets.

 4. At the August 30 joint hearing, all individuals who wished to speak
were NOT provided the opportunity to do so. Several people had to go
home without speaking because they were unable to wait until midnight.
Yet “preferred speakers” were inserted into the 7 p.m. time block.  How
can we know what effect this had on the decision-making process?

5.  The County Attorney’s Office advised the Board of County
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Commissioners that it was “OK” for the County Commissioners to meet
individually with TLAG members, but then advised the Planning
Commission against that very same thing. Having two standards is
arbitrary and capricious.

 6. Two Planning Commission members did not have the opportunity to
vote. The Planning Commission Bylaws recognize the importance of
having all members vote on amendments to comprehensive plans, as
articulated in §IV(B): “Moreover, to approve any action adopting or
amending all or part of the County’s Comprehensive Plan under C.R.S.
§§30-28-106 through-109, not less than a majority of the entire
membership of the Planning Commission (five members) shall be required
to vote in favor of such action.”   Although this section pertains to the
BCCP, the legislative intent logically would extend to the BVCP. 

7.  During the deliberations when one of the Planning Commission
members (Pat Shanks) asked if they could table the vote on the Twin
Lakes matter so additional studies could be conducted on a viable
North/South Environmental protection corridor the Assistant County
Attorney went against the specific wording of your Bylaws which allows
the Planning Commission to table any matter and provided questionable
legal advice and said you should vote now since that would have a direct
impact on the other 3 governing bodies.  See video clip (Starting at
Minute 4:15) -
 https://www.facebook.com/mark.teboe/videos/10211209146294517

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

 Thanks,

 Jeff

TLAG Board Member
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From: Mike Chiropolos
To: #LandUsePlanner; Case, Dale; Parker, Kathy M.
Subject: Re: TLAG Letter on Reconsideration
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 1:08:27 PM
Attachments: TLAG Addendum Environmental Preservation in BVCP BCCP 10192016.pdf

Based on additional research, it appears that Area I lands within the City of Boulder
can be subject to "environmental preservation" designations.

Accordingly, TLAG submits an Addendum to the October 18 Letter on
Reconsideration (pasted below and attached) and looks forward to hearing more
about this issue from staff and the appropriate bodies. 

Mike

Addendum to TLAG Letter on Reconsideration 10/19/2016:

 

First, is the “MR and Environmental Preservation” recommendation repugnant to the
BVCP definition of Environmental Preservation? Is “Environmental Protection”
intended for areas of an acre or less that would not be subject to development at
the site review stage regardless of the BVCP designation? Do paved trail corridors of
approximately fifteen feet width qualify as Environmental Preservation?

 

According to the BVCP:

 

The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II
with environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a
variety of preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental
agreements, dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and
density transfers.

The first “core component” of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan is to “guide
decisions about growth, development, preservation, environmental protection, [. . .]”
The BVCP clearly recognizes that development is discrete from preservation and
environmental preservation. But the staff recommendation appears drafted to assert
that Boulder Valley can have its cake and eat it too (development and preservation)
on the Twin Lakes parcels.

This assertion is misleading at best, and appears antithetical to the BVCP on its face.
A candid approach would acknowledge that staff proposed the absolute minimum
protections required by BVCP and BCCP policies for wetland and ditch elements –
and ignored the fact that these Twin Lakes parcels meet all five County Open Space
Acquisition Criteria.  As such, the recommendation constitutes grounds for
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Addendum to TLAG Letter on Reconsideration 10/19/2016: 
 
First, is the “MR and Environmental Preservation” recommendation repugnant to the BVCP 
definition of Environmental Preservation? Is “Environmental Protection” intended for areas of an 
acre or less that would not be subject to development at the site review stage regardless of the 
BVCP designation? Do paved trail corridors of approximately fifteen feet width qualify as 
Environmental Preservation?  
 
According to the BVCP: 
 


The Environmental Preservation designation includes private lands in Areas I and II with 


environmental values that the city and county would like to preserve through a variety of 


preservation methods including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, 


dedications, development restrictions, rezonings, acquisitions, and density transfers. 


The first “core component” of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan is to “guide decisions 


about growth, development, preservation, environmental protection, [. . .]” The BVCP clearly 


recognizes that development is discrete from preservation and environmental preservation. But 


the staff recommendation appears drafted to assert that Boulder Valley can have its cake and 


eat it too (development and preservation) on the Twin Lakes parcels.  


This assertion is misleading at best, and appears antithetical to the BVCP on its face. A candid 


approach would acknowledge that staff proposed the absolute minimum protections required by 


BVCP and BCCP policies for wetland and ditch elements – and ignored the fact that these Twin 


Lakes parcels meet all five County Open Space Acquisition Criteria.  As such, the 


recommendation constitutes grounds for reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, 


playing fast and loose with the definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it 


gets – as any person involved in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can 


attest. 


The only references to “environmental preservation” in the Boulder County Comprehensive Plan 


is in the context of the Eldora Environmental Preservation Plan, which provides that: 


Future development proposals which have potential visual, noise, or transportation 


impacts on the community from either within or outside the townsite shall be reviewed 


and acted upon by the county with significant weight being given to the compatibility of 


those proposals with the maintenance of that rural and historic character. 


The Eldora Civic Association is responsible for administration and management of the Eldora 


Environmental Preservation Plan. This use of “environmental preservation” in the BCCP is 


directly applicable to unincorporated Gunbarrel, where the sub-community seeks to maintain the 


current rural residential character – and has requested a sub-community plan for the area. 


The BCCP broadly defines “Preservation” in the Open Space element (at BCCP OS-2): 


 Preservation of: critical ecosystems; natural areas; scenic vistas and areas; fish and 


wildlife habitats; natural resources and landmarks; outdoor recreation areas; cultural, 


historic and archaeological areas; linkages and trails; access to public lakes, streams 


and other useable open space lands; and scenic and stream or highway corridors[.] 







Thus, given that staff identified lands entitled to environmental preservation on these relatively 


small parcels, the BCCP would appear to lend strong support for the Open Space and 


Environmental Preservation change use requests (#36). 


Preservation in the City of Boulder commenced with protecting Chautauqua from development. 


Once public ownership was achieved, 100% of the lands were protected for environmental 


preservation – and no homes were developed, let alone a development on 80-90% of the 


landscape.  


Would a private developer be taken seriously by staff, the Four Review Bodies, or the public -  if 


he or she sought an environmental preservation designation based on agreeing to not pave two 


acres of wetlands, ditch buffers, and a 15-foot pedestrian path - in return for being allowed to 


develop the remaining 18 acres of a 20-acre parcel? Are there examples of recent decisions 


where private landowners obtained development approvals that included “Environmental 


Preservation” where the developer-landowner’s main goal was to develop close to 90% of the 


land at issue?  


If this is standard practice, we look forward to seeing examples. Conversely, if this ruse would 


not qualify as Environmental Preservation where proposed by a private developer, it should not 


qualify as Environmental Preservation where it comes from staff.  


 







reconsideration. As to slippery slope arguments, playing fast and loose with the
definition of Environmental Preservation is about as slippery as it gets – as any
person involved in enforcement of conservation easements and lands trusts can
attest.

The only references to “environmental preservation” in the Boulder County
Comprehensive Plan is in the context of the Eldora Environmental Preservation Plan,
which provides that:

Future development proposals which have potential visual, noise, or transportation
impacts on the community from either within or outside the townsite shall be
reviewed and acted upon by the county with significant weight being given to the
compatibility of those proposals with the maintenance of that rural and historic
character.

The Eldora Civic Association is responsible for administration and management of the
Eldora Environmental Preservation Plan. This use of “environmental preservation” in
the BCCP is directly applicable to unincorporated Gunbarrel, where the sub-
community seeks to maintain the current rural residential character – and has
requested a sub-community plan for the area.

The BCCP broadly defines “Preservation” in the Open Space element (at BCCP OS-
2):

 Preservation of: critical ecosystems; natural areas; scenic vistas and areas; fish and
wildlife habitats; natural resources and landmarks; outdoor recreation areas; cultural,
historic and archaeological areas; linkages and trails; access to public lakes, streams
and other useable open space lands; and scenic and stream or highway corridors[.]

Thus, given that staff identified lands entitled to environmental preservation on
these relatively small parcels, the BCCP would appear to lend strong support for the
Open Space and Environmental Preservation change use requests (#36).

Preservation in the City of Boulder commenced with protecting Chautauqua from
development. Once public ownership was achieved, 100% of the lands were
protected for environmental preservation – and no homes were developed, let alone
a development on 80-90% of the landscape.
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Would a private developer be taken seriously by staff, the Four Review Bodies, or
the public -  if he or she sought an environmental preservation designation based on
agreeing to not pave two acres of wetlands, ditch buffers, and a 15-foot pedestrian
path - in return for being allowed to develop the remaining 18 acres of a 20-acre
parcel? Are there examples of recent decisions where private landowners obtained
development approvals that included “Environmental Preservation” where the
developer-landowner’s main goal was to develop close to 90% of the land at issue?

If this is standard practice, we look forward to seeing examples. Conversely, if this
ruse would not qualify as Environmental Preservation where proposed by a private
developer, it should not qualify as Environmental Preservation where it comes from
staff. 

Mike Chiropolos
Chiropolos Law LLC
1221 Pearl Street - Suite 11
Boulder CO 80302
mikechiropolos@gmail.com
303-956-0595
This message may be privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure

On Tue, Oct 18, 2016 at 5:03 PM, Mike Chiropolos <mikechiropolos@gmail.com>
wrote:

Find attached TLAG's letter and response to the Land Use discussion of
the request for reconsideration.

Mike

Mike Chiropolos
Chiropolos Law LLC
1221 Pearl Street - Suite 11
Boulder CO 80302
mikechiropolos@gmail.com
303-956-0595
This message may be privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected
from disclosure
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From: Marty Streim
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Thank you to the Boulder County Planning Commission Members
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 4:10:13 PM

All,
I want to thank you all for your vote to reconsider the land use designation change
for the three Twin Lakes parcels.  I was at today’s meeting and listened intently to
the dialogue. I very much appreciate your efforts as fellow citizens in your important
role within county government.  I agree with Dan Hilton that a quorum was
sufficient at the last meeting and will be sufficient at the next meeting. This vote
was a vote for transparency - not a vote about outcomes.   

I am grateful that you voted in favor of open government that cares about about
process and procedure; dissemination of information (that is timely and can be
usefully used for decision–making), public testimony procedures, and planning staff
objectivity.

Respectfully,

Martin Streim
4659 Tally Ho Trail
Boulder, CO 80301
mstreim@earthlink.net
303.955.7809
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From: Wayne Ambler
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Your decision to reconsider
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 11:52:09 AM

Dear Boulder County Planning Commissioners,

I wish to thank you for yesterday’s meeting, the first I have ever attended. It struck
me that you deliberated seriously and faced squarely a difficult issue. The case
against voting to reconsider was well made by Mr. Case, for you certainly do not
want to have to reconsider multiple times every decision you make. On the other
hand, this issue seems to me to be fraught with complexities, if not irregularities—
ones that require the most careful attention. Indeed, the Twin Lakes proposal also
seems to set some potentially dangerous precedents itself, so the concern for
precedents cuts in more than one direction. If in the future someone asks that you
reconsider a decision but fails to offer a very good reason to do so, I think it entirely
proper and within your authority to decline the invitation without even meeting.

Not only do I think your work need not suffer because of the possible precedent of
your decision yesterday, I think you have also helped win for local government some
lost respect. One often hears that public officials  are “listening” to their
constituents, but it can seem that these attractive words are not matched by deeds.
Beyond this, you have made it possible to revisit the Twin Lakes case, which is so
complex and important as to deserve this further consideration.

In trying to understand both the procedural and the substantive questions, I find the
TLAG website the best resource I have seen. No letters or public statements can
match its careful presentation of the issues, and surprisingly (to me, at least) the
personal websites of the County Commissioners say nothing to defend their
positions. As I see it, the commissioners’ proposal for Twin Lakes will destroy forever
the principal charm of a middle class neighborhood and set dangerous procedural
precedents for other possible annexations. I do not doubt the commissioners’ good
intentions, but I do question their judgment on both procedural and substantive
issues. I hear the cry for affordable housing, but must we really say that every
proposal for affordable housing is good, and every concern for one’s neighborhood is
bad? Unfortunately, perhaps, the details matter, and it is the details that make me
more than dubious about the current proposal.

Thanks again,

            Wayne Ambler
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From: Christie Gilbert
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Thanks
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 3:27:41 PM
Attachments: 2.11.13_BOCC Memo_5-upa-Frank 2 copy.pdf

My hope is restored in the integrity of this process because of your reconsideration.  I thought it might
be helpful to pass this memo along.  It is from Frank Alexander to the BOCC regarding the acquisition
recommendation for the parcel in Gunbarrel.  He states in his request that  affordable housing can be
developed at the current land use designation based on the price that was paid for the land.  

Again, for me the issue is not affordable housing, it is the density they are requesting that doesn’t fit in
this quiet rural residential neighborhood.  Thank you again for your consideration.  

Christie
 
Christie Gilbert
christieg52@gmail.com
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BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 


 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 


Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
 
 











Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 


Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 


- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  


- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 


- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 


 
Opportunities: 


- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 


affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 


experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  


 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  


• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 


meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 


 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 
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LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
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Page 56 of 160 | 2016-11-04





Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 

Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 

- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  

- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 

- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 

 
Opportunities: 

- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
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- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 
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We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
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From: JerryG
To: #LandUsePlanner
Cc: tlag.inbox@gmail.com
Subject: Decision on Twin Lakes properties
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 4:31:07 PM

I would like to thank the Boulder County Planning Board for your decision to reconsider your votes.
These properties are so treasured by all residents of these communities that it would be a devastating
loss to hundreds of County residents if building is accomplished. I have listed the following concerns :

1. The properties are on a single loop road that is at capacity for traffic.
2. The infrastructure is old and adding many additional users will overload them with disastrous results.
There have been many recent failures of water main breaks because of aging pipes
3. Treasured wildlife habitat will be destroyed.
4. Flooding of surrounding residence will, without doubt occur.
5. These properties are one mile from the only overcrowded grocery store, one half mile from the
nearest bus stop, and seven miles from Boulder and adequate medical facilities. 

Thank you again for your reconsiideration
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From: Dorothy Bass
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Thank you
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 4:59:39 PM

Dear Boulder County Commissioners,

Thank you for your thoughtfulness in reconsidering your vote on the Twin Lakes
land-use change request. It showed many of us you were listening to the voice of
your citizens.

We appreciate this,
Best Regards,
Dorothy Bass
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From: radiantb@comcast.net
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Thank you to Boulder County Planning Commission
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 5:35:35 PM

Thank you to Boulder County Planning Commission
for your decision to reconsider the vote on the Twin Lakes land-use change request.
The entire Gunbarrel neighborhood appreciates this move.
L Jackson
Powderhorn Condominiums
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From: Chillgogee
To: #LandUsePlanner
Cc: Twin Lakes Action Group
Subject: Twin Lakes!!
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 9:06:46 PM

Thank you for your decision to reconsider the Twin Lakes proposal.  My faith in the democratic process
is restored by your listening to REAL PEOPLE rather than names on a list.  Urban developments should
not be set in a rural landscape!!  (in my opinion)

YOU ROCK, BIG TIME!!!!

  Ms. Leigh Cole
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From: Karyl Verdon
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Good decision on Twin Lakes
Date: Friday, October 21, 2016 7:49:50 AM

Thank you Boulder County Planning Commission for voting to reconsider the medium
density zoning changes to 6600 and 6650 Twin Lakes Rd!! As a 20 plus year
resident of Twin Lakes this subject is very important to me and I have felt that the
BCHA was just not listening to us citizens and our concerns. 

And thank you for citing overreach by the Boulder Valley Housing Authority, pressure
by the Assistant County Attorney to hurry to a decision, and the need for
transparency in government. All of these things are true and need to change.
Bringing this to light is a great step in the right direction.

Karyl Verdon and Chuck Gregory
4408 Sandpiper Circle
Gunbarrel 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad
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From: Erin McDermott
To: #LandUsePlanner
Cc: tlag.inbox@gmail.com
Subject: Thank you for listening and making a thoughtful change
Date: Saturday, October 22, 2016 5:32:14 PM

Hello members of the Boulder County Planning Commission:

Thank you for your historic decision to reconsider your vote on the Twin Lakes land
use change request.  It is encouraging to see that all voices have equal weight.

Thank you,

Erin Lutton
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From: Jeffrey D. Cohen
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Request for Meeting
Date: Monday, October 24, 2016 2:33:25 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi County Planning Commission Member –  As was brought up during the recent
reconsideration discussion, County Commissioners have had one on one meetings
with concerned citizens to discuss the BVCP process including the Twin Lakes land
use request.  This is also the case with the City Council and City Planning Board
members.  As you know, the County Attorney’s office previously told you and the
other 8 Planning Commission members NOT to meet with concerned citizens but did
not make this similar statement to the 3 County Commissioners.  Citizens have had
one on one meetings with all 3 County Commissioners.  The BVCP land use request
process is legislative in nature so it is appropriate for these types of meetings to
occur.

 

Concerned citizens are currently in the process of scheduling additional meetings
with City Council members as well as City Planning Board members as we get ready
for the City formal review process.  Based on the fact that the County Planning
Commission voted for a new meeting and new vote on the Twin Lakes proposed
land use request, I wanted to formally make a request to meet with you.  I
understand you are very busy and the County Planning Commission position is a
volunteer position but if you do have time to grab coffee for a very brief meeting
before you have the new meeting I would greatly appreciate it. 

 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

 

Jeff

 

 

 

 

 

Jeffrey D. Cohen, Esq., C.P.A.

Managing Shareholder
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The Cohen Law Firm, P.C.

Legal, Tax & Business Advisors

6610 Gunpark Drive, Suite 202

Boulder, Colorado 80301

Telephone 303-733-0103

Facsimile 303-733-0104

www.cohenadvisors.net

jeff@cohenadvisors.net

 

 

 

The information contained in this email and any attachments is
confidential and may be legally privileged or attorney work product, and
is, in any event, confidential information intended only for the use of the
individual or entity addressee named above.  Access to this email by
anyone else is unauthorized.  If you are not the intended recipient, any
disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be
taken in reliance on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful.  If you have
received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by return e-
mail or by telephone at 303-733-0103 and delete this message. Please
note that if this e-mail contains a forwarded message or is a reply to a
prior message, some or all of it may not have been prepared by this firm.
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From: Marty Streim
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Twin Lakes Development Land Use Designation Change
Date: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 8:22:02 AM
Attachments: 2.11.13_BOCC Memo_5-upa-Frank 2.pdf

My name is Martin Streim and I live at 4659 Tally Ho Trail.  My property is adjacent to one of
the parcels being discussed for a land use designation change.  The average density of my
neighborhood is less than 4 units per acre.  Before I bought my home three years ago, I did my
due diligence. I contacted the school district and the Denver Archdiocese. They provided me
with no information as to any future plans.  I then reviewed the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan.  I felt reassured that should development occur it was within the LDR
designation.  My wife and I discussed this before our purchase and determined we could live
with that type of development.
 
If the proposed BCHA and BVSD (MDR) land-use change is approved, we will be looking
directly out our kitchen window at a density over 3 times that of my neighborhood.  This
seems inconsistent with the tenets of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan that seeks to
maintain community character.
 
We have no problem with a new housing development built at the current density that
provides up to 6 units per acre.  Apparently neither does BCHA as evidenced by a memo
(please see attached) from Frank Alexander that reads, “At the current intended zoning, the
site could accommodate 20-60 units” He then goes on to say, “The site is well positioned from
a pricing and affordable housing perspective”.  Finally, Mr. Alexander notes, “For the purpose
of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a LIHTC
financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of
$490,00, this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and
an industry standard of $15,000-$25,000”.   The BVSD site is comparable except that they
paid (effectively) nothing for their property.  Please review the assumptions that BCHA made
when they purchased the site.  BCHA’s intent was clear  - it was to develop the site at the
existing density.
 
Please enforce the tenets of the comprehensive plan that call for, “Permanently affordable
housing that is compatible, dispersed, and integrated with housing throughout the
community”?  If built at the MDR designation it will not be dispersed – it will be the most
highly concentrated project in the county. Nor will it be physically integrated into the
community. 
 
If you approve this MR designation, the message you are sending to the citizens of the City of
Boulder and Boulder County is the BVCP, land use designations, and zoning requirements are
at best inconsistent and at worse subject to political winds rather than good governance. 

Martin Streim
4659 Tally Ho Trail
Boulder, CO 80301
mstreim@earthlink.net
303.955.7809
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BOULDER COUNTY HOUSING DEPARTMENT  
MEMORANDUM 
 


 
Date:  February 11, 2013 
To:  BOCC 
From:  Frank Alexander 


Willa Williford 
RE:  Acquisition recommendation for landbank parcel in Gunbarrel 
 
 
Recommendation 
We are recommending that we submit a letter of intent to purchase 6655 Twin Lake Road for $450,000, 
with the opportunity to negotiate up to $490,000. The property is 10 acres, located in the Twin Lake 
neighborhood of Gunbarrel. The property is currently in Boulder County, but could likely be annexed 
into the City of Boulder in the future. 
 
Property profile: 
The site is flat with existing residential on two sides and Boulder County Parks and Open Space land 
immediately adjacent to the north. The site is well served with street connectively, open space trails, and 
utilities, with the exception of a sewer line that would require extension to serve the site. 
 
Density: 
The current zoning of the site is Boulder County Rural Residential. Any redevelopment for affordable 
housing would require annexation into the City of Boulder. Under the current Boulder Valley 
Comprehensive Plan, the site intended zoning for the site is Low Density Residential. However, City of 
Boulder planning staff indicated that a request to change the zoning designation to medium density at the 
next Comp Plan update (2015) could be reasonable based on densities in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
At the current intended zoning, the site could accommodate 20-60 units, and at the medium density 
level, the site could accommodate 60-140 units, depending on open space and parking requirements. 
Under either scenario, the site is well positioned from a pricing and affordable housing perspective.   
 
For the purpose of this memo, we have assumed a total of 50 units, which is a reasonable size for a 
LIHTC financed project, and fits within the current proposed zoning. At a full price purchase of $490,00, 
this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
 
 







Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 


Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 


- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  


- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 


- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 


 
Opportunities: 


- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 


affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 


experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  


 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  


• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 


meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 


 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 
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this would result in land costs of $9,800/unit, compared to $18,000 at Alkonis, and an industry standard 
of $15,000-$25,000. 
 
Due Diligence: 
Staff has had several site visits and conversations with the Seller, City Planning Staff, County Parks and 
Open Space staff, and our design consultant. Staff has also reached out to Betsey Martens and Stuart 
Grogan at Boulder Housing Partners, both of whom have expressed support for the acquisition. To date, 
no information has emerged that has presented risks we feel are inappropriate or cannot be mitigated. 
Further investigation of soil conditions, Phase I, etc. would occur once we are under contract. 
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Risks: 
- Entitlement process – The site would need to go through City of Boulder annexation and Site 

Plan Review. Boulder County is uniquely positioned to lead this process, because we own the 
parcel to the north that would allow contiguity for annexation and have strong support from 
BC POS to proceed with this strategy. Other buyers would likely have to annex down Twin 
Lakes Road, a more difficult process. BCHA staff recommend timing the project such that 
the BVCP Comp Plan update occur prior to annexation. 

- Possible NIMBY attitude from surrounding neighbors - mitigate by working closely with 
Planning Staff, neighbors, and elected and appointed officials.  

- Tap and development impact fees anticipated to be substantial – mitigate through research 
during due diligence period and combining with project development financing. 

- Another buyer is actively researching the property, and has submitted a letter of intent, albeit 
with substantial contingencies we believe. 

 
Opportunities: 

- Price – unusually low, due to land use constraints 
- Limited supply of land and affordable housing in Gunbarrel 
- City staff desire to see affordable housing and senior housing supply increased in Gunbarrel 
- Affordable Housing project meets “Community Benefit” goal in annexation policy 
- Unique position of Boulder County as buyer with the ability to annex 
- Opportunity to work with Archdiocese of Denver, an agency with a commitment to 

affordable housing and community resources 
- Opportunity to support or pursue redevelopment of properties in the neighborhood currently 

experiencing de-investment. 
- Possibility for interagency collaboration with BHP and BCHA 
- Good proximity to public infrastructure, parks, trails, and green space.  

 
Financing: 
We are proposing a cash purchase using Boulder County general funds. 
 
Proposed Timeline  

• February 13, 2013 - Commissioner feedback on deal structure and letter of intent 
• February 14-24, 2013 - Submit and negotiate letter of intent 
• March 2013 - Resolution for purchase contract and associated documents to BOCC business 

meeting  
• March - April 2013 - Due Diligence period 
• May 2013 - Close  
• 2014 - Hold 
• 2015 – BVCP update – seek new zone designation 
• 2016 – Annex, if ready 
 

 
Attachments: 
Draft LOI 

2.11.13_BOCC Memo_6655TwinLakes  2 
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From: Miho Shida
To: #LandUsePlanner
Subject: Twin Lakes
Date: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 9:02:14 AM

Dear Planning Commission,

Thank you so very much for reconsidering the land use change request submitted for the Twin Lakes parcels.

I feel a deep sense of gratitude that there are folks like you who serve the county with integrity and fairness.

We hope that your courageous actions will be a model for other governmental bodies to follow and Boulder
will listen to its citizens.

Thank you!

Miho Shida

Page 69 of 160 | 2016-11-04

mailto:Planner@bouldercounty.org


From: Wayne Johnson
To: #LandUsePlanner; tlag.inbox@gmail.com
Subject: Thank you for reconsidering your vote on the Twin Lakes land-use change request
Date: Wednesday, October 26, 2016 12:30:05 PM

First, I would like to take a moment to thank you for reconsidering your vote on the two
parcels of land in Twin Lakes. This is an important issue as these pieces of land are at risk of
being developed and this action will likely never be undone.

I was born and raised in Boulder (48 years), both my parents were educators, and I have seen a
great deal of change in the Boulder area in my lifetime. I do not live in Twin Lakes but I do
live in Gunbarrel Green and use the Twin Lakes area often biking to and from work, for
recreation, etc. I reluctantly moved out of “Boulder" to Gunbarrel seventeen years ago because
my wife and I could not afford the type of home we wanted in what I will call "Boulder
proper". My wife and I both made decisions in life that have lead us to where we are today. 
We both chose to work in Boulder and we both had full time jobs and did some work on the
side to afford what we currently have. We chose to marry later in life and chose to have
children even later so we could afford the lifestyle we desired.  Bottom line, we would love to
live in certain desirable areas of Boulder but they are not in our budget and we do not expect
anyone to help us live somewhere that we can’t afford on our own. I’m not going to pretend
that I have researched or understand the purpose of “affordable housing”, but it seems we are
spending an extreme amount of money and effort in order to allow certain individuals to live
in an area they cannot otherwise afford . . . at the expense of the rest of the citizens of
Gunbarrel who have purchased their homes without government assistance.

One of the justifications the County Commissioners have listed in support of rezoning the
Twin Lakes area is to provide affordable housing for BVSD teachers. If the school district
wants housing for its employees, why wouldn’t the housing be centrally located in the school
district?  I went to the BVSD website and it appears the central location of the district is
somewhere around Foothills and South Boulder Road.  It would be interesting to know exactly
where the middle of BVSD is by enrollment, but as we all know it is no where near Gunbarrel.
Maybe there is some space near the administrative offices on Arapahoe, or close to the
massive growth in the Lafayette and Louisville areas. Let’s be clear, to say that we are trying
to house employees for BVSD is a ruse because the location at Twin Lakes, located on the far
northern border of the district, makes no sense. 

I’m also disturbed by what I saw and heard at the county land use meeting on August 30th. I
thought it was very odd that most of the advocates of the land use change spoke first. I
watched city and county officials get up to push their agenda from the podium. They also
brought in residents from one of the other affordable housing communities in
Lafayette/Louisville to have them speak. I heard multiple individuals from that affordable
housing community say they moved to Boulder County to live because their hometown
(Brighton was one in particular) did not offer any affordable housing. I couldn’t believe my
ears! Is it true that we allow people from other cities/counties to move here and reside in these
units? After all this, I sat there and watched hundreds of residents (constituents) speak until
very late in the evening on why they do not want a land use zoning change. Shouldn’t the
Gunbarrel residents’ opinions be more valued than a few citizens that expressly moved to
Boulder County for its affordable housing?
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I implore you to respect the wishes of the people of your community whom this rezoning
change will effect the most. Isn’t this the purpose for a public forum and county commission,
to understand the will of the people?

Thank you for listening and putting the time and effort into your role in Boulder County
Government. 

Wayne Johnson
Spotted Horse Trail
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Nikki Munson
4554 Starboard Drive
Boulder, CO. 80301
ni kki_dsf@hotmail. com
(303) 2e2-2116

To: Boulder County Commissioners,
Director, Boulder County Parks and Open Space

Boulder County Resolution 93-175, forming the Gunbarrel General lmprovement District
(later changed to Gunbarrel Public lmprovement District, GPID) was passed by the
Board of County Commissioners on Sept. 2nd,1993. The resolution states, "The purpose
of the District are to provide for the acquisition, construction and installation of open
space areas and public parks, including improvement as determined to be appropriate
for the accommodation of public recreational uses." GPID residents voted on and
passed a 1993 ballot (page 39, 40) to tax themselves through property taxes, for 11

years, to undenryrite $3,600,000 in bonds to fund: $1,900,000 to purchase open space
and $1,700,000 for road improvements (1994 - 2005.)

In the ballot for Resolution 93-175 (page 40), there was a commitment that if the County
Sales and Use Tax for Open Space passed, "the County will provide a matching
contribution toward open space purchase within the Gunbarrel General lmprovement
District up to a maximum amount of $1,900,000."

The County Commissioners passed Resolution 93-174 proposing a County Open
Space tax through a 0.25o/o increase in County Sales and Use Tax. Boulder County
residents approved this increase to purchase open space. Within this resolution's ballot,
page 4, paragraph 9 (i) "To permit the use of these funds for the joint acquisition of open
space property with municipalities located within the County of Boulder in accordance
with an intergovernmental agreement for open space or with other government entities
or land trusts." This section is the legal basis to fund the matching funds for the GPID
open space.

As of 2007, GPID purchased 6 parcels totaling $2,300,340. Three parcels are titled
exclusively to the GPID and three parcels have shared titles with the County. The
County contribution toward these three parcels was $1,305,634 (The information on the
spreadsheet is taken directly from the Boulder County Annual Financial Statement
Reports). ln 2009 the remaining money in the GPID account was transferred into the
County general fund. All proceeds from the agricultural leases on the purchased
properties since purchase are also put into the general fund.

To date, based on Resolution 93-174,the County has a remaining obligation of
$594,366 of the matching contribution of $1.9 mil.

ln 2013, using money from the general fund, the County purchased a 1O-acre parcel
from the Archdiocese of Denver at 6655 Twin Lakes Road within the GPID's boundary
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for $470,000. This land was given to the Archdiocese of Denver, by the Twin Lakes
Investment Limited Partnership, to build a church or for a church related usage. This is
the first and only County purchase of open land within the GPID boundaries since 2007
GPID's residents thought this purchased by the County was in part to meet the
$594,366. However, in 2015, the County (with less than 48 hours notice to the public)
transferred title/sold 6655 Twin Lakes Road to Boulder County Housing Authority
(BCHA) for the same purchased price at $00 down payment and 0olo interest for 10
years.

At present, the County is updating its Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) with the following
requests for 6655 Twin Lakes Road:
- BCHA is requesting to up-zone the parcel to Mixed Density Residential at up to 18
units per acre (Proposal 35) from the current Rural Residential at 6-unit per acre.
- The County's staff recommendation is Medium Density Residential at 14-units per
acre.
- GPID's residents are requesting the land to remain undeveloped as open space
(Proposal 36).

As a GPID resident for last 25 years, I would like the County to meet its obligation of
matching contributions toward open space purchase, Resolution 93-174. As the county
commissioners are also the board of directors for the GPID, their primary responsibility
within the GPID is to perform their fiduciary duty to the Gunbarrel General lmprovement
District Resolution's as stated on paragraph 9: "The officers and employees of the
County are hereby authorized and directed to take all action necessary and appropriate
to effectuate the provision of the Resolution.'

The County has used GPID funds, commingled into the General Fund in 2009, to
purchase undeveloped land within the GPID boundaries. This land is thus purchased
for the GPID, to further the GPID goals of retaining open space within the GPID
boundary. ïhe transfer of 6655 Twin Lakes Rd to BCHAwas imprope¡ must be
reversed and properly designated as open space.

Sincerely,

tal"ur/ aqó
Nikki Munson

cc: Steve Giang, Bouder Land Use Dept.
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CAPTTAL PROJECTS . CUNBANNEL GENËN.åL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT FUI\¡D

STATEMENT OF nEVENUES, EpE¡{DITURËS A}lD :

CHANGES IN TT.JI\ID BAI,AIìICE. BT.JDCET (CAÅP SASIII) åND ACTUÁL
YEAN E¡ÍDED ÞECEMBER3I, 199I, WNH COMPÄNATTYE ACTUALS¡T'ON TÐ4

?u¿eG.!-._-, Àclust

VÊr¡ü[ca *

Favonble
ûtEl¡vq¡ble)

f99¡l

Actu¡l

, {4l,tl{
4I.lll

77

291,711

(296,4t3)

3,5t2,731

3,512,W

3,216,248

_$3,2t6,2{8

lffi

REVENT.IES:
T¡xes . property

T¡xes - specific ownershiP

Interut on invgstmenß
Total revenues

EXPENDITTJRES:
Ëngineering Fees

Open space p,urchascs

Ðcùt ssrvics:
lnterÊ$t

Toøt expendinrres

EXCËSS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENLJES OVER

EXPENDITTJRES

O.rfiBR FINANCINû $OURCES .
Bond procæds

?OTAL OTIIER FINÂNCING SOURCES

Ð(cEss iÐEFIclËNcY) oF REVEIn'ES AND
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES OVER
ËXPENI}TTT¡RBS

FI.'NÞ BALANCE, BECINNING OF TEAR

FUNÐ FAIáNCE, ENÐ OF YEAR

433,S29 d25,é19 I9l,?90

$433,829 v47,425
33,2t6

t4+,ytE

$13.596
33,2t6

l44,nE

ii\r.ss?,osz øETL,LI6. ^'Ì64,n6r,ms,ae¡ 5?5.od9l,tf E Uq,lt+
ltl&8,lçts

433,4?ß 4?3,?21

- T@;W 
-ïr#æq

?fiz " 4¡,3-06_

_ÆH:Lt,2t9,w2

9) (1,204,82Ð . _l,{rL,fgg.

($â.616.519) (1.2û4.FlÐ

3,3tË.?48

s2.Ol1.42t#

Sr-4rr.6H

80
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i{[tî 6
Boulder tcunty, Colorado

CÀFITAI PROJEC1TS FU}ÍS5

TOUBTNIHC BÀLÅ!¡CE SAB T

Ðece¡nber 31, 1996
{tr¡ith eouparattve tatsls far Þeeeúer 3!,

0aplrnl
IEp?ovçmur

Capttal trusr Pund
Fvs lêc F.s

l3u¡rbar¡sl
çensrrl

Itqtovauenr
ll{ rtr{ dt

ås$ÍTs

8q¿lty ,ln pocled ca*b
aüd lnvç*tuentg

Rerrrldted cssh
Ptoperry taxce

racelv{b1e
çfl¡nty gûsds 6Éd

gervl.ce*
r*ealveble

ftïe ff,o¡ri øtber fçnds
Frepa{d *xp*ndltutes

t I¡rÊILlTlËS ff$ rUrD
BÂLå¡{$89

!.lebL3lclee
Ac.coünt$ Fayable
Ðus to sthet funde
liafarred rçr¡Gnuçs
¡lqcñ¡ad ltebtLttlec
Õrher llebllltlec

lst,sl
1.1¿bl1ltl"es

tund b,alancee
ßeservsd É*r dçbt

$étvldo
Resctved far pregatd

arpeudåturex
llnteserved

Þeslgrated {ot
s$h*Êqueüt yçårtE
etpandLturcr

Itrdeålgûrt€d
T<rtaL åu¡d

balancee

$ 75r', û ts $

t , óê¡ ,4d¡

? s,99q
50.t1fl

ð"0:å
ótL0t0

?otal" ¡seets I å+53å"ç8å¿ S .åå¿A s l*åJå*ååå

I rt7?

ç r22,,lTZ S
hSlt

I,*6¿,4éå
$t I s75

$ 31,128

r .Ê)s.e_7: *-ggå " ." 33"1å&

90,000

9$,0fJü

1,,4?å

9r.X78

s 1,2t5r?Tg

2,úE3
9ß rñ7û

ú9¿

.,.ó6.ç. r24

far,aL Llablllttét
and fund
brlaaear $*¿å.åP¿'$å7, $?J¿å7¿

}Jåi¿,-¿gå

1.1,82.2,0Ë

$ k3r5"*låå

Opetr s!ðce
Õopftal

Iqroren*ut,
Fr¡qd, leqd
Serlqs ,,t?J4

$ ó'ã?3!rrll
tr8û1,2å0

ir!52rlg4
?9¿ ,5,51

r995)

0pëã gpêêç

tapltal
lilSrov*ûent
Þr¡nd' Bond
ScrÅes lå$û r9{å rtc r

ìs

I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

-å.-n6l "l;ü
6 "8ül¡44Õ

I¿.r+&¿é8q

¡{. ógå..5'86-

8, û54
LF ì4?9.3J1

l¡,{ûlr{l?}
IrgËtrå5ü

âs,dïl
t. É55, r 1e

$ l2.0rrá,??0 g t6,t86,tIt S* I,sg1,e50

lród2r{¡Õä J'*}5r}.äA

$ .t*ååååååá $ JÉ.¿19å*å* $ åå,.È$Iå*Lt¡ s Iå'Såå*¿Lå

$ I f ú.'S
23, 95å

r2', á90

ç ?5,51{ g
lr35A

34,0¡5 ¡,3ú{ ì9å I
ÀlE,4S5 $7?,4?O

lJiê{l.sü0 _À_Ésg-.Êgg

!, 359 , [oû
¡ ]fi,ñ90

----i*

tgor9å6 ã ?26,976
¡5, ?fix 16 t

t"38l.S6t ¿,*4It t$l¿
93,åT.ï rJ,51$

" ,..¡q ....[4.q49

- låp,ülú ., ?r.Ffi4 l-ó9s.4?5 -3*gå¿.åJe

l,80lr¿50 I,S9l,15t

I r {i00 ,0t0

1,89I,¿50

lró00r00t

åå""F2¡.e":É f .tå?-l9l

Vlt

S 7å.ÉåJ,3åå S tful0f¿3å0 $ å,åÅS¿t*l¡¿ S tÀ"ågj*tJå

Page 80 of 160 | 2016-11-04



t{,r{iL
Boulder Counly, Culurado

CÅPITåL FROJSCTS FUNDS

cûìBllllt{c sTÅ?8t-{BN? {)F R8VË$985, EXtBtiIrITr¡P,ËS
Aì¡n cüaltûes tH Fu¡ttr BALÂNCE$

Year ende¡l lleeember 31, 1!96
{stuh e+ü¡påråtLve tqtals f':¡r che year ended lJeeeab*r l1 I, 19ç5]

gpen Space

{:¡¡plfâl
Prc'l {ir ts

{.lapltal
lnçrav*nerrt:
lrucr Ëund

{$nbsrr+l
iïe*r:ral

Inproçe¡¿ent
tll .'lt: r {rt

Crplcal
s$rovsræfrt

d, Boud

?,Õtl*ttll

I,eq3.,tûÅ

5å5 | ä4:
2Õû | 3*ô

* 292,É3l
c,gá.r*å*.a

t,Eåû,sû0

L_!få"11,&

i-lpcri $¡rac*
{aplral

lupr*veusrrl:
Í'lrrcl, Br:rrd
Ssrfee lfiìú

Þ

Trrr:rl n
rÈ¿Jn

Í1c-.r*illles
Tclxes

Property
5al.as

Sper:I.fIc. ¡.rurleË-
$hX.p

ToL¿!. {sîes

Int*rest on
àüv{:*tm¡ìf fi,

I$ [.€ r¡gûçc!!ì¡!s]fl x å I
*hnrgc* fçr ,serul,:es
l,ll,$ce I lãnúðr¡á¡

Ic!ål l.ê\rcríïûs

Ex¡:e,ird l.t.rrrcrs
il;rÍ: lt¿l r:ut. l{r},
9*giaearl*g feae
çpen spaca pur*hases
{}¿BeraI gôveñìrrent
l?*ht scrviqe

F r l.nt: lpa 1.

lntü!:&Èt gtrd
fl¡caI *harges

T$Tâl debt
serrjte e

Îçc¡L
*xpr:ntll ttr**

fNrflelancy *{ rev*nuec
'rver ctpetditufeg

i:!ther f {¡¡arrelng sonrccs
i $gss l

ãord pro*ead*
Þperrrtl*g rr¡rlsf*rs

t.*
Tstdl $rher

I lnenr:lng
s{¡11trC*S

Sx,;:s¡ss (delte*ancyl of
teveûü€¡t fl$d r:rb.er
fl.nanclng sê$rccê
êver Éxperxlltr¡rsû
ç*r! *tÌ¡er fl*anc.lng
!tsÈs

Ftlnd bel*ncre,
lreßlnnlng rirf yêa'r

fund b¡l¡r¡cea,
enri of year

S 1,6ål '8J/¡ $ - $ 401,?ü{ - s /+,:?iri]3& $
- i,*93,1ül

*å-r.L¿*J.
ü,júå-,üål

n,$37,l¡Jä
*.*s¡"14*

**uc-àe$
lt r*3s,ååg

**10{..ç.3 r,

-¡Ll^"¿l-.&6,5

å0,û 7 3
e7,Lt?

*_årLrTl
4,J9.L,31_l

I,I lSrSûS

l^üf .41å

eúlå,tlå

_ "t.z7t)

q0,ff0

å¿_.}lJ.

ii-Ì.,3Li.

_ tl.7trr
_ f¡3¿¡.91å

123"?ü¡

3¿û

"- ¡¡2$ü
-".:åc-.É1ð

tìå5"05fr
úr533

l,Í8¡
Êri5, õ0{

. r¿:.9å3

a'J7 .91 ]

l . l*s, ¡8ô
ð#tJ

.. - 4û.{rgq
l-_¿3^3.-r-â4

L$F4r5l å

J.¡tr tü5
27 r{¡11

___J55"4è1
i t¡ . !1t"'4 t ?.

ü*2i2iè

-. åä9 . €{tú
r'¿*-ååã--*sê"

î 27t

fl*¿I tl¡ç9 3"9ç å
,8 r31'1

i6t,8l7
¿6,3úç

är ¡!15'5¡¡7
2llr lf¡1

e2,001,ûr)0
It,?07

3 n ãf9, i$ilfi
;.Ê/.¡¡5?

?.9,3iå, isf:
.1F$ 

' 
{:ti n

I t4, ¿t5
tlrSôå,l.83

4ô ,0óä

-J-43.?."}TS

_l*_É.å7,åffi.

)fiÊsrü{¡ü ¿,al!,íìüü

. ¡ ..$9.& " 4 rJ ;t_, ${iã 
" å5li

4J-Z3']l$ --g_(?ï,-4t¡ s,¿tfuj:.¿o.

åålss*-gi-e j*:¿*å33 LìS{.*3? 5. 1.1ç.,-S3* 13.?$1r¡q&* ås.ij4¿,ßrJ 13.**;¿*-t-ll.

*u?9,¿Åå] ã.sil.5te {¡},i+f$.Sq¡} {åfu;9_G..3.L$.} { AúJ{g+l¿l}

:1 , {0û, r}ûil

. t-¡ååL¿¡78* 3¿.,S9Q ÆS*åtg

**lå*grs lsgÊBln

¡21,3{¡l l2&,7lr,t

-*¡lÉ,-Ê1? ìr.:.502

. ."x¡-Jll :l-6r51t.418 _i.S-¡.l$å,$.Êt _._.lJLÈ..-¿,:4,

{Ie9,2lli ?,ç58,ÐS5 1¿,û83,596 ¿å)¿11.1ôi taå,Ð4¿,jigl¡

.&.ürL-4åå 3¿tgf*L5å -S,,åg¿,J3å U*åÀL{åå

5 !"¿q¿*¿*$I .d$**¿å{ $ $l*åJg

75

S f*$Í!'&Lt $ ¡4.+34¿*.¡åå, $ å9.-ffi9*ßåü S .ó'*äúJ-^¡åå
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ffqv
Soulder toraty, Colorrdo

gåPTTåf, PS.OJBCTS FWPS

COI!Ëff$G üÂI,AXCE $EBßT

S¿cerib¿r 3tr t99?
(vtrh coryatartve tcrats for ÞeEeuùer 3tr 1996l

Cr¡ltrl ûrubr*sl
Écoprrl

ITmvG -t
ttðrd.ct

qÐtÈä1
P?ô{ff-lr

s t,l5|,slt s 21495* 90'000
* r,¿5Ér¿¿9

3,!19,3å6
¡ç,¡is

ågsl'g

E{¡rl,rf i,n ¡ooled c**&
mð Luve*trnt¡

EËrËri.érèd eirh
Fioprrly rüff

rucctrrblc
lstcrc¡t rcealyrbla
çü4rûçt goaib rlrt

*Êñrlfir¡ rssciv¡blê
Ilçre lrn stter f,re¡ilc
Frcpald €lrylcndlfi¡Ëås

rJ¡8IArnæ ¡tÞ
Em 8år,åttßs

Lf¡rbflftl.ë¡
¡,ccar¡Et'¡ pryrbl.r
Dr¡a ta othcr flmds
Dçf,crrcil ri¡cãô¡ra
åÞclrråd litbtlåtlûs
otbGr ltutL.I.lt¿Éé

totll
li¿biltttes

flnd balac*¡
tÈæÍûEd for p'rep¿td

üp.rlð1$¡r.Êü
Èr¡¡¡rrsd lor úrbs

¡Érr¡¡dê
0ÞfÊrÉÍTêd

ÐGfL!ûâr,cd fgr
níbscçnnt Far*¡
öqtËfdfû¡rËt

ünåccl.gætcd
latål û¡nú

b¡k¡nec*

..-.-J- ..-....-.å-.

$ úr,¡tl ç
tEr ll0

3 | t¡.9,316
96'l?8

ão

$

3f¡1+-Ató

9trfmo

7I4

63t

lotrl ¿¡¡ctr Ê å.-TIÊ.!å3 S å¡1å8&t $ f.¡¡å"$¡å

It?,ú88
33,$65

t.3lÂ - 137

1.ttå "13?

3.gat

e1.*ßÅ

¿r4Ot
8.¿98

n-alp-oig

¡." lsg -r?ô

$ lJsg.olå

lsÊål tlåbd.låttÈs
ü{ ÍT¡É
b¡Iæcc¡ Sg-¡¡&,råf 8gL14I

Oprn Spaec
CcÞtt11

trTrovçunt.
Fur¡dr Bdad
Sp¡t*p l¡9"*

tpctr SþåcÊ.
C.ptt¡II*rovcsc

ftmilr lûl{ ?ot¡ls
$erieg 199ó 199? -_-l9Så__

$ 5r30tro4o s ¡05rtt?
t r 

gol,t5o

ts,sic ¡, ei¡

$ lr9l$rl?5 S ¡8'å8órû38
tr&9¡r¿s$ lr*9lrr50

t r t 19 rrlô l ,ô6t, ¿ú'3

&7 tVZ,6 tlg,7¡5

S l¡å¡*.eË $ r.{¡â*¡åI $ ¡ü¿å*,å.t11 f få.ÉI**¿¡¿

I r e33 ,ô93
tol,7úü

å.ûôo

$ ¡ñ9,*19 $
5'31ô

64Jr0Êt

------:-
qoL.È1*

16,0ôË
¡r?15,¿7ç

rr.,568 $
I,7rô,û3t

lg

l.?¿ð.ütr

l, $å0,51ö
1 rå81 ?Ot¿

-. s-ro{}

lù3Ë4,941
ú9â,?03

r "60ù.¡00

32ã'369 S ¡fç'gff
1,75?.S62 2t,'t62
3r8t5r2üt 1,58?rÉfE

tó,t?8 Itt8l5
. TÊ .,, rö,

,ð.ôÉJ,..655 .¿..S{Ê**I5

5rü00

I,8û11250

5r¿lårüû2
, . úô3"-glf

5¡t00

r ,å9 1, 256

5 r ã1¿r 001,
3 -39ì-g:¡Ë

1,600,û00

lrtllr?5t

g'ü5¿
r9-¿l*.¡Jl

?.{r+- 25¡

4¡:t¡ rrt
eÞ.t¡! r0,"+p1.,¿*2 ?&,tsÎr.,4ff

76

I S.rå4+0¿¿ 9;Êrå!L13I S 14.åú.*,é11 S Aå*á¡J*t¡Å

Page 82 of 160 | 2016-11-04



Bonlder Smmty, Col"orado

tôpIÎ¿L l*0JBcT$ r$I{Ds

cügstilür$ y[JrIgHB¡m or nEvlilltB, gnENDrflngs
åtrÐ cE$tg8ã ff FrafÞ BAtalcas

Tear eadsd Dscsubet 3I. t99?
(rlth comparartvr Èotel8 f,o-t tbe yeer ended Þeearùcr 3[, l99d]

Capltll ühr¡barrt¡l
GcrcrrL

Gapltal
Prd{âêtr

lqrrovcnent
, ntstrÅÊh,

levcau¿
tmcs

Ff,üI'artf
$rl*s
gpês{flc aít¡êtsùlP

tot6l ttret

ItttÊrêtt an
{åvèr¡satg

Intar¡crat'nrnÊr1
ckrr¡cs tr¡r rcrf¿c¡
Othcr ralä¡na

lotrL ratrGûr¡ê

$ 1'6â3i535 S '

- t¿T..Qå¡
I . ??r,5ï6

3ôt,656

t¿q-5?6
tr390,808

$ 371r3¡5

32.Û,ât
¿o3,362

r,säo
71 !S4L

2t5,û0û

l¿r -!Êt
. 4åê.IËq

gr,,l75

- ¡.âoo
*86rõÉt

5,¿16

5,åtË

ExpeadAtur*r
ûcner*l govcrnænt 1'73ü1795
Con-¡arr¿rlon, t ?¿h I fecçltghflrt* ¡ad ¡trcçt-¡
ãçbt ¡qrtlct

Þrlrc{grl
Iat€rcac &d

ft*erl ch¡¡gec -ælot¡l dcb¡
¡rrvfse ?-

Îoçel
€*pcsdltr¡rüs f'ËÊ'ffå

ÞrEa¡¡ {drfþfËüçt}
9f rwitll¡å
over c*p¡¡tlture¡

ttbaf flü$silg lour*ee
tood trtgcÊad&
ç}tltrritlå$ trrnð*arg

ftr
lotet ntbcr

f|I.[{ú¡g
¡ol¡fcag

Erceos (deflÉtc¡rst) öt
rgvctrr¡Ë a¡d o'thar
flanoei¡g tåürsGa
(r.r¡oa) ovar
o:pcaûttnr**

Ërnd bal¡ncç¡,
beg{nqlrg ol yeer

lusd b¡ls¡ccsr
cad of yenr

1â8.308 Snt.ttl

öss,013 (123,ð9¿) ( ¡x, ¡3å )

tl5. ? ¡5

, ..,." Í r2*'7Jå

f54ìù¡3 ?|611 { 23, l34l

t6ôf 11{ qr-t?¡ r-ÊÊa- zá8

s ¡-¿å9-+¡¿

90r0oo

¡8.508

118.5ûA

s i,-11¿,#p s gL#Ë

77

$ 3-4*!*2.¡Ê S *-¿IL.¡ÅA $ ,¡e^.l*þ+g¿ s ¡*Jlfi-iåå

tpen Sprcc Ogrn Spaca
Crpttef Capttrl

IErûvGE ll'ræcmt
Fund' Band l\rndr Boad -. -,--Jotrlr -3er1*¡ 199ô Sc¡i.è¡ ,1996 l99T .. . 

-Jg$.-

$ $ g 11996's5s ç {î3¿åÉ039
7,6091933 ?r0O3rlo¡
,_1?9rqg[ s_ïÊ7"41
9r785r83t 1t,565rt81

?rú0s1933

7 r 609,939

614,318
?9

¡4? i385
I,3tg

8i9,tr41
370, tä5

457.28.r
I lråô2,5X1

lf88ó rSlt
2Xl, tB5

¡20
" 

qûâ- r?.r
l* r¿54,+7¿

,.112r$r1 ,t4.p368r3túr?37 È¿¿ù8?,1

t. 796 , ?30
- t'?3t'195

lÀ, tl¿,1t0 1ö,909,950. ?I'S4l

I 
'EAü'f+992å,3â3"52û
s{ð,3?s

31355100Õ 5,t*JrOOû2r990,t{to

r.7r*¡,6¡9

q.ryq,68e

1.714-5å5

lr?34.315

15.9ô6.?85

-å*fi4"åS¡ -¡."Éåå"åL¿

?.rË).låa ?-&23-\&1,

7.5'15.9L9 åå*tt¡"å3! 3ð.9åô-8rt

?60,8t8 (15,ó03,91ål {l{,3351307) (¿.0r¿99,34t1

- 39'0001000

. ¡"234ró3Ê .r.Etfi.t¡t _J¡-¿g"!åÊ*r

1.734.å3Ê l-16û-111 ãó"?û,{-ÉÈr

7ü0,818 t13rtô9,è7ú1 tt2lå.75,154¡ 16r4¡1r34¡

ó-åú2.¿¿ô ls.û¡l¡.TüÊ 1r,¡e.tt,6lÍ .6,,sü¿.+9å
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I6Iq E

BouHrr County. Ëolo¡ndn

OAFITAL FROJËTT6 FUT'IÞS

ÊüMtsININü BÅL.ANÇE SHEST

DêctmbËr31, 1gg8
(with cumparetive totslç for Sacsmþer 31, 109Ð

crylþr
Frqrdt

C*pftd
lilpfürâ{lË¡t
Trud FTM

(ñûcdcl

Gunftmd
tanrrd

lmprovgr!€fit

Op{{lCFr
CuËd

lryovmøË
Fmd, tond

tpttS,Fðe
Cåf¡þl

lmprsv¡rrrli*
Ëurrl, Bonû
Ë6r¡Ê i9lÊ

Toþls

À8SgT$
Ëqdtylãpoüldc#h

¡ndütuc$niltlß
Rcdrlo(rd ca¡ft
PrepËtyþEürÞcsltr$
lnûr¡rûrcrtnbh
Cflrdf good¡ ¡rd
aeirth t¡ctvaþlr

ûu¡ûqmothufr¡n&
PrupHaçaffirro

Tüt lä*art¡

LIABIIMEËANDFUND
sÀtÂNoE

thHhll*
Arôór.$tü¡ry.b|è
tluötoüwtufth
ãdqncdroÀ¡éü¡€
A€rri¡üdArUhâ
Oüa¡Lhh:ffisa

ToHkbffirc

FlcîdMnor
Rrcarurd forprcpoH
Ëqüdttsüt

Rsån¡sd lûr *êtÉ ð¡rgiÊe
U¡m¡rnnd
ü@ndådfor
âr¡þãüS¡rnl yðdr
ognnüurs

U¡¿æenals*

ïùlÍ.trtdåd*nsr

To,hl lltbll¡tlsrcúld
Itnqt hbriõè

ti,13S,9¡Xi

4.sr/,74r

æ,sûl
6ã120

ts.2lc¡g

s1s,ffi,3Tls7,s8,000

l¡lã,offis,t2û

58i[5a¡{gt

5t4,?û0

t5,s1ã

y.dû
trl6

.1ô41,p41

4,3ffi

2W

-t'*

Êo.000

78¡ a$,mã

0{$,trJA

?tË¡ *ôilg,Glâ

szt ä84,271
o,o00

4,9û?J41

eü,ffi

{6,e8
f,4tp.1s

1å7.ffi

110,{rs¿r0
!:æ

Tt4.4r¿
a,s¡lõ

5.591.S47
rfi,ffi

æ

1ÉS rs7

sT,91t"??5
$r,gtr"m
3¿ts,32Ê

Ër,?ff

l,Ësor6ffi
t,8El,m.[

s.0æ

¡f ð,l4s,tlÍ
lËt*ttffi-

32?,3ôÊ
t,7$r¡æ
3*8dt-201

Sß,T?T,s

æû
1,373,01S

:**

t8s,{&
2W

4.9ð?,141

tf l,m
?s

s,2g{,t?s

19

5ô4.99ô 6,4{0,38e 8.0¡n"6$

sû,000
$,0m

1,Ê0tts

t8,û4å,081 28,92,4,0Ë0
6,2f 4.09J
33m-ffi

1S,84t.St zEEt4.eS 10.tæt¡18ã

16û sr9,4úû.210
:¡!¡!4¡3lEE!æ

tl$.4ã¡t,¡li{ç StEF{6,tgT

9Ë.1æ

s4s,1m

s8,21Ë,ãt7

?ö
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Bouldsr County, Cnlorado

CAPITÁL PROJETT$ FUNDô

CñMFII*ING $TATËMËNT OF RE!ËNUË. ÊXFEÀ¡ÐITURES
ANÛ CHANGES IN ËUf{Ð BALAHCÊ

Year andåd Ðecennbsr 11, T ggg
(with conparst¡ve totrls far Ðecemþsr 11, lgg?)

CepH
lmproræmant

ïnptFryld

GunHrd
€surd

|mgur¡rËnt

Optû 8þe0t
c@t

lrngovrment
Ëünd, Eorid

$.ltoË tg&t

Opwr,$peca
C¡F¡tst

tmpuvcnnftt
funü, Fr¡d
qldes1e06 ffi

Tolds

Reve+lræ
Ia¡os
Propaly
$ahs
$p.6iña ûrwËtl {F

TotdbtgÉ

irùre¡t on inr,u¡Èmt¡tç
lntârgü!Þnmgntrl
Oürlnvdìr¡Ë

Tr{al r¡vsnue

Ë;çsnüt¡rs
Senralgøønmmt
Cmsan¡'¡thn Çtîën I fú''
Highìmys md $rêets
Þebt r¡¡td+ü
Princlpal
lnb¡rd rnd fksrl Êhrrgpû

ToH d¡tÊ sårrlË€

Toùülüçfidilurån

Ëxceor {deñclsncy} d nvÊn¡Jc
o}þrøçrndltrca

ethsr ünrnc¡Ïû ¡outcot tr¡Bls)
Eond pmca*de
Operdng bandarain
Opðr$ngkryËfäso{d

Totrlo#nr financing
roura.e {lFû!}

S€p¡tâl
Projscls

s3,tE¡,172 $321.67A

*a,iæ,rq¿

ã,9?t ff,354 434.388 ,!,6Ê4,564

$il,õûs,844
s,7ûî,74ã

â96,1¡ß

$1.SS6.É60

T,ü8s,Ë*3
t79,088?81888_

3,4t6"0d0 e¡?6,7{2 1a508,?iit 9.TëS.¡rr

r?,73Ê
2Sr,02õ

â.f 8ê,?6?
17,r¡t

2S1,ry¿õ

S49,2,{4

ffqlr3
{õ?,âs3

3,76ÊJ08

4¡î3,56

9,'!ff,130 't,ffi{,s4 r4gÉ7,744- 11,4êe53t

s72,07Ê 1,0sû,å16 ts,ffi.så0

95_000 25.00s 3,Inö,0æ t.&5,m0 5,40e,ffi 3"m$.m

4r3$,S5
Ir,?39,484

1,75õ,m
16"9ô9,950

71,9t

34.ffi
t29,4tðæ

1 ?B Etef,lSo 5,fxt,otfi 3,7?4.r4t---Effi- -i6,riiqõiã. --ñË.'Íãã
12S,168 25,797.eA8

{4æ,?0n (tã3.{rÐ {6t0,0¡fÐ a.$33,f 41 (?å.?2r,rm¡ {ä1.3rr,26u {143S6,3ûI

E¡$*r (dßflcasrcy! of rwcnuc
and oth¡r flnanchg aourccc
{mëa} oversçe*nf&r*e {389,ûå$l

Fund Þsltlcrs, b;$lnn¡rg $tyrar I 137

Furdàdalæ¡,cndof p

80,€-/s t?6,3s

80,s?8 l¿F,ggg

?,9$É

ss.90t

108 tg6,?$g

112 10FO3,{8? 22.9T8,636

$f g,B4å,ffiÎ $29,üt4.0ß0 $lû,so3,482

-

36,36¿4At

a$59,?4fi
(?0,5?t)

3ô,367,48ô

õ,æ6.?7e
{t. lis60,t$;

41 gg,_gqt,å3e 1,sðo.163

{6tû,0421 87f ,f,42 1ð,ð3S,53e 16,51Ò.5?å \r2,41â,tf¡t

7

44!"?55

t,0t6,3s3

m
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BsulúÊr $ounty, Çolorsdo

SAPITALPROJECTS FUNÞS
GUNFARREL GËNERAL Iñ¡IPRO\ËMENT FISTRICT FUNÐ

STATEMENT TF REVENUE, ËXPENDITURES ANÞ CHANGË$
lN FUÈ¡Þ ËAl-ANcË - ËUÐêET (GAAF 8ÅSl$l ANÐ ÅCTUAL

Year ended Ðacembar 31, tgg8
{with comptr¿tivË totå16 for thç yaar andcd OeceflTbËr 31, 1ÐgÐ

fss8
Varisnæ -
Fnvorablç

t{ttfayqgq$el

$3tt,g4{¡ ¡321,0TÍ $,|,?tô
{2ü{)

Revenu€s
Texas

Fropady texes
$podfic mrnershiptaxes

Totâltaxêg

lntorsst on investmants
Ghårge$ for servites
tlth¡r rçvehuc

Euilding ranlals
Total ¡nvenue

Ëxpendlturas
GonssrYetion

Open spaca purcftase
Misccllsnoous

Highways snd siru€te
Þeþt servic€

PrÍnclpel
lntcrcst ând fiscål chs$es

Totel expenditurss

Excess (deliclency) of revanue
cvar axpendflures

Fund bslances, bÊgimlng of year

Fund bslançes, end af year

åå,54S 29"e63

,. j{F,ls$ .349,9p?

Budgel AsÉual

t99T

Aclual

$371,3f å

,?.2,$4T.
. 4û3,ffiâ

{23,13¡ü

1,2ú2,?üB

$f ,2$9.074:xlnrn

1,44?

3gå,97t 405,291 11,T T 3

49,2Ë3 55,354 9,071 92,125

öûû s00

1,138,691
40r

Y.fu,'tt "

- ¡ ..Y¡È'i
t:.!f-i"
iÐ"
668,113

1,200
488.687 r

c {4JìhÀÀ¡*?'4^/

1.500
7f ,s4f

ål$,000
16{,{gl

. g0s,s21

f70,s7a
'1"500 t1,100)

2S6,ü0t 2gS,æ0
j{9,q5ç ,.J{p,2s5

1,sq4,3{6,, :!,01913}3

{$1,1Ê6.å68} i6'l0,t6e)

1,3Ss,074

$049.033

ä61,013

$57Ê.1e6

B3
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Ëoulder Çounty, Gstorado

CAPITAL PRO.'ECT$ FU¡.¡PS

t 0[tÊ f ¡llNG BAI*ÀNCË SHËET

Þecsmbergl, lggg
(wtth compsrstivo totel$ for Oecsmþer 91, 1ggÊ)

Capnal

örpfid
lmË3l€rfiðñt
T¡uC Ftnd

(ÊoÊrhl

$È.0rr
so,0m

t"ê?6

IT/,

t1r

90,mo

Ëpcn Spac*
Cn$tat

lnproverrrÊñ¡
Fr$ït, åfifid

,qirþs tsq{*

Oprn S¡cce
tepihl

InpnffqiìÊr*
Fsrrú, Èord
sE¡æ,1.#e,

TotâtÉffi
%æAS$ET$

Egu¡tyin Êoohd€rËút
andinvssfttf1tã

ReÊl¡¡çtcd€sh
PropÉrtf tâ,(ffi lecaiçåblç
lr¡tffe¡t rccaåraHs

tourÉy gooda rnd
sgñlhÊÊ roga¡v8ble

ûua fiom othar funds
Frêpäid ëSÉñdttilrçä

IIÂBILITIËS ANÞ FUND
8ALÁh¡CË

Lhb¡htlcc
AqcouRspr¡aÞlß
Due to qticr fundr
Uêtdr.rçd f(Frèfitþ
Ascr¡¡sd lhbilitus
ûtl¡orLi¡bilih¿

fcüâ}ftãblltlh¡r

Fffid babnËc
Femrvedfor prepnld

e$¡ndltüfs
RsacrvËdfor d¡$mrvics
Unrororvcd
Êaaþnabd for
êubËßsjeñysers
¡¡ç*¡¡dûurçe

Undès!0netËd

Td#fmrdbknec

TcÈ*üabilltiee Erd' R¿r¡d HlånÈë

$6.Ëf CI,3?û

s"?0e,8ff

tõs,ðte
t.ts4
w

${.¡læ,9S4

1tt,â08

1,6¡tE 7gõ
??,564

16,081

1t,6{6
.låå,800

1,323.8St

106,119

5,137,{F

sêæ Í11.146.dS1
tú,ð00

6,209,rs
130,48?

!,{frp.71ä
60,009

tû8,s47

*rê,5õ4å7ð
tgû,ü0r

4,gfi?,741

30â.ss?

1,4q,10S
rt7,fi2s

90,000

10ö.ilr

Totol ts$siÈ tt?,391.23É Sso,s3t $6,59T.307æ l?å0

%

$Ils.4ö4,418r¡rrìr.-.Í-r+*

387,868
?ßs,9m

Ë,âûq-tfrl
t3â.4*

1Ð0

J ?â0

339

404,04Ð
806,90:¿

6,SÐð,@
tså,4ff
805,51$

774,47?,
?,û¡td

$,s5r"94't
111,{r90

3Ð

Jeo

1g

r.5î Ê,s5ô

??9 1ffi,M7
s0,000

l,tÐ7,å92f ,187,A92
c.æ llel 9.&0? .rð

9$.U¿ {ls} l0,g3T,s0ô ?s.0t 4.0€o

8nú,a3e $6,5€7,307rt!¡--*

Guntanêl
Genêrd

lmprôvamant

Dlskbt

Tt,o*

11,S03

3.tsã
r.?37

s714.?O7

9S3

993

713214

713,214

S71¡1.20?

76
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Boulder 0ounty, Colorado

CAPITALPROJËCTS FUND$

COMFINII*G STATEMENT Ðr RSVËNUE, EXPSNÞITUFES
ÅI-{ü THANGE$ IN FUHD EALAilCE

Year endcd Ðecembår 31, l ggg

twith cornpÊ¡etive tolåls for Dccemþer 81, f ggg)

CaFIEI

J'$re

CaplÞt
lmprowmæt
Trust Fund

(Rçadsl

Gunbaml
ûånÊrd

fitpþvsfil4nt
OisFkC

Open Spcce
çð¡4bl

Irnprnæment

Fund, Sond

,."s$'lryf .

opün sFâã6
Côpltål

lmpçvcmerl
F{¡rut. Bond
Ser¡€s't$c

Tot¡ls
1SÉ 1SS8*Rwenüês

Taxss
Frcp*rly
Ëalas
$peetliccunenhþ

Tolal tuxrs

lnl¿reet sr ir¡vsúüêñts
lnhrgþ snmÊnÞû
SÊkóf fx€d ånsdrc
MiÉêe¡brËûus râænuÊ

Totrt rpvçn¡"ç

Expcrd[utcè
ËËEr.l gÐvëÍnrÞnt
Co{rsËrwlon
nc¡û¡êwiee
Prhcipal
lf@tðfd ßseâl çùafs$É

foùal&ðt ærvha

Tohlopendtures

Ër(Ê€Ês {dôficßnoy} of fGrsefiuê

s$âr erpertdltrrrd

öthfr fnaoclng sor¡rcañ (use*¡
åofd procceda

ûp.râürqiranslsrç h
flprutirgtranslcrl u$

Tdslo(üerfnsnctrg
so¿¡f¿råÉ tuiar)

Ercøse (deficíencyl of revertuê
ãnd qtlcr fi twü*1t *ür,¡fi¡ê*

{uesç} r¡¡er *(n¡ndlt¡res

Fu¡rd þålåncss, brdnnhg ofy€*r

Ëund bahnceo, end ofyear

il,csr,Ë7:

$6,27r
3,89e

3,0ss,35â
n7,827

6.iår,?r5 ae¡t

5,ðS2,4r r

10û.000
æ,94$

-

12S.S{5

5,8S2,411

2,7e9,364 tr23,87{l

2,0r0.39?

{790,0û$}

12â127

12e,727

$0,79T,ræ
s5,æ,s3?

&.7S7,7¡S
4Eg,60s

4.797.775 r4.ffiÊ.*??

$ä5,s6S

55,ðÊ4

sêT.389
!89.337

3.tåt,64iÍ
2ß0,505

¡3.5r8,8{,{
t,789.74ã

æ6,t3,t
12.$e,7t$

2,1W,ffiî
r7,?3?

{t3i4*4æ
$,3W"7t7

637,O?û

ffi,4¡t6
l,"4.,%2

2,7ä8 æf ,026
I,Ag¡,314 320,S? 18,ã9,t"/t 14,æ7,7t!í

e,r¡c,ee$

3,t90,ûm 6,ã0,000

f 0,921,?0Ê ?s,{v¿4etr 42.40?,*t$ 3õ,3ä9,00ð

{r,0sd.,s$41 {24,?03,ffi5} {r3,t26,t5ï #f .*1.ær¡

5,854,W5 r.Sã.104
$¡!6,ffi?,48ç

s5.!ts6,7?Ð
{1=r$e{ÊO}t2..l56,,*ì0)

t2.156.i$[l] 5,ã*tgß5 3g.flil.8üs.

1S.Í6n,ffi2

?,536,000

6,6*?,41 I

?5,313.3"¡l
4231,äûã

?l,??,9,4ð{

5,{ûS.{t00

- 1#'gtt *-:ÊSSL 4'e?arsq ô'û11'0164,Zy*,q3 s,as4s6q lIæJq ----To.æ;õiã-

3.S{S,?68

9?5.1*8

3.053

s176S

{43s,t64}

8,4s4,ryü"

$õ,2â¡r,t16

f 8,S¿8,Êrù¡ (19.$81,551¡ 18,5t0,57ú

?c,01408ô f 0.5o3.4r'2

s4,874,87ñ $lsl srr.s, ,509 s2s,0r4,s60

Í4r2.?64

{48,{26

5l,sm

3,00û

503,{æ

3ffi.000
134,æû

24

4¡X¡:00

439,2?4

64,r4?

u,r82

8JL9.03!

{713..214

77
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Boulder Csung, Colonado

CAPITAL FROJECT5 FUNÐS
GUNBARRËL GËT.¡ËEAL IMPROVËMENT N|STRICT FU¡¡D

$TATEMENT TF REVENUE, EXFËNÞITURËS AND THANGËS
lN FUñ¡t) BAI*AIIOE - BUÐGET (GAåF BAË|S) ANÞ *CTUÅL

Yaar ended üscember 31, 1gûg
{witft comparstiva totst* for the year endod Decemser g1, f SgE}

Favornble
Pu{sqt ,.Êfty,a¡ . furgåvorqqgJ Actual

lSts

Revenuas
Taxes

Propefty tsxss
Specific ownership t*xes

Total tâxes

lnterssl on ¡nvêstmônts
$¡le of flxad assets
Buildlng rryilals

Tol*l revenue

Ëxpendituros
Consgrvåt¡on

Open spnce n¡rchåses
MitceflanÊous

Debl seryice
Frincipnl
lnteresl and flscal charges

Tot¡l qxpendilurus

Êrcess (deficiency) of {svðnue
aver expgnditures

Fund balsnæs. baginning of year

Fund balgnuÞs, ênd of year

$40?,?ss $41a,2ff $4"526 $3?1,67230,000 3g_1çr_ c,162 28.2û5
437,73_6 44sJ2F 

--_E6ãb- 
TõÉ?-

ås,354

{43,338 503.406 ffi,0s9 4û5,291

5,0CI0 s1,980
å,000

4ö,990
3,000
(600)Ë00

õ2$,357

305,000

($619.1rs)¡d-ì-+-¿

Ê4

30s,û(Ð

64,192

84t,032

823,257

æ
623,å39

57¡,579
'l,5ü0

3S5,000

(010,042)

T,2$S.0?4

,wr$.032
4*-iFt.+:

(24',)

__-ü4,200 134,200
%]møæi- 148.255*îõ'íEÊã*

$r13 .214

81
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Boulder County, tclsradc

CAPITAL PRÕJECTS FUNOS

CTMBINING BALANCE SHEET

December 31" 2000
(with comparativa t€tåls fÕr Decêmbêr 31, 1999)

Capital

Proiecls

Capi',al

lmprovcF'!ênt

Trusl Fund

s1 1.786

90,000

1,520

33t

Çpen Space

CãFital
lmprñrcrnÊnl

Fund, Bord
Series 1994

ÖBen Space

Cðp¡têl
lm¡xovemenl
Fi¡nd, Eond

Seríeg 1S6
Totale

2toû lrlgç
ÅssËTs

Eqility lñ pooled càÐh

¡nd lnveaknrnt¡
Restricled caslt

PrüpøtyfueÊ rec€fuãHe

tnterasl receivabþ
Gounty goo{ts aÞd

services recei¡able

0ue frqn other funds
Frâpaùcl Þxp€ndltr¡rês

LIABIIITIÊSÅND FUNO

BALANCË,

Liat¡illtieE
Àccounùr payable

ûue to oher lünds
nåfênÊd revEnuq

Accrucd ll¿btlllios

olher LiabilÍties

Total liabilltie*

Fund balance

Reserïed for Frepâid
atpendlures

R€ûêrYÊd for deu service

UnrÈssrvÊd

tesígnated for

ûubrequent ysalÊ
expndtures

Undôstg¡õtçd

Total lund balance

Tolal lhbiftles snd
fund bahnce

$4,720,S20

7,S39,668

28ï052

-10,502

$il,603.3S2 $

?5$,ã2r

1,87?.14S

476,355

sr7,1Õ4.6sê
$0.ost

?,539,Ë68
27t,184

?,165,519
489.687

$i r,14s.4sr
qfi iT¡1

ê.Ð-s,860
f 3û,,¡87

â.00ç.'.?1?

É{¡,ß}?
'lrs,ftr

TÐtål as.çËtÉ
-=g3l19¡i44,,,--.ggl€3i=

$ì4.ã1 Ê $27.861,êü4 $re,r¡?,Ëû9

$3Èa,942 $
118,?10

7,539,668
199.75?

82

$10,49ã $
xg?,€65
403.000

739

$409,437
q1s,37S

7,942,6õ8
r5s,?52

1.031

s40d,ûd$
åffi.9'31

6,8S3,¡6*
132,46ð
8es.5t3

B,?17.364

1,497.512

2,841,26e

90.0s0

13,637

7t1,899

185

f ,497.51 e
17.144,819

1.18?,892

9.54?.??t

â,9?9.26¡ 8.84f ,sgt

90,ü00
t&i,3*7
so.çf0

d3æJ?8 1ffi,637 .IB5 1$,ruz,431 18,93{.509

Þ1?.556,142 $ $2?,661,6s4 $rs.7?:.8íe

Gunbarrel

GenerÊl

lmprovemml
Ðistdct

$?68,578

11,443

3.321

edss

s785,831

¡

7â5,631

785,831

$7Ê5.8ô1

76
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Baulder County, Colorado

CAPITAL PRCIJECTS FUNDS

COMBINING ÊTATSMENT TF REVENUË, ËXPËNTITUFËS
AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

Year ended December 31, ?000
{with comparative totals for Ðecember 31, lgg$)

Revcnuos
T¿r(Es

FmpÊdy
Srlês
9pecific ownc*hip

Total taxos

lnler6Ê¡ on inv€slm€nts
lntergovornmontal
Ëale of tlxðd ässcls
Mlçceflaneous r¿vsnue

Toùãl revêhuÊ

Er.pcndit$rëE
Ganaral gov*rr*tunt
Coôservslion

Drbl s¡¡vlca
Prlncþal
lntsre$l and ñ$cãl otìs¡0Bs

Tot¡l dabt servica

Toial expendttures

Éxc€ss (dàfic¡ençy) of révântle
ovÊr ê)çûndltufs3

Õther finÊnÊ¡ng sources (uses)

tond procecds
P¡oceeds Õf retfidiñg þÕndg

Faymarc to rolundcd bond ðsErow âgent
ûporaling lmnders in
Çp?r¡t¡ng trandárc oul

Total othei fmanclng
rostcer ({¡s€F)

Ërcess (ddicíoncy) of revenuo
ãod ütror ñnancFtg rources

{ures} over axpenditures

Fund balancas, boginning of year

Fund ba{ances, rnd oTyaar

Çap¡tal

Projocfs

Capttal

lmpowment
Trusl Fünd

$6.179,C?S g

r.18s
83{

558,ã47
7.3t3,f 91

7,S36,28S

i05,000

ir23,gs8i tr??.756)

Ë7.00a 1&,571

t7

{536.oãS} 3,S15

9,8?3

s¿.338,77e

GrrlbårrÊl
Gûnérûl

lmgrovcment

Open Ëpnce
ßãpttsl

lmÞrovement
F.md, Bond
SÉr¡ôs

10,ð61,16

Open Space'
CaFnât

lmprowmont
Fund. knd
$sris* 1996

Tetals
lüto 19S9

s s $6,5êü.63¡t
1û.S$1,t0¡

413.399

$r,369,537
8,7€7,7¡9

- {8s.0s.
14,636.9¿3

s8J,?æ
36S,337

ï.181.r4S
?3t s85

10.Ê61.'l Og

2.193,6,17

814,J09
181,299

32,848,000

3,055.000

35,573.00û
3,m{¡,fi}t

(3,000.00t)

6.?&,56S

'ts,065,!26

?.267,4S0
Ê14.S{3
f 81.2SS

5Ê1.852
at,üt0,?10 1S,379,7?å

2.875,Om

'I,s36,2ËO

32.64å.gm

6,3É0,SCn¡

6,431,1 17

5,8S1,,fi'l

25.313371

6,?30,00û

4.þ?r.t531E

7

1f .20¿,153

6.ffi4.187 42,¿ory.9Í5

(?4,9?8.17?) (6.æ4,187¡ (3T.685.sft¡ {23,1?8,157¡

6,O84,?ù6/

35,575,OðO

J,(¡.AJ.UUU

{3,r8O,000}
6,297,7n

{?.3$6.UõS}

?,9Þ2,104

{2,1¡¡16.4SS}

I 6.084.206 ãs,¡186.5t8 5.O45,õ96

tg 7.üûe,gêt {Íå,08?,5å1}

ð

$t8.?3?.,431 $

t¡lf I,34S

44fr,9T3

6G.854

5t6,567

3?5,O00

I t8,950--ì¡¡ãffi"'
6

{43.960

72.817

72.6-17

713.214

$785.831

77
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TO
Boulder tounly, Colorado

CAFITAL PROJECTS FUNDS
GUNBARREL GENERAL IMPROVEMäNT ÐISTRICT FUNÞ

STATËMENT CF REVËNUE, EXFENDITURES AND CHANGES
lN FUND SALANCË- BUD€ET {GAÅp EASIS) AND ACTUAL

Ysar ended Oecember el, Aû00
(with {orilpâråtive lotâls for the year ended Decemþer 91, lSgS)

20tlg
Variance -
Favorabls

Budset Aclual {Unfavorable)
Revenues
Taxes

Fropeny taxes
Specific ownership taxos

Totåltaxês

lnterest on investrnenls
$ale of fixed assels

Totalrsvenue

Ëxpendltures
Conservalion

Open space purchases
Miscellaneous

Ðebl service
Principnl
Íñterest sfd l¡scal chaças

Total expenditures

Excess (deficieney) of revenue
over expenditures

Fund balances, beginnlrçrof year

Fund balances, end of year

443,866 449,913 6,047

$40ü,966
35,000

$411,349
38,5Ë4

lSgg

Actual

$412,e64
36,162

.,44&,426

305,0ü0
134,200
439,??4

$2,483
3.584

31,500 6Ë.654 35,154 s1,98û
3,000

475,366 5,16,587 Trrãor 503,40Ê

696,975 êgs,g75
24

325,00ü 325_000
ll8,gpg lft,g û

1,140,925 443.950 $96,975

l$6Ê5 ,559) 72,917 $738,17õ

713,214

Ê4,18?

649,û$2

$7't3,21*

Ê1
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Lctrt

À$crb

f;e¡it! in ï¡c6s¡&r': cosb *nd
¡r$è¡¡fr¡Ëlt$

Restriclrdcæh
$roperty u,tes rcceív¡L{e
lñtE *i¡t rf,egr¡'ûlr,h
üounry good* and scrvicer rÊcorvoble
Íluc f¡rm othsr fuftir
fr*paid esFcndi¡utw

Tût¡l t.rrÊrs

tj¡tlllt¡rs *üS Funú Erhúcß

Liabillt ss:
Alt{rur1fr$ psi¡rtr¡c
flue tr oÛær f¡r*ls
llsl-$ff¡rl rq\rnt¡c
Accrued iiôbilrüùs
lhhff li¿fnliticl

I'(|tâl list ili$ê3

Ëund !¡lenc{r.
Re*rvtd for pcpaid txpcndtrrue:
Rererved lbr d¿bt rcr$¡rx
1 l*rcsc¡trrl

ÐF¡¡ån¡rr:d fÕr suhsr:{rdlñ¡

tfår'!i e\ftürdrturgs
llndesixnrlcr!

'fourl ìund tnltnce

T$rrl ti$hilhkr $nd
l'ur¡d L¡¡l¡¡er

Bot¡t tÊn e(}l:xrv" coLtR.{Dû
faprtd Proiccts Futrlr

dornhining Halmc* $h*et

toc€mber 3¡.3001

(¡p¡t¡l
lmprovrmtnt

m¡tl f!Þd
lruldrt

14.{?l
s,00ô

Fit¡

l4{

t r1 l1,Ta<¡ lfls.dt?

5 JðT.JT?
l?5

{¡.9!{.468
{rj"l7t

!9¡
¡;t?.f:i? .

9{: f{a

"{.?7Õ.323 1t'¡t?

5:fÕ.313

s t:. ì -r.},xir

I {rJ.¿ I ?

l{ì:.¡ I ?

Cre¡t¡l
nrnrÊfttÈ

lJÞcn sprcc
er¡tul

l$srilÌamtdt
l¡u4 ùonü
¡crltt l{S4.

lû0ü. s¡d lfiJl

33J89,üó.5

i?ç-tl5
I -573,9?5

(ìËn¡p¡ec
cr!¡l¡l

ituoru{Ëmcnt
frarl, bord
*ritg l9Í¿ T¡ulr

$ õ.1ss,70ã

6"ç36..¡çA

]lJd{t
i.4fìt 1{n.}6¡

95.?9,t

t$,2{?_0Êi
fll{Jflú

d93ô.{Er
3tt,rì??

i,609.45t
lû?.û3¡
ss.?9.:

4f,.ríT LSl9

¡Õá.:9Ð
r"s:{

3::..rü0
a alt

?{9

4t?,sl?
3.1.49

T,2tfì,frú8
{3.E9.{

t.ôét

.*'.r *]ri

e5.7çS

-.1*"1{lÈ1.7Í?
-lJJ05.-it?

?.?çt.tñ{

çt,?{5
t{t otc

, *F.rs{"lgt
40.f?q.rf:

4ll.ô?t,rtt9æffi

G¡rlrnïl
*t¡çnl

inprovemcrl
dil{rtÈt

?t:,[2ó

5.t61
t,?¡ê
t"eô{

?9? ár*

9?1-d:rl

?9Ì,ñ1å{

?${ Äa È

?{
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BOULnSn COLãn'r'. coLoRrDO
Crpiral Frarccls Funls

tombrmng su|tmeÍl ûf lleveauå, Ê¡{F{n¡li¡ÈrÊs. åilS eùeÍge$ t¡r fi$d Fùlåft*
1'ø¡ cnrJed tlccÈrbhtl ìl- ?Õûl

C¡nir¡l
tiroJctl¡

C¡pirrl
hrprorcm*nt

rñrrl futld

{;ûnb¡¡ñl
¡clarul

imlxtrt¡nertl

û¡rr *prec
sFlr¡l

lrnpnrwmot
f*¡d, b¿¡d
ært.i 19fi,

11fi0. rnð ifill

flpro r¡rrcr
.rp¡ld

¡nrftf¡û¡'r'tùGnt
funùba¡l

19Cß Tot¡l
kcl'cnrss:

Trtes:
Fropcrt_v
Sûles
$pcclln nsn**lup

'[oøl t¡x*s

lnter¿st ûr¡ investments
lnigfgrr?e$Ðñtô¡
bûl€ ûl fixùd ¡3sÈts
lr{mcellr¡eouç ¡tuer¡ur

'Ioül ¡*vcnug

Iirpcnriiturus
üenrral gar-crnracnt
Con$eh..å{¡$n
ÞÈht $sn,rcçi

Pmrçtl
ir$ercst and tiscll chlr¿tl

Tot¿l dcbl srrçrcr

fiurl rx¡*ndirurcr

åxcçs¡ trielìcrr*c¡.)
c!'fË1.qht|€ rrtrt
lri¡:*n{rtut*s

{}¡hr.rr íì¡rru:rng snurrlL.! (uidi j
8*nd prr.n;ecd:i

l)c**r$J ¡ n* lt¡lnslìß rn
f,rûrñfl Ttå! trt$srtrs +ut

frlutl üthrr li$$rrcing
to$re*{ulg¡eJ

$cd:if ûf rE r-û*ü( ûft|
çthr.r l;¡a$Ë¡¡!ç
iûttfgrìS i ¡r{ÈÈ,
Dvür d'rFrF$H$rsi.

l;un¡J trsi$ffes. hea¡uritg +t re*r
¿r Frrrìrrsh mpon*if

¡rr¡.!t irtra.rd ¡,tljläl*lrlr:ilt

ï¡¡¡l l¡í¡¡¡ct't lre;:rn*rl¡g ul'r el¡.
¡¡r rxl¡t*d

t:unrl h¡l¡nçet- cr¡il ci ', *:lr

Ì lt"ilf,r¡

$ ?,$ü,r.tóó

?0ü.994

8,:05,¡ó¡J

t"968

I ¡,1.r7,,t51

r * 
'i.t?,45¡

2.ú*?.5*9
:,.9G!.Ð*Í
?.272,7s&

93J

t*.?¡$"s56

38.3?3.ç6d

T,*?S"ó11
! l.:4?¡Jr

tltr.TtS

l6?5.

t*,*$9¡t?
t.?4$.ut3
1 <ûá ntl
3":?1..ì9ü

8.4S1..113 5.1*7

r".t-lt.041

J tés,ûts
,1.{,r'rü.*!{i

?. !öfJ.5tif]

3,¡ri5.06ß
r.n?{1:,5

7.{3$.0*t
t*.J?3.9û.{

ú,?t$,{lô{r
It

_, ¿+d8t

., ,tj}"+¡:. ,

e,.1 !.¡35 13.9t 3,615
? +39,1'l4l ,¡5.t3{.{þ{ 6.lrl r.jâ5

tli.8 t

fe.?!s.$eÈ¡

{1 1{.;r$i

J6¡.1ì{.it} I;r-i_{.F¡s

:63.6ÈfI !l+.t¡Ìs

. . r*¡rl.q$ì_

,¡.13$,77¡t

I te.5É:

i_?å*

I ûl.rrj?

¡.,1SS.3,1I l)-l.r j?

i{1r J

]"ó'lÈ¡ íii. I *1. jlil

5{r.0Þ},0t{t

t3.¿i4.c*frt
h.t8,l,3L1

.11"51¡.t¡lfr {i. t8 r.}:5 f{,QÍó r¡.r3

fll.r[] ;,,*{1ì * :L.r):?.Sr'l

I E,7:3.,tll

I lË,1È?

13,5¡¡1, t ü5

tJ,5r).t.t 8-{ I tt 85¡ .lt(¡r

5åÌ"üI3.trBü
6.s?l.Qtl

{¡..}sr¡.s*t}}

$ J. l?

_17¡,¡55

]f. râ¡

"10ri,åt6

"T',

jf,iç. t 7:

34$,{t0$
ii¡: l?S

.+;:.-ì?s

¡,1:.3?3

ü.?ù7

t'-73i

?8 f.f¡ r

?,ri.ltt I

?¡Jl.n:$
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Âcn t

BOI}LIIER CttflìiTY, CCTORåItCI
capital Projecæ Frmds - cunbarrer teneral lmprovement Disniu Fuurd

$rstfiDcnt ef Rer¡enue, Ëxpenditures. and changes in Fund Balançe *
Budg* (GAÁp Basis) and Àctuat

Year ended Ðecember i l. ?001

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

frdsnt¡*
fsvor*hle

, -ü$d#et, . ,sqlusl ,,{qq,fnyor*þtt}
Revenues:

Taxes:
Properry taxss
Specific orvner*hip taxes

Totaltaxes

lnte¡csr on investments

Total revenue

Expenditures:
C$nservation¡

0pen space purchases
flebt serviçe:

Prineipal
lnlerçst and fiscal eharges

Tntal expendjtures

Ëxecss {deficiency}
crf revsnue over
expenditures

Fund balance, treginning t:f year

finnd balancs. end of .v.-sar

s 369"4J9
35.000

3?1,455
35,tgl

I,996
lqt

404,459 4CI6.646 3.t B?

3 r "500 42.5?ô lr
43S.959 449.1?: t 3,2t 3

713,!l'l

3"10,0û0
t03,375

713.?14

I - 155.58ç

3¡tû,000

_ . t.{l:,T75.

,{42J?5 ?i3.:t4

$ (7r q.ú,3S) 6,7ST

?s5.s3 ¡

s 793,63$

?3ó,43?

7tl
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BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO

Notes to Basic Financial Staterne¿ts

Ðeceruber 31, 2002

(fû) Bouds Payable - Governmental Activities

Aru¡ual debt service reqtrireurents to mâftuity for bonded debt are as follows

BegtminC
l¡alance
0u01/0?

Bond
lssnes
2û02

h'lncipal
rdired
2002

Eniling
b¡laure
12/31102

Infelest

2002

patd

þry1þüonof bo¡rdis¡ne

Boud #l-Cap hnpr. Trust
Series 82

Boud#Z-Open Space Sales &
Use Tax Rev. Bonds.
Series 1994 (see note below)

Space Capital
Impr- Thut Bonds, Series 1995

Boad #S-Oper Space C*pital
Iqn TnrstBonds, Series 1998

Bond #6-ûpm Space Capital rnpr.
Trust Bouds, Series 200041
20ûûB

$ 245.000

14.5,t0,000

26.575.000

33,025.000

38,575.000

50.000,000

120.000 1?5.000 13.355

3.335.000 11.205,000 824,622

2,395.0t0 24.180,000 1,301.899

1.075,000 31.950.00û 1,622"715

38.575.000 2.200.025

Boud #?-Opeu Space Capital la4n
Trust Bonds, Serics 20û1 50.û00,000 2.424,7t3

Bond #8-Open Space Capial Inrpr.
Tnrst Bonds, Series 200?

Totals $

30,80û,000 30,80û.000

164,50-5,000

--¡
30.800-000 7,285.000 1

Note: The ending balance dr¡e on the 1994 bonds {bond #2) on December 31, 1999 rvas $23,755,000. Due
to a parlial defeasance in February 2000. the baiance before princþal payruents in 2000 was $?0,755,000.
The $3,000,000 differense is held in escrorv at Cher:y Creek Bank. The cletail listed abol'e reflects only tlre
Coturty's payrnents, ¡rot payürelrts out of escrow.

8467.624
II-r-Ir

ObligationBonds.Series1994 1,545"000 84.295360.000 1.185.0û0

51 {Continued)
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BOULÐER COTINTY, COLORADCI

Notes to Basic Financial Statements

December 31, 2002

Tlre County has issuecl $36,025,0û0 in ûpeu Space Sales and Use Tax Reveuue Bonds S.r¡"GÐm"
boncls are payable frorn reventre receil'ed by the Cormty frorn the i¡nfosition of a 0.2596 sales and ur* tu*.
The bonds mafine annually beginniug i"Jgg$ r,vith final payme¡f fu 2Oû5. Intetest at rates ûom 4.559å to
5.75Vø is payable semi-anrually. Debt service to rnatudty is as folloq¡s:

Principnl Interest Total
Year euding December 31

2003
2004
200s

{
$ 3,545,000

3,720.000
3,940,000

$ 11,205,000

637.i98
440,450
226,55A

4,182,199
4,1ó0.45û
4.166,550

I 198 12,509,198

TotsI

133,420

Interest

$

1,318,420

-I!-r

41s CIùû

Disfricf,
The GeneralGuubanel District issuedhas 000 GenerallnImprovenrent $3.600, Bonds SeriesCIbligation
9ç4I bondsThe are of Gunbarrelthegeneral doand not aobligations urìrt,coruponent îepresent

theof The afebonds û'om receivedÏeveltue theliability Courty DistrictCtmbanel forpayable by general
aeI valorem Thetaxes. maftrrebonds i1n with995 üt ?0û5final Intercst ¿rtbegiruringannually paynrent
Tãtes 4from I too/!o ls5.6Vo to åstspayable follows:semi-arurually matunty

Year ending December 3l
20û3
2404
2005

65,215
44,965
23"240

440,215
439,965
438.?40

Debt sen'ice

Principrl

$ 1,185.000

-E

375,000
395,000

The County lras issued $35,000,000 in Open Space Capital Inrpravement Fund Bonds, Se.ries lgg6. The
bouds are payable frour ¡evenue tmnsfened to the Tn¡st Frurd &om the Count¡l's General Ftrnd and other
legally available frurds. The bonds mature amnrally begimring iû l99S with final paynent in 2010. Interest
at rates ùom 4.1% to 5.25ø/o is payable seuri-annually. Debt service to mahrity is as follows:

Prtncþal Interest Total
Year ending Deceurber 3l

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008-2010 lû"265 ,000

$ 2,f, 29.575 ,571

$ ?,510,000
2.630,000
2,765,000
2,925.000
3.085,000

1,189,055
1,068.892

932"432
772,953
610,231
822.CIûÊ

3,699,055
3,698.892
3.697,432
3,697,953
3"695,231

11.087 .ût8

53

180,000 5,395.571

(Coniinued)
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Á.s1sfs

Equity il pooled c¿sh ar¡d furlertms¡rts
Reslricted cash
Prüperty tües receiì,'able
Due tour compolreüt unit
lnierest receilablc
Corurty goods utd ser¡'ices ¡€cei¡ãblc
Ðue ûour other ñ¡nds

Total assefs

Li¡bllltlcs rnd Fu¡d Bdnnce

Liabilities:
Accounrs payable
Dueto od¡erfirndr
Ðefe¡red reçe¡rue
Accn¡ed liabilities
Other liahilities

Total liabilities

Fund balame:
Res€ñ-ed fs debi se!'!icr
Urueserved

Tot¡l ûrndbalance

Total liabilities and ñmd bala¡rce

See accour¡muyilg iudepeu&nt auditor.s' re¡xrt.

BOIjLDER C'oU¡{TY" COLOnÀDO

Conbinirlg Bala¡cc Sheet

Honnajor Gor,-ernrnørfal Funds - Cçitalhojeck ftì¡ds

Deceml¡er'31, 2002

Capitnl

Cnplt*I
ftnprovement

h'ust ft¡rd

$ 17.007
90,000

5.359

$ 11.û48.t91 107.546

O¡ren spnce
r¡pif¡l

inprovement
lhq4 bon¡t

¡s¡¡m¡Ior
cåSt¡l

projecrs
serles 1996

6,960,377

d594

,*
43

4,Ð17

539

7,508.055
90,000

4.07?.818
43

3:lo
7.æ3
5.359

--$ 4?9"751
35,327

4.O76,624
33.800

t92

1.360
429,i31
4?.308

d07õ,624
33.S00

tot

I.360

6.472.497
9o-t{x}
16.186

6,412,497 86

$ 11.048.191 10?-546
I-l- æÉ rr¡t-l

4.587 .675

90,0Ð0

I 1.69t .908

-

Gunb¡rrel
general

improvcmelt
dlst¡ict

$0"67r

2,61t
2,829

536.t?l

to,u3

10.62t

525,550

52J.J5û

53ó,r71

80
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BOULDER COL+tTf, COLORÀDO

contrinilg sratonent r¡f Rerm*¡es. Ërpendirwes. and changes in Fund Bala¡rce

Noomaþ Go.tenulantal Funds - Capital pmjects F\uds

Ye¿r ended Deceml¡er J l, 200?

Capttal
projecfs

Cnpttnl
hþplovemßnt

trusf trúd

Gnnb¡¡r'el
general

lmFroveneut

û¡nn Spnce
tnplfnl

lmprolemenl
fuu¡l, bold
serie$ Il¡96

l{-rn-maJor
ceplfd
projè$
ñrlrd¡

Re!'srres:
Taxes;

PrÐpeffy
Speciñc ourershþ

Total laxes

In{erest on investuerrts
htergor.en:me.ntal
Miscellaneous retenlte

Tolal re!'eoues

Erçer¡ditures:
Ganera! gol'enrmen
Couserr.ation
Debt serçice:

Principât
Irærest and frscal clrarges

Total debtsef,.r'iee

Total eqrendihres

Excees (defi ciency) of ret;enue¡
over ex¡reoditures

Other financing sorces (usea):
Tmusfers i¡r

Total otber finan"ing sorucee (tues)

Excess (deficieræy) of rel'ennes
aad other füuacing sourcce
(uses) ol-er (unda) experidih¡rss

Fund balance, beginaing of1'ear

Fund hla¡ce. end of1'em

$ 6,87?,88t
633,777

7.506.658

3.568
300,305

?,810,531

7,tt+3s7

7.11r1..357

2"443

7.299,965
666,0J1

7,96-r.996

20.722
3.568

300,305

8,290.591

7.1l,{,357
300,000

3.950-000
3,0û3¿I4

6,394,864 6,973.214

14.38?,-571

{6,394864i f6-096.980)#

ó,394.864

?.443

l?0.000
l3-655

133,655_

133,655

3.470,000
?.924.864

696,174 r.2t2)

.981

l3l-981

$ 6.472.49?æ

429.865

6.6?4.368*
7,104.233æ

696,174

776-323

769

lû5.4175-

¡û6.186

See accourpanying independeut fl¡ditors' report,

427,084
t2l.54

459,338

t8.279

47i.617

:ì00,000

360,000
84,695

i144.695

744.695

f26?.0781

(267,078)

792.628

525.550

81
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Î¡bte*
AOÚT¡'EE CÛEI\TY" C{}I,OBAIX)

&olEry Ta RaÞ6

Ðnæt ad O!ñdÐ¡ogcrsm.ús
Iat TE Àsãsd/Co¡le{tcd Yeró

Tü rrier n pç Sl,o{Xl æsd ütullor {r niÊ oll.000 ae$fr h tl of tsque for ey€li gI,00O oÍ sJêsdüh¡üm)93/94 t4t95 !!4! geryt 97tm rsÆr 99/txr+ 00t0t 0l4tt
B@¡l¡Lr Cquty

scùmldisfu:
2r.935 &.245 20.89? 2l_47 2t.t41 21.7ó2 19.68t 19.8.'5 t7.@1

FouldrV*¡6fZl
Psrt(R-3)
sr v¡li!(REtJ,
Itapm(R-2Ð

Citics rdtoE8:
City ofBaiklr

48.920
4s.585
5{t716
sg.vts

5t349
45585
50.452
5l.598

45.640
43.5ð
.l*.43?
47.y5

6_743
43.393
4.393
51357

45.344
42.942
50.0t2
,lE.2.lo

50.3td
42.518
49.635
48.sr4

,14-û00

37.?98
44.096
5?.796

¿t¿890

36.860
4Lt7t
51.W

34.t+7
30.68¡
36356
49,tó8

38.5?4
3r-0tJ
,11.025
,l$-.ró2

cityofemfidd
Tm ofEric
TmofJmlom
Ciryoff¿È¡¡tür
CÍvoffmemd
Ciqgoflairvill
Tomofl.lm
TownofNcdalad
Tomqfsr4$br
Tmof{¡¡rd

Wefilûitãúiw

9.8t3
t3-894
¡¿&r4
9.ûJ9

10.096
ß-42A
5-820

19.522
t'tgt4
2.4yì.
5.,185

.ta¡
5.0t0
0.000
7.&7
t.500
7.üE
3,800

11.110
0.7e
1.000
7.423
0432
û.895

6_519

9.M',|
6i52
24ñ
4.497
0.000
6.ó?8
.t.699

11.154
4.9?3
5.t37
o@
3.D,+
.l-¿¡40

9-tl0
0.0$

7.M
9.7U
6.0m
0.000
5-643
4.t44
5.844
8.657

9.3$
56.698
o.(m
2.lw
0.000
6312
0.000

9.9t¡
r3-r94
12.&4
9.0t9

19.öó5
13-4?0
5.&20

t9.5!X
17.274
3-rþ6
5"3?9

4231
5.OOO

o000
7.ñ'l
L500
1229
3-600

n-t¡0
0.&0
1,000

It.(m
0,.t00
0.9-.13

óJ1'
9-0,17
6-752
2.4t0
4.497
0.00t
8.678
4.699

11,154
4.9?l
5.13?
0.669
3.89't
4-440
9.tlo
0.ffo
3.385
7.mo
9.?32
6.O?0
0-000
5.il3
4,44
5.W
8.657

9.189
¡3.894
10.964
724É

r:i.ú29
t3.420
1.457

17.726
14.,140

2:Tø9
5,416

¿t.0s8

3..t00
0.00û
1 2ÁA
o-gm
6-833
3.7fi
n-ll0
0.mo
1.000
8.860
0.368
0.943

6.103
8.tis
6_@l
2.4{t5
3.4¡3
0_@
a-6']a
4.539
8.572
3.93'Ì
6$n
0.6Þ,
3.5t4
2-479
6.497
0.000
3.186
ó.568
9.1?2
5.'tú
0,0üt
4.ó89
4_053
,l-óE9

8.831

9.6óó tt"4&
13_89r
8.435

ll_390
tt.8t?
t3.420
5.2"tó

162il
t5.,186
2;t27
{.80?

0.0@
7_Agf
0.ûn
é.]35
t.rt4

18.13ó
s.@
t.000
8.380
o15l
0-}r3

598ó
8.1?¡
6.001
It 4û5
6.d19

3¡320
8.000
4.ftc
7392
1.85?
ó.402
1.750
3.590
1176

!!.6t1
o.000
3.186
5581
9.ß7
7.5û0
0.0m
4.óE9
6.915
4 4å1
9-03ú

8242
ïì29d
o.000
t972
o.000
4.691
0.000

1t.438
¡1.894
?.65,¡

t2.3Ð
t3.t34
r3.4?0
5.I8,1

17.t56
ló.2¡0
2.594
5.,ßr

4.381
0.985
0.000
8.¡,15
ûl)00

¡û.t05

t8.350
0.0d)
¡.000
7.699
0.357
0.941

ó.114
8.t28
ó.{þt
4.{0J
1.055

3r-9:0
8r00
4.1il,
1JSz
33öt
6.419
3.0ùr
3.6û3
t.n6

¡3.43t
o-Ðtt
J.IEó
5-??6
9.5?3

tl.dxl
û.000
4_6S
6.915
&480
8,6ûû

6_623
30.0m

0.000
2.Õ34
o-ofi)
4.691
0.00t¡

t0J0?
13.891
7:88

13.289
t1.35¿
tl.4?0
4.ú43

15.?05
t4_%2
2.279
4.\32

3.906
û.985
û.û00
7¡4{
o.@
,.727
3.7&

18.050
0.00û
1.00û
7_4m
0328
û_943

525?
7.674
5.õ?l
4..to5
6;164

t7_920
8-200
4_lt0
7.2!n
?.74
ó.,Í'9
2.75þ
3.1t2
Ln6

tt.96t
0-000
3.18ó
+991
9.0$5

l:.147
0.(m
4.æ9
ó.6u
8-¡180
&551

¡0.908
É-894
7288

131æ
lr-860
lt.42t
4.767

t5-?05
l5.J,ló

4.058
0.9¡s

29-1úO

8.084
0.000
5.9?9
3.967

19.364
0.&û
¡.m
7-8m
0303
0-917

5.470
8.924
7,991.
4.,105
ô.f50

31.920
8-000
4.u0
7292
\;t4
6.439
2.1'^ì4
3.19r.
l;t76
6207
o.000
3.IEó
5.?,24
8.9t7

tL432
8.552
6,t89
6.ó1t
8.480
0.@0

6.575
¡s.000
5-t75
1_505
0.0(x,
3.651
l-.t!tû

9.10t
0.000
?_7ß8

t2_r43
rt-¡30
ll.4lo
5.292

13.457
t5.,1û8

1.836
3.&Z

t9985
6.446
0.000
6.14t
¿98t

16.,t62
0.000
t.000
ó.It0
0.258
0.760

4.75'ì
!5-@Ã
7$n
7-717
8.t25

t6.500
8_080
{.¡t0
7ø2
3"555
f.439
2.tt?
3.06
1.090

¡I_û22
t000
3.rú6
6 52r
8.65?

¡l_0:¿t
83ã1
6_r89
ó.805
8.480
0,t00

5345
25.00û

4.689
t.tt t
0.@o
3.¡08
r.o1?

tút0
0-000
7l¡8

14.843
t0.994
¡3..{2t
5.184

I3.?96
15.455

1.906
1.174

3.E29
o&l9

2t-510
ú.576
0.000
.*.dr8
3.tj¡4

té.?95
0.flx1
0.m0
5.8?i
0.000
0.803

7.5t?
15-1?,t

7.99?,
7-747
D_l¿t

to.gt)
8.00ù
{-.110
?392
3.55t
8.439
4-099
t-û&
2.500

tl.v22
û.{xto
3.186
õ-'t63
8.5??

u.715
7.W9
é"189
6.700
8.,rù0
0.00r

5_l{4
!5.0tþ
s.45t
1349

?5.0û0
3lE8
0.910

r3-8El
10.1úi

9300
5û.@8
0.00{l
?,1û{
0_(xlo
ó312
0.000

8.111
51.W
0.000
?.06r
0.000
4.90¡
0.@0

t2_6â1
13.qÞ
1l-420
s2Æ

17J€
14.4.10
2.737
5.41ú

4.217
1.000
0.000
7,49t
0-000
?.@3
3.*!t

11..t80
0.000
1.000
8.8?0
0.368
û.863

6.277
8.128
6,0{tt
4.,105
6^66ó

30.üx)
8.{Xto
4.19t
9.ût0
4.167
ó,ó87
1_ós5
3.ó98
230û

14-007
o-{ÍÐ
3.186
6-4/14

E.7EI
?.s0û
0.ofl,
4.689
7-671
4.689
8.Ar?

8.?75
Ð,ü$
0-0æ
¿061
0.æ0
4.9ú3
o.00{t

6526
?5.000

5_3ó1
1.69t
0.00{t
4.545
o-dþ

2-t&
4.BA

¡¡taæ¡t(W¿Sl
8ßtiæmtJ
SqdalõCo-{!f)
Brtçwillå(t&,s)
Fliê($&S,
t{oarËHill(W&S)
ßæltnood(9)
trñtudtWeS)
Niwe (r)
NaúmOolo{Tù)
PbcErcoeflD
st Vñirkftñ¡¡dcC¡)
SåffiÊsrdÊ¡(1Ð

Fiædi¡tkts:

CbsB¡¡is
Co¡¡Crrê!
Eftlmdo Spçrl,lnüall
SuMil¡
co¡dEil

4.136
0.932

3-?t¡
0.û24

Arl.$pd
Bstbs¡d
Bündãllcighs
8sn¡krlsal
úüryuk

I¡ishCrutry
EySi¡!
lndiðPsls
IåÊydERs¡l
I¡t¡fdd
IÃiscilk
Ltæ
ì6mu¡i¡vlw FircDi¡r
lÈ.¡dad
NøûÀ,túo
PiæBmkl¡ifk
S¡grhqf
Sushin
!t sÉÁdilscsdy

Sret¡lrlirûi*
3q¡¡dsC€ú¡¡
CobTe{ùtu-tríûo
DõxilffiÊ@tdã
E tcEl¡¡&ynq
B(æpl¡GlD
faimplrfâo
SorBtchd Tt8iÌ

¡¿eJßrftCdpor¡b Cln4¡rs
I¡åFeTrcüCÊdã
IÆg'q¡DmffiE
Irrl$lmrCtrrI
f*edaalCumþtrb¡
l¡6rhãr C¡¡ù¡doW*r
Stvnbt¡ù ¡t¡ûd ar¡úúr
$puiorlvi*o #2
S¡Ocnrlrlerp#]
$Ðsia¡liícûadi! Iúschag
Ihimiryt{¡¡t,
LlbaDr*iugc &Floord

Sffi:
lfob:

?5_tm
3.Jt0

0.00r¡
3.3t0

Õ-(m
3.310

0-000
3J¡I4

0.000
4.O1{t

0.0m 0.0û0
0.&þ
?3lo
6.?98
0.0û0
o00û
o.æt

25-f)00
25.000
0^t00
4.800
t.êó

o.000
0.otr
3.3r0
6.798

0.000
0.0@

25_00{,
¡10.û00

o.ofx'
1.863
0.ótó

0.û{þ
0.0{x}
3Jr0
6,?98
0,000
0-{xro
t000

25.0(Æ
Ë-@

0.@ 0-0ûó
0-offt
3.110
6.798
0.00t
0_llô0
0.m0

25-tno
25.ûm
o-000
3.424
0.ó76

o,ûm
0.m0
3.3t0
6.n8
o.000
û_0m
0.0m

25_@O

25.0m

0.0@ 0,û00
4l.f}Ûo
3310
6.798
o-000
û.m
0.00c

2s.000
25-tl)o
2l-Etø
35S4
0.t?t

73961
*.746
3.3¡0
6.798
?.sûs
1.0{¡0
o245

2¿000
?âff¡o
35.ü,0

?.684
0.511

6,J9A
û.û00
û.000
o.0m

25.00ü
?5.m0
o.000
4.800
0.46 0.696

ó.?98
û.m
0.000
0.0{N}

25.{XtO

25.000
0-t¡û0
33rt
0.668

6.718
0.0ûo
0.000
0.000

2t^{Ð{t
25.000

0.000
3,tó3
0J9,¡

EoqldË CnngFirc gfrßq AccdilgDivi¡imMltLãryRxü&

W-qt¡¡rlXigit S=SÐit¡{idDisbicLW&S =W¡E &s^nirdünDi!úict

10û

o.583
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BOUI,DER COT.'NTY, COLORADO

Notes to Basic Financial Staternents

Decernber 31, 2003

(9) Notes andBonds PaYable

(a) Governmental'$ctÍvities

An¡rualdebtservicereqtrirementstomatrrrityfarboudeddebtareasfollows

IlescrlPtion of botil ls¡ue

Begtnniug Euding

balante Principnl - 
bnhnte Itterest

Jannary 1, Bond r*r*¡ Ilecembtr 3lo peld
-'.-:ão-4 

ir*o*, lõo-. 2oo3 2oül 2oo3

$ 12s.000 125'000 6'8?sCapital ImProvanent Tnrst

Ssies 1992

open sprrce Sales ald Use

TærRev. Bolrds' Series 1994

Series 1996
Opeu SPace CaPital

- 
Iupi'oveineirt Tn¡st Bonds,

Suies 1998

Open Space CaPital
- 
lmprovene.nt Tnrst Bonds.

Series 20004/20008
Op€u Space CaPital

Iû$rovetrrent Tnrst Bonds.
Se¡ies ?0Ol

Open Space CaPital
- 
tnprovemeut Trust Bonds,

Series 2002

Totals

Iuprûvcmetrt Trust Bonds,

Note:

Note

24.180,000

31.950.000

38,575^000

50,000,000

2,510,000 21.6?0,00û l-189$55

1.125.000 30.825.Ût0 1'58S'790

38,575.00û 2.?00,025

50,0t0,û00 2.424,713

30.800$00 178

$1

- 

--?4g9,ggg- Jg'340'gg9- 
-2.1å944e-

Tlre ending balance dtle on the 1994 boncls on 12/31i99 was $23'775'000- Dne to a partial

defeasillce in reunrary t0ûõ,-rhe balance before princþai payments-in FY 2Û0Û rvas

$20,755,000. ffr. S¡,OfíO,OOO¿iffoor"*i* uo u*o.*i heHï eteru* at Cherry Creek Bar¡k'

The detail listed above oJy reflects the county's payments. not palmrents out of escrorrs'

The schedule on the following page does not include âurounts held in escrol at Clrerry

C¡eek Bank due ," 
" 

p"üi"r A"î"å*á"" of the 1994 tpe¡r s.pa9e Bonds in Febnrary 2000' Ïr
Febnrary. $3,000,000";;1*ñ-;; "r"ro* 

for futule principat paylt}ents and $6?2'300 was

held for årture interest payrnents'

6s.215810.0t0
1,185.000 375.00ÛDistrict Gereral Obligaticn

Eolds. Series 1994

50 {Continued)
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BOIILDER COUNTY, COLORADCI

Notes to Basic Financiat Statemçnts

December 31, 2003

Princlnal fnterest Total

Year ending December 3 I :

2004
2CI05

2006
2Aü7
?008
2û09-?013
20i4-2018
2019

Totals

Year ending Decernber 31:
2004
2005

Totals

$ 9,015,000
9,780,000

10,170,000
11,02û,000
12.295,000
53,01û,û00
60,915,t00
14.135.û00

$ 180,340.000 81,637'128

-

Interest

9,083,871
8,621,875
8,101,541
7,576,769
7,018,888

26,77t,68L
13,711,603

751.900

18,098,871
18,401,8?5
18,27t,541
18,596,769
I9,313,888
79,78û,681
74.626.6t3
14.886.900

261,977,128
--'I-I

Total

The Corurty has issued $1,000,000 iü Capital Improvements Trust Fund Revenue Bonds

Glighr""y úe' Tax) series 1992. TTre bonds *" poyubl" frorn revemre distribu¡ed to the Cormry

åom the Colorado f.ighruoy users tax frrnd phrs cártain investment incorne. The bonds maflre

*uuriy begfu,,'i¡lg inigga ald final payurent was rnade in 2003- rnterest at mtes from 3-75ûlo to

iiOt;;-- iayauð seruiannually' The bonds are ftrlly n¡atued'

The county has issued $36,025,000 in open space sales and use Tax Revenue Bonds Seriss 1994'

The bonús arra payable ûom revenue received by the Ccunty from the ímpasition of a-.25o¡å sales and

use tax. The båuds malure almuaþ begimring in 1996 rvith fural payment T ?105' 
Interest at rates

ñ-orn 4-55% to 5.75Vøis payable seiniannualþ Debt service to maturity is as follorrs:

Princinnl

$ 3,720.000 440"454 4,160,450

.1 50 4. 166.s50

$ 7.660,000

-

667.000 8,327 .000

rnanrrity is as follows:

810"S00

TotalInterestPrineip¡l

$

68.205$ 878-205

Disaict

Distnct

Boudsür General0û0 Obligationhas $3,600,issuedGeneralGunbarrel InrprovernentThe doandutut,&theof District,Gnnbanel c,o¡nfloûentårebondsThe1Series geueral obligations994
thereceivedfevenueå'om byarebondsThe payabletheofa Countynot liabilityrepresent with995m ImafurebondsThe beginningarmuallytaxssvaloremadfor generalGrmbarrel toseñ¡lceDebt5.64'/tto 1S4.from a/o semiannruþIrates payableat2005rn Interestfiual payment

439,965Year ending December 3 I :

2004
2005

Totals

44.965
23.240

395,000
415.000

51 (Continued)
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ÀBiets

Equity in teasurèr's cash a¡ld inçestmenE

Property tæres receivable
Ðú ûEm other govemnreutal urit{
Due froru colrPoneilt udl
Interest receivable
Cormty goods ald services receivable

Due ñom olfuer fi¡nds

TotâI assets

tl¡bllities n¡d Fu¡rd Bslance

Lial¡ilities:
Acconnts PaYable
Due to olreY fimds
Defered¡evenue
Accn¡ed liabilities
TABORliability
Other liabilitìes

Total liabilities

Fr¡ud balance:
Reserved for debt service
Undesipnared:

Capital prcjects

Total ñrud balmce

BOGLDtrRCOUNTY

çql¡tgi'in$ Bnlance Sheel

Nolrnrajor Govemmeirtal Frurds - Capiøl Projects Fulds

Ðecember 31.20Û3

Crtr¡itd

Cepltel
lmprovemßrf,t

trrrst fund

$ 9.?83.510
6.249.r87

1,729
t,û33

3,803
4.509

s 16,043.2?l ß-146

5016,5{6

Opeu rpaee
enpltd

implavement
ft¡¡d, bonil
s¡ries 1996

l{onunJor
cåpits¡ prtlects

fh¡ds

10.01?"151
6,?49,187

3,449
1"033

309
3.80ì
4.7A2

t.Õ8?.200
J 1,339

6.249,5?8
38,676

r13.406
19?

$ 1.087.150
34.793

6,249.578
38"676

I 13,406
t92

16.546
:

50

-

50 7
7,523,

90,00ü90,000

I,734-323
8.519.4?6

16.214:714
Tot¡l li¿bilitis arrd ñrud l¡slanee $ 

-.!¡!}!}|þ.

See accompanying ildependent anditors' report'

Gunbrrlel
gencrrl

lûprovtÐêtrt
¡listrtcf

212,045

2.220

,t,
213

2t.1,847

2t4,847

2t4.847

214,84i

84
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BOULDERCOIEiTY

Coorbidng Stateoent of Rel'enues, 8lçeodilutes"
and Chm¡es ia ñmd Balance

Nonnrajor Gol'enuneotal Frmds-Cæitd Projecs F\mds

Year enderl December 31. 2003

Crplf¡l
lüproYcmcDt

trust futrd
f¡u¡ds)

Gütrbrlrd
gemnrl

lmpÌoYe¡rltû¡

Open sprtc
crPit¡l

lmplo\¡emtnt
fuld' bond
srr¡€s 1996

I{oûmå¡or'
c¡plts¡ p¡þJcctt

ñ¡nrls

Rcr'€r¡ues:
Taxee
Ittteæ8t oü itlv€sheÛts
Istsgor,'erûn€nt8l
Other rel'eoue

Tûtål revenuss

Expendihres:
Cl¡rreat:

General governmant
CoÀser"çIBtioÍ

Ðebt sert'ice:
PrirciPd
Itlt€rest atrd ûscål charges

lotal elçe¡dituÊs

ÐeficimcY of revetrrles o el
exp€ûdiñrreg

ûths fi¡ancing sauces:
Tra¡gfers in

Totsl olher fin¡qcing sourcee

Net chaage to ñmd balalce

Fund bal¡¡cq Jmr¡âtÏ I

Fturd balâsce. DÊ¿èDrber 3l

See acco$pa¡lyi¡rg independent ouditors' report'

Crptt¡f

$ 4.267-736
t{

9-690
49?-361

4,

$,?40.684

1,000

12s,000
llt

132.17s

-:

1.000

4.692.509
6.724
9,690

E.740,68rt
30û 000

3,635,Û00 d135,000
a

8_569

16.'105.095)æ
6.405.Û95 12.44 7,875

?.781)
2) {t3 l.l?51

6,A17.791

:.046,9?9 (106.186)

186

6.it05.095

-:-

-

12.44?.875

r,630,090

7.1()4-333#
8J34¡33

24^989

$ 8.519.47ó

- -

+u"773

''i
429.912

300.000

375.û00
65.6t5

740.615

(3 r0,703)

{3r0,7o3)

5?5,5J0

114.S4?

85
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BOULDER COT]NTY, COLORÂDO

Sclredule of Budgetary Compliance

Budgetett Nonmajor' Capital Projects Major, and Proprietary f urds

Yeal ended December 31, 20Û3

Final
budeet .åctual V¡rinnce

Buclgeted nomnajor special revent.e firnds:

Road and Bridge Fund:
Local imProveuent dis¡ict
Payne¡rts to cities
Road andbridge
Road sales tax

Recycling Capital hnproveruent Ftmd

Developnrental Ðisabilities Fund

Emergency Rescue Services Fund

Worklorce Boulder CountY Frurd
¡ri¡'s f¡'âining Fund
Heatth aud Huruan Services 2002 fu¡ìd
Retirement Fund
Conversation Trust Fr¡ud

lVorthy Cause Tax Frurd

Budgeted Major Capital hojects Fund:

$en Space Capilal InrproveurentFurd. Bond
- 
Series 1 994, 2000' and 2001

Budgeted Noruuajor Capital Projec{s Funds:

Capital Projects Fund:
Facilities Ìvlana gement

Inûastrucfiue
General Reconstruction

4g,g28,7t6 39,159,894 10,768'812

$ 74,190
830,869

12,369.543
4,116,424

999,989
4,400,000
2,47t,516
3,300,000
1,775,834
3.190,198
8,546,092
t.777.63û
3,010,000

74,794
811,815

7.358,729
2,673,474

4,400,000
1,372,082
3,29s.613

2,938,396
8,231,990

959,545
2"965,288

545,377
895.237

7,300,070

13,67Q,47r
3,716,429

19,054
5,010,814
1,443.004

999,989

1,099,434
4,387

L,775,834
251,802
314,102
813$8s

34,712

Series 1996

923,338
1,230,075

15,a64,96?

14,O24,290
4$67,858

6,405,095 6,405.095

377,961
334,838

7,764,892

353.819
351,429

Buelgeted Proprietary Frmds:
Risk Managemeût Fürd
Resor¡tces Conservation Frurd

See accompanÉrg independent auditors' report'

19274û.615933,243FrndDistrtctGenemlGunbartel huprovement
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Teble f8

e¡Íes e5le6 s6ts7 , s¿ÆÆ 
-åg€g- -3e/00- --gg4¡- Ûrm2 û?/03' -ot¡04-

Fire Dicuicts:
Atlenspx*'
Berthoud
BoulderHeights
ËouldecRrual
Chcryrale
CloçerBasiû
Co*l Creeû.

Eldorado SPgs-$(arshall
For¡-þfile
coldHi¡l
Hi¡hComtrY
Hygiete
LrdianPeaks
Lafaye{te Rt¡r6¡
LeftHætl
Lotgaront
l-onisr"ille
Lvo¡s
Nic¡¡nt¡in !'ieu' Fire Dist
Neder{ã¡d
llcú¡Metro
Pi¡eBmoùHills
Suea¡{oaf
Sr¡¡shiûe
WestAdãDs CorrrrfY

Spe':ial Districts:
Bu¡lder Cenhal
ColoTechCr¡tr. Meeo
Downtov¡n Borlder
Ëstet ValleY Bec
ExenplaGID
Feirways Metro
Forest Gler¡ Tra¡uit

6.5I9
9.0.+?
6.752

2¿1,
4.491

0
8.678
4.699

11.154
4.973
5.137
0.669
3.894
4.14
9.lt

û
3.385

9.132
6.û7

0
5.&r3
1.944
5.t44
8.631

9.3
56.ó98

0
2.1Ð4

0
6.312

0

6.303
8.135
6.û01
2J05
3.48?

0
8.678
4.339
8.512
3.93?
6.872
a.622
3.5r4

2.û',',i

6.497
0

3.186
6.568
o tft
5.706

û
4.689
.+.053

4.689
8.831

6.?77
8.128
6.0û1
4.405
6.666

30
8

4.391
9.r6

4.16?
6.687
r.655
3.698

2.3
14.007

0
:1.186

6.404
8.781

1.5
0

4.689
7.6"11

4.689
8.892

5.9S6
8.1?8
6.001
4.405
6.609
1Í.92

I
4.11

'? 1t¡t
3.85?
6.447

1.75
3.59

1"776
t3.6!7

0
3.t86
5.581
9.337

?.-r
o

4.689
6.915
4.481
9.036

8.242
32234

0
t Õ7t

0
4.691

0

6.r?4
8.128
6.û01
4.405
7.055
31.9t

a.2
4.11

''¡ 1û')

¡,863
6.439
3.004
3,603
1.176

13.431
0

3.186
5.??6
9.513
I1.69

0
4.689
6.915

8.48
8.6

ç 1t7
7.674
5.671
4.405
6.7il
3t.92

8.2
4.Lt

t.¿r¿
3.7,16
6.439

2.75
i.tt2
t.1'16

t'.96',1
0

-3.186
4.991
9.085

12.141
0

4.689
6.611

8.48
8.551

5.47
8.È24
1.99X,
4.405

6.65
31.92

I
4.il

? rat
3.746
6.139
?.774
3-292
t.??6
6.2A7

0
3.18ó
7.1¿4
8.9t7

t2.4i2
8.5J2
6.189
6.611

8.48
0

4.777
15.02¿
7.W2
7.147
6.325

16.5
8

4.11
1.292
3.555
6.439
?.137

3
1.09

11.022
0

3.186
6.321
8.657

I t.0?3
8.227
6.189
6.805

8.48
0

5.345
25

4.689
I ,''70

0
3.10E
1.037

?.507
15.274

7 592
7.147
6.325
10.ó4

I
4.I I

? lol
3.555
8.439
4.099
3.089

2.5
11.022

o
3.186
6.76'
8.5??

11.715
7.909
6.189

6.7
8.48

ó

5.544
?5

5.453
1.349

tl
3.388
o.91

?.507
15.214
?.992
7.747
8.325
6.9?8

I
4.11

i.555
t.555
8.439
4.099

?.81
't<

rr.a22
0

3.186
6.755
8.17?

t|.434
?.955
6.189
6.716

8.48
0

LllI
5?.502

0
?.061

0
4.901

0

6.526
t<

5.361
1,691

0
4.545

0

6.57f
25

5.175
t.505

0
3.ó51

1.49

5.144
71

5.595
1.289

5
3.,+28
0.95

6.623
30
o

2.034
0

4.691
0

8.375
39
0

2.061
0

4.963
0

J.62jt 5234 5.?34 3.98?4.994

Lafayetfe Corporate CâüPus
Laåyette Tech Cents
Lo¡r!$oÅT Dow¡rÎoÍ'Í
Lægnlctd Cenerat
Nede¡¡snd CoÐrunity UbrarY
Northem Colorado ltrÈate¡

StVrai¡r LeftHandVater
Su¡Nrior Metro #?
Superiol lvferro #3
SuperiorllvlcCaslin InterchangÊ

Unir.rmity Hills
Urbm Drainage & Flood

t
0

3.31
6.798

0
0
0

1<

25
0

4.8
0.69ú

û
4l

3.31
6.798

0
o
0

',<
1(

25.91
3.s04
0.521

0
'r<

¡.31
6.798

0
0
0

t5
7t
0

3.163
0.594

0
û

J.5 f
6.?98

0
o
0

?<

25
0

3.3,14
0.583

0
0

3.31
6.79S

ft
0
0

t(
t{

0
3.424
î.676

0
û

.i.31
6.798

0
0
0

23
?{
û

3.327
0.668

0
0

-1.3r
6.798

0
û
0

r{
t<
0

4.04
0.696

0
0

'.J¡6.798
0
0
0

1<

40
û

3.863
0.696

?3.963
98.74ó

3.31
6.?98

2.5
I

0"245
22
22
35

2.684
0.531

61.û56
84.319

331
ú,798
2.06¡

1

û.?43
s
I

35
2.5t4
0.533
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BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO

Notes to Basic Financial Statements

Ðecenber 3t,2004

(f0) Long-Term Debt

(a) Govenunentøl"{ctit'ities

DuriugtlreyearelrdedDecernber3l'2004,thefollowirrgchangesoccuredínliabìlitiesreportedas
long-term debt:

Description of bsn¡l issne

Beglnning Ending

iä"o..,- New PrlnctpðI - 
balancc'

J;;di" ûond retired Detenber3l'-'-2i{ü 
issnes 2oo4 2oo4 -Jgg!-

21.670,000

30.825.000

38,575.000

5û,00û.000

30"80ù,Û00

4.215.000

Interest
pniô
20û4

?.630,000 19.040,000 1.068'893

1.3û0,00û 29,s?5,000 1'535.790

38.s?5,00û 2,200.02s

i85.000 49,815,000 2,4¿4;lli

?85.000 30.015,000 1.369'039

4.215.000 44.553

Open Spacc Sales ald Use

TaxRev. Bolds. Serics 1994

Ifiprove¡nenl Tnrst Bonds'
Series 1996

Open Space CaPital
InrÞÍovc¡nent Tntst Bonds-

Series 1998

Open Space Capital
hq)rovement Tnr$ Bonds,
Series 20004J20008

Opeir Space CaPital
fuiprovanrcü1 Tnrst Bouds.
Series 2001

Open Space CaPital

ÎfiProvenruf Tnut Êonds'
Suies 2Ù0?

offeuder Manageucnt
Capital InrProveurart Trusl
Bontls. Series 2004

Total rcveuue bouds

Certifi cates of ParticiPation:
?004 Cstificates

180.340,000 4.21s$00 9,015'000 i?5'540'000 9'128'428

9.355.000

rotallong-termdebt $-1!9.}!9J99L -l-3jI9,ggg- --2'015.999-
9,128.4?8

Note: Tlre ending balance due o¡r tlre 1994 bontts an 12/31199 was $23,775,000' Ðue to a partial

defeasance ," î;*.y 2000. the 6ala*ce before principal paynents^in FY 2000 rvas

$20.755,000. Th" $ï,'{',OOO ¿if"t*.* ã u" amomi held in eicro*' at Clrer4r Creek Bank'

T¡e detail fi*t*J*oï. oni'y 
'eflects 

tle Cot¡nty's payrnents, not pa'*e'ts out of escrow'

810.0û0
44,965395,000 415,000

Õcncral Isrylovcnrerit
Distritl Gemral flbligatioa
Bouds. Series 1994

51
(Continue.d)
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Year ending Deceurber 31:

2005
2006
2tg7
2008
2û09
2010-2014
2015¿019

Totals

$ 9,935.00Û
10,490,000
11,345,000
12,630,000
13,935,t00
52,320,CI00
64,885.000

8,741.570
8,217,748
7,685,776
7,120,583
6,439,090

24,682,523
i0,576,110

BOT]LDBR COI'¡ÍTY, COLORADO

Notes to Basic Financial Ststements

Decernber 31" 2004

Revenue Bonds

fuurual debt service requilemants to rnahuity for reventre bonds are as follows:

PrincípaI Interest Total

18,676,570
18,707,748
19,030,776
19.750.583
20,374,090
77,AQ2,523
75,46r .lt0

$1 73,463.400 249,003,400

Note: The scl¡edule above does not include åmourtts held in escrolY at American National Bank due

to a partial defeasance of the 199ó Open Spa-ce Bottts in Febnrary 2000', In February'

$3,00t!.000 was held in esclorv for future principal payurents and $6?2,300 was held for fi¡ture

interest Payrnents.

The County has issued $36,û25,û00 in Open Space Sales and Use Tax Revenue Bourls, Series i994'

the bonds ure payable from revemre received by the Cotrnty frorn the inrpositiou of a -25o,'o sales and

use tax" Ttre bónrls nìah¡re annually beginning in 1996 rvith final payment it 2005. Iilterest at 5.75o/a

is payabte semia[nually. Delrt service to ürahx'ity is as follows:

Interest Totsl

Year eruliug December 31

2005 $ 3.940,000 226,550 4.166,55t

follows:

TotalInterestPrincinal

438,?4t23,244$ 4l5"ot0

District Obligation
District,

receivedowrty.tiäbitity
District

Geueral Bonds,tuhas $3issued 600,000GeneralGunbarrelThe hnprovement
doanda.theof Gunban-el unrt-corqronentalebondsISeries The obligarions994. general
thefevenuefrcllnaïebonds byTheC payableor theanor represent

with995tn 1Thetâxes. maturebondsvaloleur begxnningaruruallyadforGunbanel generul
âsTSse[\r'lCe toDebt1S maturrtv5.6090 semianntrallyal2005m Interest payablefinal payüent

Year eirding Decenrber 3l:
2005

52 (Contintred)
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BOL1LDER COUNTY' COLORÄDIO

Combining Balalce Sbeet

Nolmaþ Govenrmental Iuads - Capifat Projects Funds

December 31.2004

Crpttrl
I¡Ipfol_eme[l
lrustFund

lRoadsl

Gunban'el
Geneml

Impr.or.ement
Dl*t¡fct

22A.65ø

2.615

228,6v2

--

2?8,608

228.69?,

O¡letrSpnce
CagftnI

Imtr)ro\¡eueDl
Fund'Bond

IYonm{or
Crpttd
ProþctsCtpitnl

Prolccfs

$ 10,533,935
3,384,636
4.000,143

t,14{l

)roJò

$ t1

g v22,344
399

4.003,332
32.012

113,406
187

Scries
A¡sets

Equity it trsasurer's casb atrd itn"estuents

Resbicted cath
koperty taxes rêceir¡abte

Due from oiher gol'emmenral rmits

Due âou eouPolant rurit
fu¡erst receir'¡hle
Cormty goods and services receilabk
Ðue &omodrer ñmds

?63

872

3.

5,658
g1,

5t5

-

tù,75?.585
3"384,636
4,00t,143

31.061

r8.183.718
Tolal assets

Lt¡bilitles rnd Fund Brlnnts

Liehilities:
Actormts paYable
Due to other f¡nds
Deferred rEl'enue
Accrued liabilities
TABORliabilitY
Õther lialrilities

Total liabilitiss

Fund bslaqce:
Reserved for caPital ùaosacdon¡
UndesiPeted:

Capitat pojects

Total fundtnla¡lce

M

æ
84

722.344
483

4,003,33?
52,072

113106
187

d89l .74t 4.891 -8?4

3.384,636

990?.?58

13,29 r.894

r8.r83.718*

3,384,636

9.6?8.650*
13,063¿86

r*-l l;-l,iliriac o,,á ßrndh¡larre * _L!p!]!-

See accorrpanying indepandent auditors' re¡:o*.
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BOTTLDER COLT¡íTT' COLORÄDO

Combiaing S¡atemeut of Revetlues, Expdinres'
urd Changes in Fund Bala¡rce

Nonrnajor Govemoeffnl Funds - Capital Pmjects Fuuds

Year ended December 3 I' 2004

Cepitnl

C*pltal
Improt'emert
Trust F,u¡tl

Gu¡b¡rrel
Genernl

Irnproverent
Illsh'lct

44?,516
6,21Ð

453.726

39.5.000
44,965

Opel SPtce
Capltal

Imprrnwment
Fund,Boud

I{onmrJor
Capttnl ProJtctr

ül!'.ç

Revem¡es:
Taxes
Iût€{est Õñ itra'estBentÊ

Intergol'emneûtal
Cbarges for sen'ices
ûther reverìue

Total ¡evenues ?¿00.749æ

9,086,023

(18e6,075)

3"461,350
19,2?5

6,539-88s

4,543,810

8.5r9.4?Á

$ t3,063.286

-

$ 6.1A2.731
4,859
7.640
?.554

482.965

7.15ø,217
11,069
?.64.û
2.554

4I3?"965

1

Expetditnres:
Cure¡rt:

General govemment
Co¡rsen'ation

Debt sen'ice:
Ptincþal
Inærest aad ûscal charges

Debt issnance costt

Total exPenditures

E:rcess (defeiørcY) of
revenues Õver exPmditures

ûther ñaancing sources:
Deb¡ isçr¡ance

Premiwnonbonds sold
Transfers itr

Total otlrer fi¡åncing soürces

Net chalge to ñrnd bal¡¡¡ce

Fuudbalance. January I

Fu¡rd bslår¡ce, December 3l

See accompanyiag iudependent auditors' rqrcrt'

3,930.û00
2,604,933

9.û86.023

4,3?5.00f)
?.659.898

100.801
10.0û0

100,80t

6-534,933 l6.l7t'722

13 .761, {8,s1 7.2.41\

3.461.350
r9¿75

9.t94.193

6.514.933 t3.074,8r8

4.557.5?1

8.

13.291.894È

6,534.933

r3,761

228,608

-
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BOT]LDER COIJ¡\ìT!í , COLOß.ADO

Schedule of Budgetary Conrpliance

Budgeted Nonmajor, Capital Proiects 
-Major, 

and Ploprietary Funds

Yea¡ ended December 31, ?004

Finsl
budget Actual V¡risnce

Budceted nonnrqjor special reventre ñruds:

Räad and bridge fi-ur,rl:

Local imProvement dishict
PaYrnents to cities
Road andbridge
Road sales tax
Open space and tratsportation conplex

Recycling capital improvement ñud
Developnental disabilities fr¡nd

EmergetcY rescue services ñl¡rd

Workfotce boulder couutY fiurd
Fire ûaining firnd
He¡lth and htrman services 2O02 frud
Retirernent ñmd
Conversatiou fftst fund
Of fender managuent fi rnd:

Debt service
Conshtcfion
Partnersûip for active commtmity engagenent (PACE)

IVorfhy cause tax firnd:
WorthY cause tax I (2001)
Worthy cau¡e tax ? (2004)

Budgeted major cnpital projects fund:
Opeu spac-e capital improvement fuud. l¡ond

series 1994, 2000. and 2001

Budgeted nonmajor capital projects firrds:
Capital projects frrnds:

$ 56,740
393.308

16,218,933
4924AO7

171,635
432,727

4,650,179
1,161,381
4,00û,000
4,105,000
3,"156,534

13,682,?55
2,54A,275

54.1?0
391.951

9,336,559
2,565,291

171,635

f47.044
t,234.179

85,348

170,000
891.317

2,57û
1,357

6,88?,374
2,359,116

432.727
4,650,179

898,1?2
3,614,764

600,000
3,584.394

Lt"824,642
1,931,718

263Js9
385,236

3,505,000
t72,14.Ð

1,858,1 13

608,557

26,058,631 22,336,335 3,722,296

147,817
?,208,884

87,810

400,000
r,768,362

706,176
1,254,393

12.317,641
83.392

3.882,526

14.79t,A32
3.968,442

187,778
862,24&

6,215,392
83,392

1,848,t14

773
974,145

2162

230,0(a
877,04-5

518,398
392,145

6JAz,249

2,034,512

9ûi863
52?,4û2

Facilitiee üranâgeüenl
InûasEuch¡¡e
Ge¡reral reconstructiol
Parts general reconstruction
Open space aud bansportation complex

Series 1996

Budgeted proPriefary ûrnds :

fnfenni Sen¡ice Frurd - Risk management frlrd
Resotrce couservation frurd

* Depreciaúou expeüie is not budgeted in the 2004 proprietary ñrnds'

6,534,933 6,534.933

*
13,888,069
3.44ó,t40

general improvement 439Gunba¡rel

See aecourpanyiug iudependent auditors' rqnrt
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BûUI.DnR C(}t.llvt'Y, fi )lÆRÄll()

Itoærty l'ax ß¿tc*

DkÊri ùd G¡çrh!Þing CroveÍF¡eth

L¿st Te¡ AssesædlCbgeoed Ysars

T¡Íile 18

?"501
15774

1svt
t5274
7.9y2
7347
6"325

10.640
8,000
4.1 10

7:;W
rJ55
[.439
4.t99
3.tt9
t^500

11.{t22

3.1E6
6.763
8,5?7

I 1.715
7.9S)
61ß9
6.700
&480

5544
25.000

5.453
t349

?5.000
3.2¡E
0.910

7.507
15.2t4
7.92
7.74'l
8.325
6W8
&000
4.1 10
3.555
3.35s
E.rß9
4.099
2.8t0
?.500

t1.0r2

Tax rogarcpu $1,ûû0 esresscd vaiuatiçn (¿ ø¡e of 1,0{Xiresuüs h $l of ære$r¡e fordl,Êry $l'000 of dssesscdlalÙBlim)

fiæ Dbü¡{ts:
Atlwtsplrlt
BèrthÈ{¡d
Soulder HÉ¡ehis
Borlèrhral
Cherryvale
dover Bæin
Côsl Ctç€k
Eldorndo Bpgs.lr{arshall
For¡Mile
GoH IfiI¡
llidt Coûtül
Ilyg¡eac
l¡di¡uPcak
l"*ütttþ Rt¡ral
lEftHåld
l,ongû¡rutt
I¡uisvíll¡
Lyms
Mor¡ntsiû Víew FircDbl
Nedgrtend
NorthIfto
PineBr¡rok lúlls
Sre¡rl,oaf
funshiEe
ìüest Âds¡s County

Sp€sirl Disaríc$r
Aor¡ider Celltnl
CobTec¡Chtr. M€ho
Ilow*ow¡Bor¡lder
Estes VâlleyLæ
Bxcoçla€lD
Faírvny'r Meuo
Fores¡ ûhn'Iru¡sit

6.303
&t35
ô.¡xll
2.405
3.4t2

&é78
4.339
8.5?!
3.93?
6.873
x.622
3.514
2.üA
6.497

3.186
6.56S
9.322
5.706

4.68f
4.053
4.6t9
t.E3 r

8.11 r
5?.50?

2.06r

{.;"¡

6211
8.12t
6.001
4.{O5
6.ú6

30"000
8.000
4-391
9.060
4.t67
6.68?
r.655
3.698
2.300

14^007

3.t86
ó.40'1
s.7fi
7"50û

5.9Só
8.128
é.0(rl
4.4.45
ó.60ç

3r.9?0
t.m
4,1 ì0
7 292
3.8s2
ó.40?
l.750
3.s90
1.176

13.637

ó.124
Ll28
6"001
4.405
7.lls5

3 t.92t)
ß.200
4.t l0
7.292,
3.E63
õ.439
3.t04
3.6ö3
1.176

13.431

3.i86
s.716
9.57X

11.690

{ 1S?

7.674
5,671
¡t.405
e7&4

3r.920
&200
4.1 10
1.?92
1.746
ú439
2^75$
3.1 12
t.776

I 1.967

3.1E6
4.ËJl
9.S85

12117

5.¡l?O
8.924
1.992
4,N5
ó.650

3l.gzt,
8.00û
4.tt0
7A92
3.746
6.439
2.V1*
1.2V2.

r,nß
6.207

3.186
s.3?4
8^9t?

i2.43?
8.552
6.189
6.61r
s.48t

(r.575

:5.ûû0
5.175
r.5û5

,1.757

15.024
?.99!
7,747
6-325

¡6.5m
t,ûûû
¡t.l lt
't.2n
3.555
6.439
2.t31
3.000
l.û90

11.0:x

3.186
6.521
s.657

r1.023
8227
6.1f9
6.t05
8,48t

5.345
2s.0t0
4.689
1.279

7 "747
8.325
7,42ß
8.m0
6.rt0
7292
7,5ól
E.419
4.009
3.060
2.5t0
lt.wz

3.186
6.952
$.107

11.433
?.955

4.689
7.671
4.689
ß.t92

8.375
39.0û0

?"{Fr

.f.963

4.639
6.915
¡f.,î81

9,036

4.6W
6.9i5
8.480
8.600

6,623
30.0m

z.ry

4.691

4.689
t6t I
8.480
r.55 t

4.545

3,186
ó.755
8.1?7

11.434
7.955
ó,1t9
6.116
8.48Û

5.714
Ë.m0

5.595
r.289
5.{ns
3.428
0.950

6.738
8.480

3.r t6
sJ&l
9,337
7.1Ð0

8242
12234

1.91?

4.6;

6.526
25.{r00

5.36r
t.691

5.934
13.üt)
5.739
1323
5.m0
3.6:l
0.6ól

3.ó51
t.490

3.1ûs
LA31

l^a&¡ptE
IáålËtþ

3.3t 0
6.798

3.3t0
6,7|ß

¿t.000
25.000

3.44
0.ô?6

3.3t0
ó.?98

2s.000
25-t$û

3.344
0^5$3

25.0û0
3.3t0u'*

25.û00
25.0û0

43.0û0
3.3t0
6.7N

7!.963
9L746

3.3 l0
6.79r
2-500
1.00û
t¡.?¿t

2?.000
22.000
35.û0û
2.6V
t 53r

ó1.û56
84.3t9

3.31Ù
ç198
2.06t
1.0û0
0.w3
t,000
t 00ü

35.000
t5t4
t 533

¿ß.161
89.50t

3.3 t0
6.79É
1.960
1"s00
0,x30
7.500
?.500

3s.t00
1na
t.538

3.310
d.?98

3.327
0.668

lá!Êm)nt Ðo!çrtovtrl
l,ôrgrìoflt &¡'crêl
Nedcrl&nd CoÉt ntr¡itf' Llbrq:
NoúhemCslû?do l¡H€r
StVr¡in l¡frl.kndWÊ&
S¡¡pedor Mefio #2
Supe¡iorMe¡' #3
SuperiortMcCælin lrtøcùangc
ttñiv€rsity lliür
Urùan Dainaç and Fiood

3.310
6.79t

25,000
¿10.000

3.863
û,$6

?5.000
25.000

4.040
0.úÉ6

à{.û00
¿1.000

?5.ûm
25.û00
25,97t

2.504
0.521

109

3.163
t.504
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BOULDER COTJNTY, COLORÄDO

Notes to Basic Finansial Statements

December 31,2005

(11) Long-Tcrm Ilebf

(n) GoverwnentalAclivìlíes

During the year ended Decembcr 31, 2005, the followïng changes occurred in liabilities reported ns

long-tenn debt:

Seginning
bdsncc

January I,
10û5

19,040,000

29,525,000

38.5?5,000

49,8t5,000

30,015,0{x}

4"215,000

.i.ir-

175,540,0ûCI

New
Bond

icsu$ 2005

39,40J,000

39,405,0t¡0

Principrl
relired
2005

Ending
bal¡nce

trcconbsSl'
Interett

2005
prid

Descripfio¡t of bond i¡suc
Ope¡r Space Sslcs and Use

Improvenrcnt Trust Bonds,

Series 1996
Ope¡ Spar"eCspital

Improvøncnt Trust Bonds,

Series l99t
Open Spacc Capital

Inprovement Tru$ Bonds,
Scries ?000À/20008

0pen Spæc Cçilal
Irnproverncnt Tru$ Bonds,

Sçrie.s 2001

Open Spacc Cçital
Improvem€nt Tru$t Bonds,
Seriæ20ti2

Offcnder Managemenr
Capital lmproverrelt Trust
Bonds, Ssies 2004

Open SpmeCapital
Improvcnrcnt Tnrst Bondl
Seriss 2005Â

Totat revcnue bonds

Certifieâte of Partieipuion
20ü4 Cedificates

2,?65,000 16,275,000 932,433

1,415,000 28,110"000 1,4??.290

38,5?JJ'00 e2{f},025

690,000 49,tU5,000 2,41ó,85Û

555,û00 29,460,000 t,34J,488

155,000 4,060.ûm 119,345

39.405.000 65ó,?50

9,935.000 zúJ,olo,o0o 9,397,171

9.355,000æ 293,236

$ 214,365,000 $ 9,691,207

-=:

Totat long-lcrm dcbt 3 184895,0fit $ $

Disrria Generat Obl i gation

tlonds, $eriss I 994 4t5,000415,01n 23,240

Crene¡al ImPovetræü

52

Page 113 of 160 | 2016-11-04



BOULDER COIINTY, ÇOL0RADO

Notes to Basic Finâncial Statements

December 31,2005

,) Revenuo Bonds

Annual debf service requirements to matgrþ for revçnue bsnds are as follows:

Frincinal fnterest Totrl

Year ending December 31:

2006
200?
2008
20CI9

2010
2011-2ûi5
?ût6a02íJ
202t-2025

Totals

10,490,000 $
1i,345,000
12,630,000
13,935,000
9,600"000

58,465,000
68,725,000

10,187,998 $
9,656,026
9,090,s33
9,409,340
7"76?,070

3?,010,124
t.4,162.065
2,569,500

$

l9 820

$ 205,010,0CI0 sæ 93 9s6 $

20,677,998
21,001,026
21,72A,833
22,344,340
17,367,070
90,475"174
82,887,065
Ji7 89.50û

6

Ncrte: The schedule on the following page does not include amounts held in esçro\¡r at Churry Creek

Rânk due ro a parrial defeasancã of the 1996 Opar Space Bonds in February 2000" In

February, $:,OOI),OOO was held in cscrorv for future principal paymenls and $S22,300 was held

for future interest P¿Yments.

The County issued $36,025,000 in Open Space Sales md Use Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 1994' The

bonds werã payahle from ,ir,*u"* ieceived hy the County from a voter approved 0-25% sales and

usË tax. The bonds maturcd annually beginning in 1996 and linal payment was made dur:ng 2005'

uniL

beginning

Se.ries600 Bonds,Generallnissuodflistrict $3 ,000 Obligation1GeneraGunbarrelThc Improvemei:t
and n0tdídtheof District,üunbarrel c0mponçnfbondsThe ìryete994. obligations1 general

reteived theævefiueÊfromThe wereboncls bytlrea. of payableCountyliabilityfepfesÊnt
995t andlnmaturcdbondsThetaxesvalorcrn anmralþGunbarrel District for gencral ad

lìnal pa¡ment was made in 2005.

53
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BOULDER CÛITNTY' COLOR¡lLO

C.ombi¡ing Ståtement of Rwetru€s. E¡¡pÈuilitures,
and Chançs in Frmd Balance

Nor*ajo¡ Governmerrtal Fumls - Capilal Froþh Funds

Vcar e¡xte¡l Dccemlt€r 31 , ?0Û5

Revcnues:
'l-axes

I¡rtsest otl iltwstments
Inteqgorærnruettal
Cherges for ser¡icos
Clthc¡ rcvenuc

Total rcïcnucs

Elpcnrlitures:
Çurrent:

General governmenr

Çonscrvalion
Public safctY

Healù a¡d welfa¡c
Highumys ørd süeets

f)ebt scrvice:
Priacþal
I¡rterest and liscal charges
DeblLqsuutcc coslg

ToÞl sxpsnditureg

Dcficicrtcy of revenucs over
expexlitures

Othcr finaucing fftr¡rces:

Deht issuãnce

Premium on bonds sotd
Transfers in

Totel o{¡er Û¡mncing sources

Net chf,r€e tt fuodbalance

Furd belance, Jtnuary 1

Fundbalsruæ, Dæeüùcr 3l

$

Crpital

4,262,nt $

72..164
2,316

32,t05

44E,9ó3
14,527

4,?1 I,194
8ó,69t

2,316
32,30J

52û"463

Capltel
lmpltvcn9ùt
l'nrt *'und

Gurbrrrcl
Gencr¡l

Inprorcmcnl

Optn qrace
Captat

Inprotcment
Fund' Sond
S+r¡ca 1996

Nonmator
capitnl projoctr

fur¡ds

$ $ $

4

3,48t,477
55? r.532

987,151
18?,590

I,28r,188

3Í83,471
5,671,532

98?,153
r 82,590

1,288,188

t09,;3
(1 .620)

115,000
2t,&D

24$50

4, r 80,ü00
2,409,973

6,589.973

(6,589,973)--.+

4,595,û00
2,543,¡06

(7,620)

18,743,'t2ó

{l

I I,7 t 4.813

(6.825.334)

6,589,973

ó,589,9?3 7,21(t,221

(ó,174,234)

r3,291 .894

1
626,250

(6, r s9,084)

s $ $

9?
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BOItLDER couNTY' COLORATX)

Combiting Balancc Sheet

Nomr¡jor Governmenul fi¡ods - Copital Projece Funds

Þecembcr3ì'2005

Crpltd

C*pital
Improvcmcnt
Trmt Fu¡d

(Ro¡dsl*

Gunbsncl
Gencr¡l

lnprovcmcnt

u7,w9 $

2.298

2"978

Op*n spact
Cûpittl

Improvcmtnt
Fund, ûond

Nornajor
cù¡r¡fål pmicrts

fund¡Srrics 1996
Ässcls

Equiry in reailrer's c¡sh and invesungnE

Resricod cash
Propcrty' t¡)rcs r€ceivúle
f)ue from othcr govcmrirenlal units

Ðue ftom coûryüÌent mit
IûtÊrÊÉt rectivabls
touûty goods and servig€s recoivoble

Í)ue lhom othcr funds

Tcþl assots

Llebilitier and Fund Frhnce

Liahilitic*:
Accouna PaYablt
Dueto oths ñ¡rds
Defer¡od rEtcnue
Accrued liabilitics
Other liabilitics

Tot¿l lial¡ilities

Fu¡rd ùalance:
Reæwed for caPiral transactions

$

s

Undesignated:
Çapiial ¡rojecs

'ibtal ti¡ûd b¿lo¡cs

Total liabititiet snd fimd balüco $

-F

$ 6,652317

1,064J6i
5,976,859

2"61',î
200

6,908
25,102

ô 6,4M,468 $

1,064tó5
s.976.859

3?9
2Û0

4,2t4
25J02
25"014

295e
5,e?sj66

s-æ--¡$ $l

60f,,M5 $
293e

5975J66
51,099

1254)

$ $ 608,045

51,099
t254)

6,637,415

795991

6J21.669

7,1 r7-ó60

$ ¡ 3.755,0?5:#

6þ37 lts

79Í$9r

6Jj6E:ll

. 11J01ó17 $

-

$

9l
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B(}ttt,rrfft cotllrfY, coI.ÛRAD0
Èopcrly Tax Rtlcs

Direct ald Overlepping Gor,enncnts
TÀTLE C.1

0¿lllllXr¡{ll .

5470
8.924
7.W2
4"{05
6.ó5Û

3 t.920
s,000
,l.l l0
7"292
3.i46
6.419
7.774
3.292

1.776
ú.207
O.OG¡

3.t86
5.274
8.917

t2.432
8.552
6, l8t
6.é11
8.480
0^000

ó..5?5

25,000
5.¡?5
r.505
0.000
3.651
r,490

tl¡01

435',1

l5.t¿'l
7.WZ
734?
6325

r6.500
s.0ü{,
,1.1 10

7-2rZ
3.555
6.419
7.t71
3_{XlO

l.Û90

I l.o?2
û.0t0
1. rt6
ú.521

E.ôJ7
r 1.023

8"2!7
6.189
{r.805
8.480
û.00û

01Æt

'l.5vI
t5214
7!)97
'li4?
632t

111.64Û

s.0{x}

4.r t0
7.192
3.555
8.439
4,0t9
3.$80

2.500

1t.022
0.000

1.1 86

û.?63

t.577
I l.? It
?.9f!9
6.t89
6.T0Û

8.48t
0.000

03¡04 05/lF96lYI nßt 98r9lt ItJ0r
Fte<üsuicb:
Allenspalt
Berùotd
Bq¡HcrHdgù¡g
Bor¡ldßr R¡ral
C1ËroruâI6
Clossr t4rr
Coal Cte€k
Eldñdo Spgs-Marslall
Four Mile
cold lfi¡t
IItú Counqy
llygþnc
hdialt k¡ks
Lafa¡cttc fural
I-Èñ ¡lðrrd
Ldgnû¡t
Lodsvllle
L)'ulð
ldot¡ltai¡ v. icw Fírp Disr
Nedsrlütd
Noüh Ftet¡o
Pins trook Hills
Sugrloüf
$nshinü
Wcsf AdffiCo¡¡oty

6.n7
8.12r
6,ûOl
4,405
6,666

30.ofxÌ
E.goû
4391
9.0óo
4"161
6.687
1.ó55
3.óS8

2300
14.ßul
o.ü00
3.1E6

6.4@r

8,781

7.500
0.000
4.689
7.671
4.689
8€92

5.9t6
8.ti¿8
é,001
4,4{5
6.609

3r.910
8.000

4.1 t0
1.292
3.852

6.q2
r.?-50

3J90
1376

13"637

0.00ô
3.1E6
55EL
93t?
?500
0,00û
4.689
6.9t5
4.48¡
9.036

814?
12:.34
0.@
lgn
0.000
4,69t
0Íxx)

6,124
Ll?E
6Jot
4.405
?.055

31.q20
8.2{X}

4,t l0
7292
3.863
643'
3.004

3.6f)3
1 376

tlA3t
0.00û
3.186

5.7?6

9.5?t
1t.6tû
0.û00
4.689
6.9 r5
8,481)

8.too

6.(t23

t0.00ù
0"000

2.0t4
0^@
1.{t9t
0.0r)0

5257
7,67.1

5673
{.405
ó.164

3r.92S
8,200
{.1 l0
1.292
3J46
ó,439

2.?J0

3.1 l2
L??6

tt.961
0.tû0
3.t86
4,991

9.0E5

12.14?
0.000
4.('89
ú.61I
8.480
ßi5r

6-126

25.000
53ór
rÍ,9t
0.000
4S,15

0.w0

7,587
15,274

7,W2
1;t47
&1tJ
&9?8
8.000
4.1 10

t.555
3.555
8.439

4.009
2.810
2.3m

l l.û22
o.ûo0

3, t86
6.755

&.tn
1 t.4]4
7.955
â18,
6116
s.480
û.û00

5"t4
æ.0m

5.t95
t.?t9
5.0m
3.428

0.95c

7.5V1
1r,274
0.000

7.747
8.325
7.430
&000
6"nû
7.2112

1.561
8.439
4.09ç

3.0ú0
2.5m

fi.on
0.000

].t86
6.952
8.rû7

r t,433
7.955
0.000
6738
B,4m
û.000

s.934
m.m0

5.?39
t.323
5-0û0
3.62t
0.661

1.fil
lå53¡
0.000
7.7q'l

I 1.3:5
?.t l0
8.Ð00

ó.1 lû
7,n2
7,555
8.439
4.m9
l.0l¡l
2.500

lt"ü¿2
û-000

3-r86
9.1¡lE

8.2s?
r t.Jú8
s.t35
0.0û0
6,glî¿
8.,{80
0.Ð00

5.ú5?
22.0$0

6.0Ê8

I -331

5.m
3.651
].ll0

$pccinl dirtrisb:
Bc¡ldsrCcntral
Critr¡ Tcctf¡r. M¿ht
Dúwr¡to$,t¡ Büulder
FrcsValþ[ec
Exer¡Tla GID
feír$djts Meto
fûrertGleaÏffi6it

8*1?5
39r)0r)
o$x)
2.06r
0.0ûo
4J63
0ll{o

5^34S

25,0ûû
4.ó89

1.279
û.000
3,108
t.037

5-54{
t5.0fl1

J453
1.349

25.00û

3,288
0,910

Ê¡þes

Lafn1aüc C.opontc Campu
Lrf¡]dteTçch e,ãltér
kilìËmont f)üwniorn
LorrynourGencnl
Nederlãd Contnuoity tibraty
Noútb3ñr Color¡d0 \ryåÊr

Sqérío¡ M€bo f¿
&æßtiorMcro#3
S$e¡iortl¡oC¡¡In lntcrchoge
Univcnity llillc
Urben Dnin4o & Flod

0i00
0^00û

33¡0
6.?98

0¡fi¡
ûfx¡û
0.000

25.000
¡5foo
0.0ür
4.040
0.G96

0,000
0.000
3.3 1{)

6.?98
0.000
0.ü)0
0.00{r

25.000

25.{X)0

0.ûo.J

3Jn
0.668

0.000
0.0@
3.310

ó.?98
0.000
0.000
0.000

t5.0@
25.oûit

0.000

3.424
{r.6?fi

0.000
0,mÛ
3.3 t0
6,?t8
0,0ù0
0,üþ
{r,mû

25"000
25.0ü)

0.000

3J44
0,5ß3

0.0ô0
25.000

3.3 rÛ

ó.?98

0.000
0.000
0.0m

2J.0ôô
2J,000
0.000
3,163
0,59,t

0,000
43.0{t
3.310
ú.?91
0.000
û.0û0
0.0æ

2t.tæ
2J,000
25.970

2.504
t,5?t

?].963
98,?d6
3.1¡0
6,798
2J00
¡.000
0.3{5

21.000
:2,000
35,000
2,$u
0.511

6r.û56
I'1.'1e
3.310
fr.79fl
u06l
t-00û
at 243

8,û00
t.0ûo

t5.000
2.514
0.533

4&76t
89.50ú
3.il0
6??8
r.9ó0
t.mo
0-23)
?.500
7-9ffi

35.000
L7*
0.538

{3.582
q9.000

3.31û
ó.798
2.500
r.tßo
aã22
t./mo
?.000

35.000

2.56{
0,tóo

0.000ù0ü4.t6t521*

1ffi
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BOULDER COUNTy, COIoRADO

Comoining Balance Sheet

Nonmajor Governmêntal Funds - Capüal Prdects Funds

Decamber3l,2006

Gunbarral
General

Capital
Àssott

Equity in Treasurel's casl'¡ and lnvestments

Restrhted cash
PrópÊrty tâxes æceivable
Due from olher governmental unlts
Ðue from component unlt
lnlerest recsivable
County good* ard servires recelvaþle

Due from other furds
Prepaid exPerdítures
lnventory

Totat ass€t$

Liab¡lltles and Fund Bdancet

Liabilitiæ:
Accounts PaYable
Duo tû olhêr funds
Defened revenue
Accrued l¡aþilities
TABOR liabllitY
Other liabilities

Total llabililþs

Fund balancas:
Reserved for:

lnventory ard prepaid expendilures
tapltal trãnsãËtions

Unreesrued, reported in:

CâP¡tal Pr[ectsturds
Totalfund balances

Total liaÞilitiæ and fund bâlances

$

$t

$t

7,098,731i
807

6,500,682
19,691

4,521
181,544

3,044

580,605
r65

7,022339
35"395

4,Í¡5

7

3,044

$ $,Æ72ö1

Open Spece
Capitrl

lmproremenl
Fund ll

Tottl
nonmajü'r

caPltal
DrolÊcß furids

$ 7,36û,202
807

6,500,6Sâ
19,691

90
t,gn
4,52'l

1€tÍ¡,916
3.044

90
1,877

,,o,

s

$

s - $ 14,074,810__:

$ $

s

$ 5€û,605
r65

7,022.339
35,3S5

4:15

7

3,044

6.435,891

807å07

$

93
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BOTJLT}ER COUNTY, COLORADO

Combining Stalement of Revenues, Ëxpenditures'

and Changes in Fund Balance

Nonmaþr Govemmental Funds - Capital Profects Funds

Year ended Decembêr 31' 2006

Capital

Gunb¿nel
General

lmprovement

$ s,367,903
20,655
22,288
20,777

Revenues:
Taxes
lnterest on investmenls
lntergovernmenlal
Chaçes for sErvices
Othèr revenuo

Total revenues

Expenditures:
Curent:

General govÊrnrlent
Conservation
Publlc safety
Hsâlth and wslfãrs
Economic opportunity
HlghwaYs and streêts

Sanitation
Urban ædevelopmenuhousing

Debt service;
Principal
lnterest and liscal charyes
Debt is.euance Gosts

Tolal exPendituæs

Ëxcôss (deficianoY) of revenues
over expendltures

Öther lìnancing sourcës:
Debt issuance
Premium on bonds sold
Transfers ín

Total other llnancing sourees

Net change to ft¡nd balance

Fund balanee' January'l

Fund balance, Ðecember 31

$

$$

12.680

Opan $pace
Cadtal

lmprovement
Fund ll

Tot¡l
norlüìafor

eeP¡tal
o¡niecb fundsæ

6,367,903
33,33å
22,28&
20,777

tr4,926

4,4A7J21
1,208,050
2,264,345

178,674

9,555,100
2,314,602

$

$4,437,123
1,205,628
2.zil.U6

178,674

46,767

270,100
129,199

I

861

(694,027)

422

#a58

s,285,00S
2,18$,403

s

46,V67

11,470,403 20,q0?,60L-

t1 3-432I

12.331,66311,470,403

---.....i..,_ff

11.470,403 1.6631

$ $ s

(681,769)

7,1f 7,66Û

6,435,891
$

94
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BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO

Schedule of Budgetary ComPliance
Budgeted Nonmaþr, MaJorCapital Prcþts, and Poprietary Funds

Year ended December 31, 2006

Final
budoat

Actual
{includes

transfers out) Variance

Budgetod nonmaior speclal revenua funds:
Recycling Capital lmprovement Fund
Developmental Disabilitiee Fund
Ennrgency Rescue Servlces Fund
Grants Fund
Workforce Bouldar County Fund

(pesented within Grants Fund on cofibining stâtementsl
Fire Trsining Fund
Hsalth and Human Servicss 2002 Fund
Eldorado Springs Local lmprovement Dis&ict Fund
Retirernent Fund
ftnservat¡on Trust Fund
Oftender Management Fund

Gonstruction
Oebt service
Jail expansion
Partnership for Atüve Community Engagement TPACE)
Altemativs

Worthy Causa Tax Fund
Worthy Cause Tax f {200f }
Wortlry Cause Tax 2 (2004)

Budgetod m4ior capital profects fund:
Open Space Gapital lmprcvement Fund

Bond Series 20008, 2001, 2002, 2006
Bond Serles 20054

Budgeted nonmajor capital projects funds:
Capital ProJects Fund:

Facilities manågêment
lnfrâstruclurê
General reconsþuctlon
Farks general reconstruc-lion

$ $
4,911,575

217,801
1?,000,000
5,04t,000

4,097,296
3,559,761
1,730,500

15,129,089
I,116,090

2,337,350
436,358
814,490
?22,87V
140,820

160,000
3,083,t50

õ3,911,938
33,017,192

411,938
1,599,24f

10,250,849
228,8s7

$
4,911,575

217,800
11,295,807
3,988,û76

326,500
3,535,173

597,906
5,894,103

1,904,942
436,35ð
814,488
197,691

84,246

1,423,950

53.795,432
16,583,475

198,482
1,233,701
5f409,748

22,444

t
704,193

t.ûf I,s24

3,r7{¡,796
24,5û8

1,13?,594
9,4Ít4,986
1,716,090

¿l¡12,408

2
25,179
56,574

150,000
1,080,000

116,506
16,433.717

213,456
365,540

4,841,1tl
20ô,253

I

11,470.403 11,470,403Bond Series 1996, 19gg

Budgeted proprietary fu ndt:
Rlsk Management Fund
Recycling Center Fund fl

14,224,18't
4,524,727

1'1,845,673
4,323,140

2,378,508
201,587

(") Deprociation sxpensa is not budgeted in the proprietary tunds.
$36,583 of budgated capftal expendltures are included in the Recycling Centar actual total.

The schedule of budgetary compliance ls included to show budgatary compliance at the legal level
cf contrul for all appropriations not shown elsewhere in this report.

Gunbanel 186Disb¡ct 230,608

9S
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ÍASLE C¿

Bff 'ILOER COU}TTY, COLONAOO

Died úd OverlwÉ€ ProprtyTax Ralae

Lxt Ten Â¡¡esss dEÕÍ3cted Yoai¡

¡!r00 ryl, - --ÛlrÛl- 0rÊ! Rml. o¡lþ5 c!æg oßff
FiËtlislnìcß:

9t 9G sræ

6.!2,1¡le¡ep**
Bêrtlaud
BotfrþHettrs
BoddçrRråf
Çhèn14do
Cld'Ér 8âs¡n
Cûål GrEckCãþn
ÉHrado Spss-ustth6û
Fot'MtË
ÉoldHlll
Hþhcil¡nty
ftyd€no
lídhn Fodß
tâÍayiûtå Rurd
LêltHqrd
Loflffronl
LorËvlle
Lyüll3
MqlrüåinM6Y
Nedarand
ñoûfroto
Phe Bro*Hnê
Sügtr$sf
SunÊfñê
Vús¡lAdânü Cotsüy

5.8Ê8
8.1%
6.001
4..105
LE{tg

31.84n
å.û6
4,110
7.N
3.652
6..r@
1.760
3,5sS
1.774

t3.637
o.flx)
3.186
5.58f
8.S37
?.ö{¡o
û.000
4.t8¡r
6,t15
4Å81
9.0t8

8.24i¿
9..*

0.0{10
1.972
0.000
¡f-691

0"000

E.1?E

6,001
{.,105
?.056

31.e20
8.20ö
4.1I0
7â2
3¡80
6.43,4
3.0ø
3.6fxr
"1.77ø

r3.{31
0.ûm
3.1Eô
ð,778
s.573

tLs00
o.{m
/t.6ES

ð.8t5
8.4â0
a.600

6"823
30.o00
0.tÍlc
2.03{
o.0txÌ
4.6Ðl
0"0û0

5,257
7 â71
6,873
{.40s
6.Tô¡l

31.82f¡
8,20ô
{,1T0
r.æ2
3,7,1s
6.439
2.7W
3.1!2
t.17ø

I 1.967
o.m0
I,lEB
4.99i
S.OEå

râ.ra7
0.000
{.689
6.Grf
E.{80
E.ã61

7507
tâ.271
7-æ2
7147
8.3¿5

10.6¿0
8.0m
¡1.1 l0
7.*2
3¡55
â-+ag
4,o99
3.089
2.500

17gn
0.tpo
3.116
6.t6ß
8.577

11.71!,
7.m9
6.189
6.70t
å,4ôO
0.æ0

5¡?0
8.924
t.æ2
4,jfo6
€.850

il.sn
8.û00
a.11û
7.m,
3.7.ftt
6.439
2.771
3.292
1;17â
ôâ7
0.000
3.î8å
â.Ð4
a.s{7

1?,.1t2
â"ú2
6,189
6.81t
a.{80
0"o{E

6.675
2t.rxto

5.175
1.505
0.m
s.6t
1.4s0

1,757
15,02/r
7.9y2
7,747
6,325

r8.5t¡0
8.S00
4.llo
7,ün
3.556
O.¡l¡El

2.147
s,000
t.0gû

11.ll?2
0.om
3.ûtt
ô.621
8.6ö7

11,O?fr
E,EI
6.189
8J05
8,4E0
0.000

6.8¡1,5

25.(m
4.889
ITIE
0.0&
3.10ð
1"{X¡7

7-5o'î
13ZTA
7.W2
7.717
3,3¿6
8.S78
8.æO
4.110
3.666
3.558
8.{¡p
4"Oflg
¿ar0
2.6û0

11.s22
0.000
3.186
6.766
8.177

rt.4ll4
7.955
6.'fæ
8.718
t.4tÛ
0,000

5.711
ã.0{¡o
5.50t
tras
6.O0ô
s,428
o.Ê5û

?"507
1ô274
0.000
7.747
E,Sæ
7.1N
E.fm
6.1ro
7.212
7.56r
8.4¡B
4.000
3"060
2500
fi,on
o.û00
3.1t8
6.eå2
Ê.tû7

1t.43S
7.SS{i

0"000
ô.738
8.¡{Ð
t.900

6.S34
23.0t0
qtu
'1.38
5.m0
3.621
0,661

7.æ7
12.5?l
o.{no
7.147

tl3iF
7.,110

t"{m
a.ilo
?.ñ2
7.tins
q,4ã
4.{lt¡g
3.O14

2.500
tl"@2
û.0@
3,18û
9.1¡18
8.261

11..008
8.135
0-000
ô.8?2
û,¡+8o
0.o(þ

5.6ö7
72.ñ

8.0ûr
1,331
5,æfl
3.CS1

1.11Û

7.m7
12.531
Õ.000

1 l.?47
0.{¡00
s-s78
8"0to
ü.orx¡
7.rt2
7.565
E4S)
¡1"090

*142
2500

11.4*
o,0æ
ä688
7.193
7,977

r rjst
1 1.179
û"ois
7.274
8.{tt}
0.000

5.8Û€
n.w

4"¡180

1-4?2
5.000

365r.000
r0{0"00û

S}.dd di¡ùif¡:
8or¡lder Ct'{rd
cdoTgâCrilr, ilebo
DotJ'lþìünBd¡l&r
Eslrs vdhyR€c
E¡cmdaGlÞ
Fålrrays Mdro
Fot¡¡t Êlen Tfamil

6546
25.000

5.3êt
1_ðgl
õ.$00
¡1545

0,0{x}

5544
25.00t¡

5.453
r_340

2åüO
3:88
ost0

4.161 0.0000"û(F0,0003"tt?4.Xß5.23{3.7*5.ô.2{1.10Ê.

LôtçdleCdrpr¡nCsl$.¡ß
LaqdÞTechCtnrêr
L<nrgmot* oglrül$'rn
l.slglfnoilGen€rd
Itþderlaad commuilty LlûdV
t{orhcm Cclo¡¡doWdsr
stvråh Lsfi ¡la¡d wâbf
SüpcfurMrùoü
S.¡æturfile,tot3
Superhr¡Mccälin lrûe¡cnmge
urtëldty tlfts
Urban Dr¡ruge t Fþod

0.000
û.tm
3.310
å.7S8
0.0m
0.000
0.000

25.f¡m
2å.0æ
t.û00
1.327
û.6Ê8

û.&0
0.o00
3.3f0
6-7Ê8
o.000
G.000
0.000

29.000
?5.000
0.0@
3.421
û376

0.000
0.t@
3310
ã.??8
0.{n0
0.0@
0.000

25.000
25.000

û,000
3.g44
0.s83

o.fm
25.Oto

3.310
6,7S8
û-o00
û.û0û
û,mo

29,8ûO

25.{¡00
0.mo
3.163
0.5û1

0.000
,$¡.û{n

3,310
ô.?St
0.000
o.flþ
û.0{lo

25.000
ã,u¡0
25,970
2.5U
4.621

73.96:t
?8.748
3310
ô.?98
25t0
1-m
a.2æ
nw
2eü00
36.0üt

2.æ4
o.53l

Ê1.036
84-319

3,3f O

6.798
2.0õt
1.0{¡0

Ð.2¡l¡l
ð.000
8.0{lo

3ô.0m
2.514
0.s39

46.761
8S.600

3,310
6.?98
r_3ffi
1.O00
0-e30
7.600

7.50ô
3ã.0û0
2.78
0.538

¡13"58e

99.000
3.310
6.708
?.5nû
r.00û
a.222
7.i10û

7.00û
3t.0d

?.564
ô.8ÉO

35.153
¡19.5S0

3.91ú
6.7S8
7..4V¿
r.000
o:l{
7.3t[}
7.000

36.t0û
2.äô?
8s42
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*ooT

.Assets

Ëquity in Treasurer's cash and ínvestrnents

Restricled cash
Prcperty taxes receivable
Ðue frorn olher governmental units

Due from comPonent unft
lnterest recêivable
County goods and services receivable
Due îrom other funds
Frepaid items

Tolal assets

Llabilitles and Fund Balâncoa

L¡abillt¡es:
Accounts Payable
Ðue to other funds
Þefened revenue
Accrued liabllities

Totãl liab¡lities

Fund balances:
Reserved for:

Prepaid items
Unreserved, reported in:

Capital Proiects funds

Total fund balances

Total liabilities and fund batancês

EOULDER COU¡ITY, COLORAÐO

Combining Balance Sheet

Nonmajor Govemmenlal Funds - Çapital ProJect$ Funds

Oecember3l' 2007

Capltal
Frolec{s

$ 6,34Û,277
659

5,893,394
2,512
4,010

Gunbarrel
General

lmproY€ment
Trust It

Open Space
Csp¡täl

lmprovement

Total
nonmalor

capltal
prolects tunds

6,364,726
659

5,893,394
2,512
4,010

54
35,3S1

251,87Q
1.500

931

1,500

6.081,148

12.

6,449 $

$

$

$

35,354
260,718

{ Sflo

$ 531,601
2,406

5,891.278
47.M6

{,500

6.061.993

il

1,152

17

s - $ 12,554,079

--

$ 531,601
2,406

s,891,2r8
47.646

$$ $

94
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Rêvenues:
Taxes
lnterest on investrnents
lntergovemmentâl
Charges for services
Other revenue

Total revenues

Expenditures:
Cunent:

General government $
Conservation
Public safety
Health and welfare
Highways and strsets

Debt service:
Principal
lnterest and fiscal charges

Total expenditures

Excess (deficiencY) of revenues
ovar expenditurec

Other financing 6oumea:
Transfers in

Total otber financing sources

Net change to fund balance

Fund balance, January I
Fund balance, December3l $

BOULDËR COUNTY, COLORADO

Combining Slatemênt of Revenues, Ëxpenditurcs'
and Changes in Fund Balance

Nonmajor Govemmental Funds .. Capital Projacts Funds

Year ended Oecember 31, 2007

Capltal

Gunbarrel
General

lmprovement
District

$ 6,928,458
1,039

611,294
24,379

$ 2
,'r,o:

157 11

$s

Open $pace
Caphat

lmprovement
Trust Fund ll

Total
nonmaior

cap¡tal
oroiects funds

-

6,928,460
12,512

611,294
24.379

592,124

I,168.7ô9

7,555,358
?72,321

4,099,338
37,727

215

$ $ $

s,885,000
1,704,68r

7.555,358
531,857

4,099,338
37,727

215

10.162.500

259,536

277,50ç
121 100

(r06,882) (248,061)

1 175

17 $

24.212.776#

{16,044,007}

1 _781

11,58S,681

{11

11 15,68S,264

11 15,689,264

{354,743}

$ $ 6,081,148Ðr-¡

95
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BOULTIËR COUNTY, COLORADO

Schedule 0f Budgètäry ComPlianee

Budgeted Nonmaior, Major Capital Projects, and Proprietary Funds

Year end€d Ðecember 31' 2007

Actual
Final {inctudes
budgÊt transfers out)

Budgeted nonmaJor special revenue funds:
Recycling Capital lmprovement Fund

Þevelopmental Disabilities Fund
Grante Fund
Workforce Boulder CountY Fund

{presented within Granis Fund on combining sùatements}

Fire Training Fund
Health and Human Services 2002 Fund
Ëldorado Springs Local lmprovement District Fund

Relirement Fund
Conservation Trus-t Fund
Offender Management Fund

Construction
Debt service
Jail exPansion
Partnership for Ac'tive Communþ Ëngagement (PACË)

Altematives
lntsgrâtêd Treatment Courts

Wor$¡y Cause Tax Fund
Wo*hY tause Tax 1 (200I)
Worthy Cause Tax 2 (2004)

Budgeted major capltal projects fund:
Open Space Capital lmprovement Fund

Bond Series 20Û08, 2001, 2002' 2006
Bond Series 20054

Budgeted nonmaJor cap¡tal projects funds:
Capital Projects Fund:

FacilitÌes management
lnfrastructure
General reconslruction
Parks general reconstruction

Bond Series 1996, 1998

Ëudgeted proPrletary funde:
Risk Managernent Fund
Fleet Services Fund {*}
Recycling Center Fund {*,*)

$ 6,495,000
4.990,367

12,000,000
5,000,000

$ 6,495,000 $
4,99CI,367

10,663,386
4,251,513

1,336,614
74A,487

1,S8CI

2,529
1,481,693

432,763
1,1û5,511

?,ã1
57,577

150,000
1,o21,236

871,883
3,444,481

210,034
501,163

4,555,541
191,395

731,847
54,461

2,0s9,958

4,303,053
3,668,267
1,661,920
6,611,269
2,295,872

1,365,CI41
434,158
866,789
299,818

24,163
404,600

4,30T,073
3,665,738

18t,227
6.178,506
1,190,361

1,365,041
434,I58
859,338
242,24"1
24,163

404,600

150,000
3,711,261

16,351,091
?9.692,273

435,156
1,68?.,772

't5,088,697
226,252

13,408.572
1,S76,470

11,651,155

2,690,025

15,479,298
26,247,792

?l'5,122
1,181 ,609

10,533,156
34,857

12,676,725
1,S22,009
9,551,197

11,589,682 11,589,681 1

{*) Dopreciation expênse is not budgeted ¡n the proprietrary funds, and is not incfuded in the actual 6Dçênse totêls'

For 2007, doprociation expensô was g1g2,0S2 for the Fleot Sorvices Fund and $540,675 ftrr the Recycting Cenùsr Fund'

{*} $4,950,625 of budgeted capital Bxpenditurôs related to the sÍngle slream waele lacility are inc'luded in the Recycling Center

actual total.

The schedule of budgetary compliance is included to show budgetary compliance at the legal level of control

for all appropriatione not shown elsewhere in this report'

Gunbarrel General District Fund 259,536

100
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IABLE C.¡

BOIJ LSER COUMTY, COI.ORÂDO

ÞirÉd¡ aÍd O?åd+plng PltJpêrty Tax Reûè6

tÂS T€n Æ¡êsÉåd€olla¿bd Year3

seg $þ0 0{tio'l oÛoe 02/03 0!&4 
--sr4E- 

06ðt 06tl¡7 ot¡s

FÈâ Ss$çþ:
¡{knepaß
Bþrüúüd
BouEGr¡þþÞtB
B(x¡ldêrltotnlain
Boukl€rRurd
çt€ryvelê
ClarrgfBæln
Cod CrFekcâryql
Eldorado $pg¡¡ra$þü
Four lfiþ
€oHH$
H$r Contby
!Wiót€
lrdan Psâks
Ldayeüð R¡tal
L€ff lland
LûìgrÂgrt
Lq¡isì,í[ð
Lyüe
üornbin Viêlr
l{êd€rhlld
Noûh Meto
PineM(Hilb
Rodq fiouf,f¡r¡
$Wtdoql
S{¡ns¡¡inç
l\bst AdstnB C,oun9

ê-124
8.1?0
6.0t1
0.000
4.405
7.O5õ

31.C20
8.20û
¡t"l t0
1.2*7
3,863
8.439
3.û04
s.803
1.776

13.431
0.0û0
3.186
s.776
s.573

11.690
û000
4.689
0.@0
6.915
8.480
&800

6.6û3
30.000
0,0@
2.0u
o000
¿.891
o,ct 0

6,26?
7.9î4
6.ð?3
0.0æ
4.406
6.?84

31.9æ
8.1æ
4.1ß
?.2&.
a.7Æ
843É
t.?60
3.112
1.7'¡6

11.S6-/
0.000
3,1æ
¡t.gg1

9.ù6
12,147
0.000
4.6æ
0.ü00
6.611
8.¡l¡S
8.Ë61

8.5tå
25.0æ

5.3ô1
1.6S1
0.000
¿.546
0.00

5.470
8.æ4
7.æ2
0.@o
4.406
6,e50

3r.æ0
å.000
4.110
7.82
3.74ô
6.{39
2.n4
E.g¿
1.nø
8-æ7
0"{Þ0
3.1á6
5-24
9.s17

12,432

ñ.18S
o.c0û
6,61r
8.¡l{¡0
û.æ0

B.õ.¡9

25.{p0
6.175
1.605
o-sto
3.161

1.490

41gI
1å024
7.9æ.
û0@
7.741
032é

rô500
8.00û
4.t14
't.æ.
3.566
6.4¡9
¿137
3000
1.09{¡

11.tæ
û000
R186
a621
a857

1t023
&ær
e,189
9000
€"805
8"480
0000

ã945
25000

¿.889
,1.?79

0.000
3.108
f.03?

7.507
'15,274
7.9S2
0.00ù
7.747
e.&s

10"840
LE00
4.110
7.292
3.555
8,¿39
4"09S
3.089
2.500

11.t22
0.000
s.188
e,703
8.577
tf.7t5
7.eû9
8.t89
o.000
Ê.?û0
8.480
0.000

7.W
15.n4
7.Sn
o.@
7.741
å.32S
6.978
8.000
4.r14
3.5õ5
3.56
ô.439
4.0s9
2.410
2.5ü

f.6?4.
0.ffi
9.1*
0.?56
8.1n

11¡9
7.S56

6,1&l
0.o00
6.716
8.4m
0.ô00

6.741
23.00
5.56
1.?æ
5.000
3.4¿8
0,s50

7.87
't5214
0,æo
6.rEg
1.717
8.&6
7.&A
8.000
6.1'10
7.W2
7,ð61
ß.41s
4.8e
3.offi
2.5ÛO

1't.o22
0.æ0
3.1S
6.S62
ô.1û7

11¡33
7.966
0-&0
0.&0
0.æa
8,¡180
o.m{t

5.0s4
23.000

â.73e
1.3a3
5.æ0
3"@1
0-61

7"æf
1e$1
0.æ0
1,EÛ3

7.717
11.32ã
7,110
8.000
6,f10
7.W
7.566
8.430
4.0â8
$.014
å500

1\422
0,@0
xtSc
$,1¡t{t
8.257

11.30S
8.f36
û.000
û.000
6,872
S.¡l80
0,000

5.057
12.000

0.0sð
1.331

6.0ûo
3.861
{-.tt0

7,.ñI
12.5S1

0.000
8.r89

fi;r47
0.ô00
3.978
6.16
0.0@
7.292
?.$56
8.¡169
4.OO9

i1r¿
2.5@

'11.oÐ,
0.0@
6,0E6
7.193
Lg'î7

11.338
11.179
ó,000

11"325
?.27ø
8.480
0.o00

5.C56
22.00û

4.4ô0
1.472
6"00û
LB51
1.O4t

v.647
12.531
0.000
8.189

11.747
0.000
3.S7E
8.O0û

0.000
1.2W
?.55û
s-439
4.{¡99
3.116
?.500

1'1.02?
o.000
8.6tð
7.196
r.87¡

a1.124
1t.301
0.000

11.325
7.2Võ
s,480
fr-ooo

5.O05
19.917
3.700
1.404
5.0û0
3.ê5.1
1.012

Spntd di*tciâ:
goubuCcntra'
côbÎ€ú*lcnf. tlefo
Dorñbrf¡ Saarkr6r

ËßÞsvarq Ræ
EËrIFbClÞ
FarlrrrytMetró
Fôro$ q|n TraíElt

5.544
25.00Û

5.453
1.349

2ã.000
3åS8
0,910

tÉlayÊh¡City cfiù GID
¡.5úeyetbCüPoËtc CrnF¡ß
L*yênsTrdtCstèr
l"ügmoht pÒrYniotiñ

Lûrlgnrolteßt6äI
N6derfåþú Cñmt.llltY Librô¡Y

N.d{dånd ûoúÂìþirúr¡ DFY.

Suporbt lft&ol2
g$eBior irshþ*3
Sup6dorrtrtctslñ ln&hshgþ
Uaii|tßny Hils
Urkì DrâkEgñ&Flðd
ÌAHd fìþråry Þitl6t

17.000
0.mo
0.000
3.S10
8.708
0.o00
0.0@

25,000
2É.000
o.oo0
s.124
0.9ß
o000

16.7¡5
{r-0d)
0.ûð
3.310
0.7*
0.0æ
0.000

2ã.0ú
2ã.ofr

0.û@
3.S¡t4
o683
0.0@

T7.ü0
0.üû

25.m
3-310
6,796
0.00
0.0dû

25,ü0
25.ü0
0.@
3. t€3
0.594
0.cÍn

25.000
0.000

4X00s
3t10
a799
ü"0tû
.1.000

210û0
2t00t
219?O
160{
o_5ât
am

Lg72
73-F3
98.?46
3.310
e.7sû
2,50ð
0,000p.w

12.000
s.000
2.884
0.531
t.000

29.5t¡
61.osts
E{.319

3.310
6.?B
2.041
0.0G
8.00
Ð.0ü

s6.0w
?.S1¡t

0.s33
0.0ü

ê.789
{a-?81
æË00

3.310
e,7!8
1,980
0"00û
?.¡00
'r,ffio

3C.oqo
2.t2ø
0, t8
0.0ù0

2S.1f4
43.ã82
99-000
a3tû
6.7eS
?.ã0û
û.000
?,400
?.w0

3S.0û{l
¿564
o.860
3.2t1

2ß.14?
35.153
49.600
3,3f0
6.798
2,1s2
5.000
7.300
7.00û

36.dlo
2,662
0.542
3¿û1

2l]û08
24,429
€.õ00

s.910
s.?98
2.6W
s.000
6.850
8.560

30.00t
2.03Ê
0.907
3.2å3
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BOULOER COUNTY, GOLORADO

Combining Balsnce Sheet

Nonmajor Govemmenùal Fundc * Capital Projects Funds

December 3'1. 2008

Asset3

Equity in Treasurefs cash and invesbt¡ents
Restrlcted cash
Property taxes receivable
Due f¡om othergovernmental units
Due from component unil
Coung goods and services receivable
Due from otherfunds
Prepaid items

Total assets

Llabilltiss and Fund Ealancae

Liabilities:
Àccounts pa)€ble
Due ùo other funds
Defened revenue
Accrued liabilftes
Öther liabiliües

Total liabilitles

Fund balances:
Reserved for:

Prepaid items
Unreserued, reported in:

Cãpitâl proiec{s funds

Total fund bala¡ces

Total liabilities and fund batances

'T

:

17$

Capital

605,533
1,007

3,635,592
50,571

2,007

Gunbanel
General

lmprovement

17,655

Total
nonmaior

capital
o¡oiecls tunds

-

3,942,323
44

3,636,157
2,118
2.384

75,451
54,639

2,4O7

605,533
1,00¡

3,635,592
50,571

$7

$7

3,924,668
44

3$36,157
2,718
2.384

75,4S1
54,639

7,715,723$

$$

6,537
4,299,244

2,00?

3.414,476

17,655 3.416.483

17,655 7,715,723E

93
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BOULOER COUNTY, COLORADO

Combining Statement of Revenuas, Expenditures,
and Changes in Fund Balance

Nonmajor Govemmsntal Funds * Capital Projects Funds

Year ended December 31, 2008

Revenues:
Taxes $
lnterest on investmenls
lnlergovêmmential
Charges for services
Other revenue

Total revenues

Expenditures:
Cunenl:

General govemment $
Conservation
Urban redevelopmenlhousing
Public safety
Health and welfare
Highways and strsets

Ðebt service:
Principal
lntoreet and fiecal charges

Totât exp€nd¡tures

Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over expenditures

Other financing souröes;
Proceeds from sale of capital assets
T¡ansfers in

Total other financing sources

Net change to fund balsnce

Fund balance, Januâry 1

Fund balance, December3l $

Capltal

ô,214,158
245

72,931
87,741

567

6,250,403
387,033

27,6Q2
2,736,332

16,254
473

283,050
102

12,495

Gunbarrel
General

lmprovement

Total
nonmaJor

capftal
proiects funds

6,214,158
245

72,531
87,741

567,640

6.942.715

6,250,403
387,G33

27,602
2.73ô,332

16.254
473

283,050
1t?'.728

s.803.875

(2,861,r60)

1

12,495
84,000

196.495

(2,664,ô65)

6,081,148

$ 3.4 1ô.483

$

$

$

$

1

(2,664,ô65)

94
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BOULDER TOUNTY, COLORAOO

Schedule of Budgetary ComPliance

Budgeted Nonmajor, Major Capital Projects, and Proprietary Funds

Year ended December 31' 2008

Final
Actual

(inctudes
trånsferg out) Varlance

Budgeted nonmajor spacial ñevenus funds;
Recycling Capital lmprovement Fund

Developmental Ðisabilities Fund
Grants Fund
Workforce Boulder CountY Fund

Health and Human Services 2002 Fund
Eldorado Springs Local lmprovement District Fund

Retirernent Fund
tonservation Trust Fund
ûffender Management Fund

Debt service
Jail expansion
Partnership for Active Community Engagement (PAtË)
lnlegrated Treatmenl Courts

Worthy Cause Tax Fund
Worthy Cause Tax 2 {200a}

Budgeted maþr capital projects fund:
Open Space Capiûal lmprovement Fund I

Open Space Capital lmprovement Fund ll

Budgeted nonmaJor capital projects tunds:
Capital Projects Fund:

lnfrastructure
General reconstruction
Parks generaÍ reconstruction

q 233,400 $
5,556,386

12,000,000
5,000,000
3,t35,62C
1,704,766

233,40ü $
5,556,3Ë5

10,327,298
4,722,8û3
3,818,ð50
1,512,139
1,167,075
1,133,748

1

1,872,702
277,197

16,970
152,ß27

{1,167,075)
523,7541,657,502

436,845
903,593
308,&13
453,r61

3,467,760

32,û75,823
52,237106

2,680,585
9,661,979

301,395

436,845
903,536
308,813
450,303

1,CI81,046

31,396,û68
28,379,060

1,847,294
7,540,824

29,979

679,755
23,858,34Ë

833,29'l
2,121,155

271,416

*
2,858

2,386,714

General Fund 16,'t8t

Budgeted proprietary funds:
Risk Management Fund
Fleet Services Fund (")
Recycling Center Fund (*,")

15,103,813
1,s63,4S0
7,657,556

13,5'16,435
1"644,507
5,752,749

r,587,37û
318,983

1,904,807

{*} Ðepreciation expense is not budgeted in the proprietaryfundË, and is not included in the actr¡a¡ expen$e totals-

For 2008, deprociatbn expense was $178,437 for lhe Fleet Servicêe Fund and $501,659 for the Recl¡dhg Center Fund'

{*} $1,t17,454 Õf budgeted çåp¡tal oxpônditurÊs related lo lhe single streâm lvâstê fâcility are induded in the Ret}¡c¡ing Center

actual total.

The schedule of budgetary compliance is included to show budgetary compliance at the legal level of contrpl

for all appropriatior¡s not shown elsewhere in lhis report.
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SOULDER COUNTY, COTORADO

Notes to the Basic Financial Stâtements

Ðecember 31, 2Û09

blending. the component unit columns in the government-wide financial statements include the financial

data of the County's discrete component unit. lt is reported in ä sepãrate column to emphasize that ¡t is

Iegally separate from the CountY.

The following component units are included in the accompanying financ¡ãl statemeflts:

Blended Presentation

Gunbarrel General lmprovement Distr¡ct Fund {the Ðistrict} * This is a subdivision of the State of Colorado

created for constructing certain public improvements to be located within the District and governed by a

board comprised of the County's elected Soard of County Commissioners. The District ¡s rëported as a capital

projects fund, and there are no separately published financial statements. ln 2009, the Gunbarref GlÞ fund

was closed and the remaining equity trånsferred to the General Fund.

Boulder County Housing Authority Fund {the Authority} .. The Authority was established in 1975 to promote

and provide quality, affordable housíng for lower-income families, older adults, and individuals with

disabilities. Pr¡or to 2003, thê Authof¡ty wâs a Bovernmental ent¡ty ¡ndependent of the CountY, governed by

a seven-rnember board. ln Resolution 2003-16, adopted by thÊ Boârd of County Commissioners {the Board}

on January 14, 2003, the Board constituted itself as the governing body of the Authority. Effective January 1,

2003, the Authority became ä component unit of the County and is governed by a board comprised of the

County's elected Board of County Commissioners. The AuthoritY meets the definition of, and opÊråtes as, an

entêrprise fund of the County. As such, the Ccunty provides support to the Housing Authority in the interêst

of supporting affordable housing wlthin the County'

As of 2008, the Authority has two additionaf organizations included within its report¡ng entity, MFPH

Acquisitions LLC was created in Aprit 2ü)B for the purpose of receiving certain affordable housing units from

the Authority, and will hold, manage, and ultimately sell the units through negotiated sale at fair market

value. SFPH Acquisítions LLC was cre¡ted in May 2008 for the purpose of receivÌng certain affordable housing

units from the Authority, and will also hold, mãnage and ultimately sell the un¡ts at fair market value. The

soie member of both corpÕtät¡ons is the Boulder Corrnty Houslng Authority. Accordingly, both MFPÈ| and

SFPH Acquisitions LLC are component units withln the Authoriqy's financial reporting entitY.

Di$crete Presentation

Boulder County Public Health {BCPH} - BCPH was orgånized by authority of state statute on March 25, L952.

BCPH was establíshed to provide public health services to the residents of Boulder County in the following

areâs: environmental, family, communíty. communicable disease cûntrol, behavioral hÊãlth and other

administrative progrâms. ln 1973, SCPH was further segregated as a cömponent unit of the County by

resslution of the Bou¡der County Board of Csmmissíoners, and remains a legalfy sepärâte cnt¡ty. AËcording

to state 5tâtute, the Commissioners appoint the five-member BCPH governing board. ln addition, the County

appropriates signifícant opêrating funds to BCPH.

Complete financial statements for the individual component units may be obtained at their respective

administrative offices.

goulder County Public Health

3450 North Eroadway

Boulder, CO 80304

Eoulder County Housing AuthoritY
2525 13th Street, Suite 204

Boulder, CO 80304

36 (Continued)
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BOULÛER COUNTY, COLORAOO

Cofi¡biri¡ng Bålånc6 Sheêi

Nonmaþr Goremmentat Funds - Capitâl Prûiacts Fußds

December 31,200f1

Ass.ts

Ëquity in poolad cãsh ând investments
Prop€rty t¡axes fec€ivable
lnterest receivable
County goods and s€rvicas rêc€ivabÌê, nel
Duê from other funds
Ðue fiorn other govêmmsnla¡ unils
DrJê from component unit
Prepâid itêms
Rostric,t€d ca$h

Total assêts

Llablltlios and Fund Balances

Uabilities:
Accounts payable
Due tootherfunds
Þêlêrrêd ¡Ëvenug
Aæruêd liabililiês

Ttiål liabil¡tiÈs

Fund balånc€si
Reserved fan

P¡êpaid itemo
Unreserved, rÊpôrlsd in:

Capital gojects funds

Totâlfund balances

Total liabilities and tund balances

$

$

tapital

2,549,t57
7,171,848

f0,098
562,f09

1¿854
1,22ã

38&50'l
9,266

7,170,975

Gunbanel
General

Open Space
Caplþl

lmprovêmont
Fr¡ñd I

Opên Spacè
Capltal

8,70S
825

16,û?7,3S6

21.857.36:l

Totãl
nonmaþt

capital
pro¡scþ fund3

2,8.3/.,775 $

4.829
4,951

5,298,880
2,582,33S

985,200

5,1e!.832
?,171,848

13.338
f5,874

11,831153
?.5S5.193

1,225
9{15,200

lmptolremènt
Fund lt

5,no,6æ

$

11,510.574 $ $ 43.675.155

-

$ $ 203,386 $
ã,671,824
1,A72,687

28,838 $ 618,815
10,û02,941
9,043,862

124.430
2û,669,848

'Y5,221

5.24Ê.68S

-€J4g-
7,79?.945

s85,2t0 s85,200

22.000.107

3.71?.629

16.60t.674

1e.608.674

$ 11,510,574 $ 2r.857.383 $ 43.675.155

--

s4
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BOULDER COUNTY, COLORAOO

Comb¡nino Stãteme¡t of Reveûu6, Êxpenditúrês,
and Chängss io Fttnd Balånce

Nonrnåjor Governmental Funds - Capital Projec'ts Funds

Year ended December 31 ' 2009

Rêvêftres:
Tãxes a¡d speciâl åssessmenls
lntêngovemmëntal
Charges for sewices
lnvestment and int€roÉt incôme
Otfter r€vgnue

Total Þvênuae

Êxpendftures:
Currant:

€êneral governrnðnt
Consêrvation
Public sâf€ty
Health ard târdfãre
Highwåys ând strèets
Urban redevelopmenuhousing

Ðebt sorvics:
Priñcipal
lnter8st and f¡scd ciarges
Debt issuânc€ costs

Total expãndítures

Excoss (deficiency) of reveuru€s
over expandltures

OfÞôl {¡nancing sor¡rcês:
Prtcêsds from sale ûf capiùål a6s€ts
Debt issue¡cs
Prer¡riurn oil bond salE
Ps),rnenl to dsbt rèfundiog e$croì,v egðnt
Transfê¡s in
TrsrT$fêrs out

Totål other finsnc¡ng soutcs

N€t chqnge to {und bal¿nce

Fund balanc€, Jafiuary 1

Fund bdãnc€, Dêöomber 31 $

CaP¡tsf

$ 3,614,751
17"743

323,603
r10

67¿130 _

4,872,993
271,916

8,441,352
229,074

t7,89S
6,263

2S0,450
93,902

?\

(739,8?4)

Gunbare¡
Gener¡l

Open Spac€
Capital

lmprovêm€nt
Fund I

15.763,û08 $

1,537
æ7,215

16,?r27

opon spåoê
Cáp¡rd

lmÞrovâmðnt
Fund ll

3,27ß

Total
nonmdor

cãp¡täl
proiccts funds

ß3n,759
2i,013

325,140
567,029

s

26S,704
1,S43

487 274,917

,746,e1872190,442
$$$

2,Se5,000
7,257,263

11.120,000
2,531,08?

4,872,99û
10,e09,004
8,441,352

2æ,A74
17,89S
6,263

13,9S5,450
9,882,247

329,255

48.583.537

t27.602,796)

$

12.S1"960 21,39!,728

{21.122,efi\3.115,527

(47,9?2.836)
1.600,000

(8,214,2ô3¡

(5.804.1601

11,7U,77t

422.3õ0
44.805,000

3,555,579
(47,S72,836)
nJs2,868
t8.234,328)

422,360
44,805.ffX)

3,65S.579

8,858,0S8

11,734.?70 14.768.643

(f7.655) {2.688,633)

8.¡106.262

(9,388,041)

25,996,7rS

(r2,8s4,153)

35,8r9,460

$ 22.s85,3û73.717.625 $<

s5
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BOULDER cOUt{ü COLORADO

$chedule of Budgetary Compl¡ancê
Budgeted Nonm jorand Proprietåry Funds

Year ended Ðecemb€f 31. 20ûS

Final
budset Actual Vârienæ

Budgeted nonms¡or spåc¡a¡ rayonuo fundsi
Road and Bridge Fund

Arcùitec,t's pmjects - ttânsportaf ion
Prû¡ects ând maintanance
Transporlation Complex

Recycling Capitäl lmproveme¡t Fund
Þevdopmental Disabililies Fund
Granfs Fund
Worklorce Boulder County Fund
Heallh and Human Servicês 2002 Fund
Rellrcrnent Fund ,
Consêrväl¡on Trusl Fsnd
Offender Managemðnt Fund

¡ntogrâted Treatment Couris
Consbucti0n and dsbt
Jail and ã¡ternâtivÉ programs

Worthy Cause Tax Fund
Çlean Ënergy Opüons Un Fund

Budgeted nonmaJor c.pitâl pro¡€cts funds;
Câpital Expënditure$ Fund

CaÉlal projocùs

$ 1,4l¡8,A23 $
26,303,473

665,115
568.000

5,590,024
12.250,t00
6,000,000
3,936,956
1,167,075
1,042,15ã

25,866 S
18,327,757

655,015
568,000

5,590.O24
't2,07ü.184

5,785,178
3,918,293

1,420,157
7,S75,716

100

t7s,B16
214,822

18,ð63
1,167,û75

676,1û3

29,407
0

585
3,277,09S
3,0æ,430

474,863
434.308

1,240,761
4,240J41

10,527,150

366,052

445.456
434,308

f,240.176
s63,008

7,4W,7n

15,914,611 13,841,90r 2,t72,7A4

Genêral lmprovemênt 17,655Furd 34.6

1994 $ales Tax
2t05 Sâles Tàx

Open Space Capitãl lmpróvêmêni Fund ll
Open Spacè Bonds Sêrisç 199611398

Open Spã6€ Bonds Sed6s 2008

Budgcted proprietary lunde:
FldÕrâdo Springs Locål lmprovement Dlstrict Fund {', *')
Risk Manâgamênt Fund

Proporty, Cäsualty, Workérs Cornp
Heâtth ãnd dentál iô$urånee

Fþêt Sêrvic,æ Fund (*)
Recycling Center Fund

Håzârdouâ Mat6r¡å¡s Manägem9nt
$leo;cling C€nter {')

J7.520,483
4,018,927

11,7y,"t78
25,996,713

741,018

2.,021,532
14,498,842

1,940,111

1417,102
4,373,841

17.21A.451
3,565,772

11,794,77t
9,S62,958

712,139

1,506.831
{3,734,659
't,907,9o2

310,{¡32
53,155

16.333,755

28,875

514,701
7S4.f89
3?,3û9

1,417,142
372.4604,007,381

The schedule ol brrdgètáry complíance ¡s induded lo show compliance at the legal lev€l of control as Êstablishðd hy
Bouldor Gounty Appropriation Rasolution 20t8-149, and includes all appmpriatione not shonn elsewhere ín this report.
Appmpñations ars rsportêd at the fund level or at the $pond¡ng ãg€ncy lwel if so designated by lhe fesolution.

F¡nål budget ånd åctual totåls includê lransfers. cåp¡lâl expeñditur€s, anC d6bt serv¡ce as applicable.

f) teprocþt¡on Êxpsnss is flot þudg€bd in lhe propriglâry fundã, ând ís not includ€d ln lhê ac{uãl exponse trobls.
20Og dopreciatlon €{06nss iÉ as follo¡¡r.âì

Eldorado Spltng$ UD Fund - $5,092
FIEêI Sorvic€õ Fund - $t67,Bl¿t
RGcyding Cênt€r Fund - î774,173

(*) $558,68!) of h¡dgstsd capital êxp€nd¡turås relâH to th€ wast€ri/atsr hoatmént Êåht conãfi.tc{ion a¡Þ indud€d
ìn th6 E6çra{þ Spriûgs LID Furd Ecn¡d btå|, as is $122,657 in debt prtnc¡p.l and lntorsst paymênt8.

100
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(stcÈrtÈory Forür c.R.¡¡. r Sl8-30-tr13)

xurt F.G. itâlqy, A/K/À KurÈ üafiy, who¡r aÈre¡t addroFa le

å800 8. Unlvo'rclty dtl, Dcnvc'r, ..Color¡do 8or10, of tho 8tùt6 of

Cólorador for th¡ eonsldaratlon of, FfVE Iltt}lDnED Bf¡$!¡ SBVBN

THOUSÀ¡''D ttINE H{¡NDn¡rD Àlft¡ FIFrEE}¡ DÛtLâRg (S56?'915'00! , ln hdnd

gat!.r hsroby ¡alLc ånd convoya to ths Boultlor County .ßr¡nbârrsl

cgnaral lüproy€[snt Þlstrlot, rhoro laga1 ¡ddraes l¡ P'{l, Box l¡?1,

Fouldrår, tlolorado 8Þ306' of, the county of Bouldsl¡r and Ëtqte of

çolefado, .tha follewl.ng real pro¡ÞrËy tn tho gounty of, Boulderr and

8tûto of coloËtdo, to wt.tt

soe ExhlÞl.t A attacbed h¡rrto ând lnoorporated hereln þy thi¿

refsuenoe

wlth all lts appurtcnanß,oa cnå ïarrantu th€ tttle to thc- sàm€,

eubJeoü ùo tho6r¡ nattsr¡ eet fortlr .on E*hlÞit B¡ attaolr.eã hereto

and. þy thls referenës nada a part of, thlc Dstû.

siEnod thlü {th day ol ,.1

.? *l

O

$
þ¡

!d

ì üÑ

È$N
,i\ \ r.'

i[N
ry$

l*ffi[ß.
'illl I e F$
SFl^ F

$TÀ'IN Cî, COI,ORÀDO

,h/JtJ 1
.:_

t

ilí¡

tlÉ ¡
OF BOIII'DER

lnetrunsnt HaË aclcno$ledged bgf,ora I¡6 thl6 {th
, 1995, þy Kurt F.c. ,¡âfqy, AIK/¡ Kurù Jaf,ôy.

rny hand and of,tl.olal
on ex¡¡irae ¡
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cBrmtl¡ mRnÀ¡lTr DBÐ

{Statutory Forn¡, C,R,.S., 93g-30-113}

GrafiEar, iIãl,lBS COñSmIrrro[ co., r¡fe., a colorado corl¡orat10n,
of Boulder cou¡rty, ¡rhose tega1 addreee is 2919 valrilcnt Road,

Boulder, colorado, 80301 f,or the consideration of .Fr\lE ¡lIrllDRED

SEVENTÍ $loUSâ¡¡D T1ûO HITNDRED BI$ny DOIJ¡ARS (S5?0,290.00), in hand

pald, hereby geLls and conveyg to Grantee, the Boulder county
Gunba¡rel GeneraL rqrrovænt DistricE. whoae legal addregs ls Þ.o.
Bo¡¿ 4?1, Boulder, Colorado 90306. of, tbe Coul¡ty of Boulder, State
of colorado, the following real property in Ehe councy of Boulder
and State of, Colorado, to wie:

sBE HxHrarT À ATTåctlED HBRETQ n¡ro r,r¡os À PART HEREOF By rrlrs
REAEREô¡CE FOR IJEGAI' ÞESERIPIION OF lUE PROPERTY,

Ìrlth aLl it,s appurtcnar¡ses â¡ßd warranÈa the tttle to Èäc same,

eubJecÈ only to tbôee mattcra get, torth. ofl ÞûtibLt, B aÈtached

hereto and rnade a pärt bereof by thia refercnce.

6igned chie }\ day of tsß. , 1998

irå¡Gf¡ a0[ffrrrtE!trIa5 @., IlÍc., a

,l'

-{-:'colorado

B¡T:

*r¿ lOr

å,'"I\fl. q
l':

it' At
Postle

cîti

\Tþ
]'t'i'i-*. :..¿;} {",.ii\4a ttgs &!r
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GE¡iTERAT¡ IÍåRRA¡ÛTT DEED

(Statutory Form, C-R.S., S3g-30-1j.3)

* 1

H la8r¿ I

GrantCIrs, Donard I!I. coen and Frances r¡. coen, as tenant,s in
cômmon, whose legal address ie 6769 ,Jay Road, Boulder colorado
80301, af the county of Boulder and staEe of colorado, for the

consideration of srx HU¡ÛÐRED ErG¡Íry rHousAÌ.rD ÐoLr¡ARs ($0g0,000.00),

in hand paid, hereby seIl and convey Eo Grantees, the corrnty of,

BouJ.dcr, a body corporaÈe and politic, whose legal addrese is p.o.

Box 47L, Boulder, colorado 90306, and the Gr¡nbarrel pubu.q

rryrovenent DísürJ.ct, a ErasÍ-nnrnicipaL subdivision of the State of
colorado and a body corporate, whose legal address is 132s pearl

sEreet. Boulder, colorado 90302, of the county of Boulder, state of
colorado, as tenanus Ín ccxrnon, the followíng real property in the
County of Boulder and SEat,e of Co1orado, to wít:

SEE EX TB.{T .A ÀTTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART TTEREOF BY THIS

REFERENCE FoR tEcAr¡ ÐEscRrPTroN oF gI{E pRopERTy,

with all Íts appurt,enances and warrant the title to the same,

subject only t,o t,hose matters set forth on Exhibit B aEtached.

hereto and made a part hereof by this reference.

Signed this 15th day of 2002 -

frü. Coen

Franceg IJ. Coen

NOT.8: ?hls docunent Ls betng rerecorded to eorrect
the nu¡nber of nater shares fron 163 to 162,

r llillt iltil ilu ill|t til tilt ililt
Eoulder Cq¡nty Gl¡rk, GO l0

ililllll 
?å,ffi?-

F 0,06 D o.00

to

iriii;:i -... rrlt l.-,,'

b.l

lê-

\!

23044t4
Prg¡: t of €
A?t63t2ffii2 0a:fiA

o t.w
rffiütil[ffiffi|ilffiilrffffiffiffi
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I il|il llill lilll llilillill ilil]il| fi ilr ill ilil füf#Pf:,
Bor¡ldrr Cowrty Gl¡rh. ê0 tO n 6.00 D 0,@

GENEBAI¿ WARBÀNTY IE,EI)

(Statutory Form, C.R.S., $38-30-1 13)

Granùor, the Stanley F. Johnson Revoceble Tmst, as to an tmdivided % interes! and the

p¿uline y, Johnson Revocrble Trust, as to an undivided % interest, whose legal address is 6645

Jay Road, Boulder, Colorado 80301, of the Cormty of Boulder and State of Colorado, for tl¡e

consideration of SEVEN I{UNÞRED EIGHTY-FÑ'E THOUSA}ID ONE HUNDRED SEVENÏ

AND 00/100 DOLLARS ($785,1?0.00) in band paid, hereby selts and conveys to Grantee' the v'

County of Boulder, a body corporate and politic, whose tegal address is P.O- Box 471, Boulder,

Colorado 8030ó, of thc Cormty of Boulder, State of Colorado, and the Gunbarrol Public

Improvement Dlstrict, a quasi-municipal subdivision qfthe Sate of Colorado and abody corporate,

whose legal address is 1325 pearl Sheet, Boulder, Colorado 80302, of the County ofBoulder, State

of Colorado the folowing real property in the County ofBoulder and State of Colorado, to wit:

SEE EJGTIBIT A ATTACT{ED I{ERETO A}ID MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS

nnrÈnÈNCE FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF Tt{E PROPERTY'

with all its appurtenances and warrants the title to the same, subject only to those matters set forth on

Exhibit B attachd hereto and made a püt bereof bythis reference.

Signed this 13th day of Jauuary' 2003'

F Trust

I

å

Yot oz

w\to
Osc F'(
fi¡c'c*6al

By:

Pauline Y. Iohnson Revocable Trust

By: -f

t"
I

I

f-nt.,
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I iltil llllliluil ilil ilil| ffi ffi ffi llll ill lill ffii#ii:"
Bouldü County c¡.rkr co ¡Ð R o'00 0 o'oo

CENERAL }YÀRR^ANTY IIEED

(S&n¡to'ryForm, C.R.S. $ 38-3û.113)

6àq-rø

Grantor, Thc Thom¡s Joc Churcüill ¡nd Sus¡r Montrnye Churthiü.{B Living
Tru¡t, whose lcgal add¡ess is 6û"17 Jay Roa4 Boulder, Colorado S0301; of the County of
Boulder and Stste of Colorado, forthe consider*ion of Scven Hundrcd Thor¡ssrd Dollaa
($700,000.æ), i¡ ha¡d pai{ hereby sells and cotrv€ys to Cr¡antees, üe County of Boulder, a
body corporate and politic, whosc legal address is P.O. Box 471, Boulder, Colorado 80306, of
üe County of Bouldcr, Shûe of Colorado, and the Gunbr¡d Public Inpruvmcnt llirtrict, a .

quasi-municipal subdivision ofthe State of Colorado and a body corporate, wùose legal addless

is 1325 Pcarl Steet, 3rd Floor, Bouldor, Colorado 80302, as tçnmts in cnmmon, ürs following
real prop*y inúe County of Bouldsr and State of Coloradq to wit:

SEE EFTIBIT A ATTACHED HERETO A}ID MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS

REFERENCE FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTTON OF TTIE PROPERTY,

with all its appurtenances and warrants úe titlc to the samc, zubject only to lbose ma$eß set forth on

EXhibit E attached hereûo and made a part herreof by this rcfe¡ence.

SiepÊd ** jÊU1ofDecernbern 2AW. 
¡

The Thomss
ChurchillAB

Joe Ch¡¡shill and Susan Montanye
Tn¡st

U,aqLat

.. - , e++-û+*t

ù.;:ËÌ,1 i..ì ". f
T

.;.:r.¡lf-ì i
¡..,-r r'.r'+{'- S+d'

',s rj', lr:-'?:10

I

þ:

STATEOFCOTORADO )

cor,NrY oF Bo,LDER l'''
The foragoíng instrumeirt v¡asacknowlcdged bsforc me this fu, *Dæember, zagl,

by Thomas Joe Chtnùill aûd Susan Monbnye Chr¡rchitl, Tn¡sæes ofiñê=hoåas ¡oc Chr¡rcúiil aná
Susm Montanye Churchill AB Living Trust.

Wiüessmyhaud ud offioial sÊal.

t

RDÞ

Mycommissíonexpircs:

A¡'l
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Griñ¡ IÍI{PROVEMÊT{T D¡STR{ TT

November 2, 1993

Boulder County Clerk and Recorder

tolorado

"*

flt¡tå tlÅã ã nÎv!n- 
-'a--u 

¡

vEs +

ï{o +

nl lillE-r ?1Ð

It ilto. T:

ALL BCIULDEH OOUNTY GUNBARREL GÊNERAL IM-

PAIJVËMËNT I]¡STñ|ÜT DEBT BË 
'NÜNEASEÐ 

BY NOî
MORE THAN $2,535,000 IN PRINOIPAL AMOUNT, WITH Å
REPåtrMENT TOST OF NOT MORF THÅN $3.695,1 1 STOTÂL
PRINCIPAL ANÐ INTEREST BY THE ISSUANCË OF NËGO.
TIABLE INTËREST.BEARING GENERAL CIBLIGATION
BOND$ FOR THE PURPOSE OF FINÅNOING ÂND REFI.
NÂNTING, IF NËTEÊSARY CH DESÍRABLÊ, THE ACOUISI.

TICIN, OON*qTRLICTICIN "AND IN.STÅ{-LåTIE]N OF OPF*N

SPACE AREAS ÅND PUBLIT PAHKS, INCLUDING IM.
PROVEMÊNTS AS DËTERMINED TO gE APPROPRIATE FOH

THE ACCOMMODATION CIF PUBLIC RECRFATIONAT USES,
TOGETHER WITH ALL NECESSARY, INOIDENTAL ÅND AP-
PURTËNANT PRCIPERTIËS, FACIT¡TIES, ËQUIPMENT ANT
¡f\êÎß êr l^Ll Erfl{\tñc Tra aÍ oAvAlìr r rn¿aa, nna\ntrnlrvLr\rLTtrJr É9tr/tt L¿\rlT¡Jr' tU ¡JL t-¡n'nuLL trlrltil rr¡\Jrl-r-ìl I

TÅXES ÅNÐ ANY OTHËR LEûALLY
AVAITAÐLË FUNDS, TO BECOMË ÐUË
ÅNS FAYABLE WITI{IN 12 YEARS OF
THE ÐÅTE OR RESPECTIVE DATES

OF SUCH BONDS, TO BEAR INTEREST ÅT A NET EFFET.
TIVE INTËRE$î HATE NO"I EXCEbDÍNU 7% PhR ANNUfuI,

ANÐ TO BË TALLABLË FCIR REDEMPTION WITH OR WITH.
OUT Å PREMIUM NOT EXCEEÐING 3% OF THË PRINCIPÅL
THERECIF, AS MÅY LÊ.TËRBE DËTFRMINEÐ BYTilË BOARÐ
tF DIHËÛTORS, ÅNÐ lN CCINldEtTlON fHEffËWlTi{ SHALL
SOULDER TCIUNTY GUNBARREL GËNçRAL IMPROVF-
MENT DISTRICT PHOPERTY TAXES BE INCREASED WITH.
OUT REûÂffD TCI RÂTE BY NOT MOHË THAN û356,tr18
ANNUÅLLY TO PAY PRINTIPAL, INTEREST AND PRËMIUM,

rr ANI 0N SUCH BoNÐS, ÅND th¡ C0NNECT|CIN THÊRE-
WITH SHALL BOULDER COUNTY GUNBARREL GËNERAL
ll.,!PROVEI,{ENT ÐlSTRltT BE AUTI{OR|¿ED TCI RECEIi,'E
ANÐ ÊXPEND THË PROOËEÐS OF SUCH BONDS ÅND RE.
CEIVE AI{D EXPËND SUTH PROPERTYTAXES AND OTHER
LËGALLY AVAILASLË FUNÐS TO THE ENFNT REQUIR
TO PAY PRINCIPAL, II{TËREST AND PRËMIUM, IF

SUTH BCIruD'q OF. PRCIVIDE FOR RESËRVE.S OF.

ISTRÂTIVE COSTS OF THE TISTRIOT, NOTWIT
AÀ.rv ç¡f,lrËfiiltÊ /'lç] a\1Ðga¡ntTilnc I rail'rÂTr^l¡nr! l r ¡bv LrrwS vt r Lr\t L¡tut t vt tb Liltlt tnr luri

P¡soinct
SUI'¡SI

Y
"Ì ,.-r ..-r
'.I t .{

,{*.; ;. ,i . I,'#ùÈ

OTE tsOT s
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YH$ .F-

Þ¡# +

tuE$Trs${ å{t" å:

$i'i"4LL ÊGUttËn ';*üi\?Y GilNÐÅmRÊL GgruËRÅL ¡M-
FR$VË$uiËruî rrisTfriuT ûÊET frË iNtRËASËt gY fúûT
tu.i*Rg TsA0ú $Ë,,;5ü,t0* lN fl*5${ËiPAt åMOUNI WËiH å
gËFÅYil4gtrT t*SÌ"ÕF NûT to1tRË iH#U $Ê,ü88,tx5T*TlqL
pafN$pAL Ai\iÞ |þITERË$T gy T'*g t$suANûg 0F sË'3û-
í I ilß L ä l NTË ft *sT-Ë Fn R ! ¡v et rã Ëis ËÊA"L ç Èr i {ãÀT ¡*ts
äÕþ¡üs Ë0Ë TfiË FURPÐSä üf F¡f-iÀ¡\iülþi$ Åruü ñËF¡-
flJå¡ïtlNü, ¡F l{EüËFSÅRY OA ÐËSIRÅBLË, T}iË ûnÅÐtNG,
pÂb'íÍ*G, s{Jn#ffü, GiiTTäËiruG, *&Æt{truË sË #THãfr-
Tdfi$Ë ¡MpR$liiñË ii{Ë'#¡{ÕLË #ft iiít¡Y På.fti üË AñüY

STRËËT tË rtLLËY WlTFilN T,LJE Ðt$TRlCi T$GETTìËR
l#tr lt Att.\tËüËsêApx gféc ¡ÐENTAL å}{ * AFpu pJrH*{Á${T

Ffr TPE Ëii g"q, FATIL IT¡ Ë8, ËO TJIPM Eh¡T AN* *ÕSTS, SU TH
ffif.I#S TS $ç PÅVÅELË FRÊfuI PHOPËÊTY TÅXËS ÅNü
ê.fi¡Y #THËË LËGAttY AVAILALStË Ë#N#$.
ÐIjg åilIü FÅYABLE WITHIN 1 ? YËÅR$

Ì I I HLr '/ ì{db
!.J¡s \dÈdrlvt L

{ lÉ , þaF ¡tñí 0- fjht *dÞ\LrÞ.i: ì ll'd-

å]e?E$ ÕF #Èj.üti gËNûS, T* g*riF"
iÀÉTEÐE€!? ,{T ¡ frÊ? trEtrEltTt!¡f 9A!glË{Ël-trLdJr ¡'{i fi ,qËi Lt iú-\¿i ¡rË ¡¡"é-

Þ
þ

TãRSST RA?E NÕT ËXTËE*IFJG 7% PgR ANI{UM. Åruü TT
gE ç,åLLÅBtg Fün n€ÐEHFT!#Þi iglT* ** iÊJÌTHOtl? å
PñË$J{{JM ilIüT EX.üãEBåIdG g% trF Til€ PfrINçIPÅt
iäËRË*n rt$,sdå'E LÅiËfr Ëg üËiãñMih¡Ëû BYîäË ffiÂfr$
ü F ü í ËEfiTü ñ5, Åhi t ihi tûå\{ h¡ Eçi å*lç T'¡i Ë ÊË'"dVlT ¡-l $ ¡iåLL
BüULÐËft TÜUNTY GUNBÅËRËL GËðüËRAL IMPROT/Ë"
MËf[jT 3I*gTËITT FHÜFEF;ïY iÅXE$ *Ë IÞJTR&8,58* WITþå.
#UT fr*üåRT TT frÅTE BY ðdÛi ffiTRË TF4AN $Êgî, ?S

"&þ¡SLiÅLtY TT PåY PR!Í{*åPAL, }$STËREST ANÐ FñËM!UM,
lF Å$ÉY SFJ *qUçå"¡ BûNB$, åf':Ð !N mNruË0TiêN ?HgËg-
$fiTþi süÂtl ÐÕiiLDËF tÕiiNTv $ffiúËAnaFL ûËhiËfrÂL
IMPRüVËMENT üISTfrICT gE ÅU?H$NßEÐ TT HETËÍVF
rÀþit Ë:{PgNü T¡jg pRûtËËÐs *F'su*¡{ ËüÀ'8s Á$ÞJB fiË-
#ËIVË ÅNÐ ËXPË$JÐ $UTH PRÕPËfiTYTAXËSÅNÛ ÕTþiËA
LËüÅLLV.A:t'ÅiLÅËLE F|J$¡TS TÕ Tþ{ü EXTENT NEf}IJ¡REß

T* PÂY Pñ¡FqüPåt, lF¿TËfiã$T åfüÐ PfrËMIUM, }F åruY, *ru
Ê¡rêt¡ nnain* f1m nf!ñTrtÍ1r Eral3 nreralreê rlr3 4n(ÁtltLriJVn Ð\-tt\C'rJL, qJlt r f trv d Bt¿rt- I \rr! t"tÀ-úËt'ìø L\, vl1 ,"{Lr¡tiii5-

rs?R,qTlvE 0osTs'ãF Tå1F ÐtsTRt 0T ruüTwlT å{sråNDtN G

=q$¡Y RËVãþi U ä * n F.j{p fr fü Ð ¡i !.i Rã tiMlr.,{ïÐru?

n¡ ltrrfr 4 6ûiJdJ¡Su*: ¿¿

WTTË &*Tffi ËEÛES
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¡ 'r 1! ¡trt ._r 1 t-r uUçU¡E-¿ ¡ È'¡

tÊtal I d\?EÞt{ð-å-!-f b

THS ELffSTËGNS
unry, toiorådo, Novernbar 2, iggg

Sor;idar taunty Cicik anei Rer:trde¡

Prscinct

rHs51t\fÕrE

vþ\Ã f

À!ô .L

ü$rJt{TY ü{jËsTtÕñ,[ A

t Ëå,JL*[n eüUFiiYT.1]:ËS 3Ë ll'r,:lR=ASED $5.5 ru4!1--

L!ÕN ÅNrut¡ÅLIY {FIRST FLJI^L. FISÖÅI YËåÊ NíJLLAN iN.
ño!ìåf,r\ lrjnñüntJ A eÂr ËE Ailn ile Ç ïe\1 rlr R Õao/vr ìLnuLJ ¡ t ¡Ilvvvr ¡ n s¡nLLv ñrru uvL ,nr\ vi ù,¿ú rú

{QruE AUAnTãR OF 0biF PËRCFNT}ÐËGTNNTNG JÂNUÅRY
1, 1S94 At,t ËNAlruG tlËtËirÍiiËË 3'f , äü0#, rdiIH PAÇ-
OãEDS USED FTR TRAILS ANÐ OPËN SPåEË ÅCCIUISITION

åFj n Uê,!þliEN.qh¡ eä .i,.'r ij f¡ Ê Ë PêFT i tLJ L ¡ RtY S Ëi FûHT ä
i¡{ BÕr{nt tF' t*UzuiT ûili\rituñiiiSiüi\iËftË' Êã,SCLUTiûN
a4,1"14. aLrñ Qua! I Rn!il nËçJ nR¡lf\¡Tv nËãT nF tNt-
VV ¡ ¡al .-¡9y -_r¡tl*É d*vbPb:¡ vvüti i ; gúÜ; gL ¡i{

CIREÅSEÐ UP TCI $40 MILLION WITH A REPÅYMËNT CO$T
ÖF UP Tü $5ç MiLLi*N PÅYÁßLË $ÕLãLY FËüM Â PTATIÜN
CIF THE PROCEEÜS OF SÅID O,?5% SÅLE$ ÅND USE TAX,

W i{ i e H .Å- LIT il !:m iZÅT ¡.J l.r .-q H ALi. tl{ fr !- i J D E- åiJ r ii ü A iTY Tfr
ÊË,Fijldû sLitä *üNûs ÅNÐ ñËFUNÐtruG StNtS û',¡ii.1ûUi
ADÐlTlON,qL VATËR ê.PPRÕV,41; AN$ SHÅLL BCULDER
TCIUNTY BË ÅUTHORIZFD TO RETËIVE ÅNA SPËþJD THE
FULL fiËl,'f;NUçS €Ë1.;ËRAî*t ËY SÅ13 *,å,?syo SATES ÅÞi0

USE TAX ÅNÐ THF PRÕGEFDS gF SAID BCIND$ DURING
1 Sû4 Åru N Ë{C H SUËÊËG I-J ÊruT YËÂÊ W iT HfÌ UT 1- I fuq iTÂT ¡Õf{

ûR tûNÞlTitFì åilÐ üf iiiìüL,T LlMlTll{G lN åN"{ YËÅR iitE
AMOIJ|\JT çF CT}TR REVãhtIJËS THÅT ¡¡.EY BE OüLLgCTËTI
AND SPENT BY BOULDãN TOU$JTY?
i'êiJál ¡ å ¡i,1¡ ¡ÀiT¿i,if¡ñË ra[;;,"1¡ JÁ¡ä..Vl lr1ÇL ,1 Vvv,9l , Vtiþù vrÌb üvrll I

TËA tF ÕNE PËRÕËNT iÕ,25%l
,qÅtÉti A.Nfi U-t TÅX BE- iiltFÕ. äD

lru îiiË i:ütii{TY ûF ãçULf Eñ üËGiNNt¡'¡'G iÅi,iuÂilY i,
1994 AND rilût\!G üËçË1,18ãR .31, ?0fi9, ËXãMPTING
THËREFHCIM SALËS ANÐ PURTHÅSñS TF EERTAIN
IILf/,{ lAaa:l 1r¡llr\¡¿i sl¡1 rcJrll I dìñ¡r,!,1 rr I þ¿ il ltl ÞllÞlI I LlVlV, ¡r':VLVslr!v,

ANN ËNTRGY FOR NËSIÐËNTìÅL tIGH'T, HFÅT ÅND
È"lJVq¡:.lf . lllïü lVl¿{l¿illiqt-fl ? ÊrttiJ rvl¿{Vili{rË i v\JtLt. i t-iÊ

r Arr¡r I hF FllFFÀrñPñ f^ñNb¡ FfluueËJS ri¡ {9iliçn Ð*r\LL öÈ, ËÅ¡"ä,i\iitriJ run
"e *fl U I n l N G. Ð ËV ã i-,ç B | $i,3 l'¡ ñ ç Ë.5*s.å ËY 4 t C ã,sS Tql. AN n
PRãSËãVlNü OPCN SPÀTË NEåL PNOPËRTY OR INTER"
;Li I f¡ ¡Al i iÞl-r1t ¡ìull¡ :Þ F¿þf¡ j vL/t lu.t-* t f ail¡l I tlllàl Þ4

ÊIGHTS TO BË USñD ìN ÜÜNNËüTIÖN WITH ÕPËN SPACË

LÅ¡i D$, ål{ il ii ËV [i-OFlf,¡ ff FÅT i"i$ Åi'iD R*C ng,sT ïtNåL
i riÅiLo, AniU rUr{ I l"iE l!ì¡1ir1i i Ëi\Ai,{'rH, r¡!TlñUVBiVli:lï i,
M.4II.AçËMËNT Å\IN PATRNI RF Si]fiH NPËNI SPÁTIJ HÊAI.

PtûPËf,TY: ,qND SHÅtt Tl'lË tÕtjNTY OF gtLjLnE
4 ?i\,"i.nf" -Tr_ L,1¡eñ1 ¡i rr l\¡ñ?ñ ñ-atttHIIHtf ?t i t{¡¿,Htsàrpg.!PFt,iq¡ pf lnlt/ rtrne

ÅS THË "BOULDãR TüUNTY OPËN $PAüË
l-i$L l;q^& r";,{ìJi ,Ê,L lM¡JHUVi:tuÌai\¡ i riir\U"
å.rñ ?^ !Á4ita 4at r^ 41¡e l¡år T
Jlllu lW l\rúUË L7/cLLü ñl\ t 'Jç{- I
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çOlJl{TV AUËSTIO}I A Gontint¡ed

{iFtã'ËCINûs") lN Al{ AGGRE€,qTE A}'i0UNT ÛF $10 MIL-
I-iç¡ü iN TNã ÜA MüRä SËH¡ËS Tü i3E USEÛ FÖf; CÅFITÅL

IMPROVËMËNTS INOLUNING ÅCQUISITION OF INTËR.

ãsrs ¡¡{ CIpËi{ sFAûË fiE,åL pROpEAiY Ål{Ð ÂûûËSS
î!.iEfiTTi], WÅTËR AiGi'{TS, Å¡úiJ ¡MPËTTIEMËNï$ UPÜN

OFEþj $FÅ$ã RÊÅL PR*PERTI Åf{Ð ÐgPû$lT Å FOnT!0N
SF THã RË1/äþJUES OF THä SÅ!D SAL*-q ,dNÐ USÊ TAX

iNTÛ TþiË FUND. PLËÜGËÜ iü Ti.iË NEPAYMENi TF THË

BONËS, UPON SUCH TËfrMS Å$ THF BOARD OF COUNTY

tûivild¡SS¡t¡\EFS rXruÐ #iÂ?E ÂNÐ FËÐËAÂL LÅW tufAY

pfrüViDË, WHitH AU'iHiiniZ,\Tiüf{ SäÅLL INtLUÛË åU-
iHÛRiT'I TÐ RÊFU¡TT SUEfi fitNÐS ÂNÐ REFUNDII'{G
g0ÞiÐS WlTlltUT ÅDÐ!T|CNAL VSTãR ÅPPHOVAL; Al'lD
SHALL TäË üüUNTY OF'ÊûULilËË BË AUTHüRIZËü TÜ

RãçE¡VE AND EXPãN* THE FULL SÅLÊS ANÐ USË TAX

RFIIEN-UES Â¡'lÐ îilË FFOûËËÐS OF THE gOl"åÐS ÂNÐ

riËËUruÜih¡G BOTSTJ$ ÂL'îHÜËIZËÛ ËY THË PÂSSÊ.TË ÛF

T'#I$ MEê.$ljRF, ANDTÛ B'J}GãT åN* APPRCIPRIATE SUOH

RÊVËþJUã$, PROCEËDS Ê'NN gXPËNDITURES S.PART FROM

ÂNi üTilËñ ËXPET"¡TIïUËË üF THË TÕUNTY WH}TH fu4ÅY

ãÊ LIMITËD PURSU,qNï TO ÂRïICLË X, SECTION 2O OF'

î þì H rüt üËÂ Ðt û*l{ ËT ¡i iiT } *N,,4N ü T H Ë ËlË V Ë¡{ U Ë s Âl'¡ t
PRÜTËäüS ÅUîHüËiZ[ Ð Füñ üTLLÊTïITN, ñËTËi Pi ÅNÜ

TXFENNITURã gY THE PåSSAGS CFTHI$ MÊÅSUNE SHATL

N*T Bã TEUNTËD I$.i ,Å.NY SUC$'-I FISCAL YgÅR SPFNNING

ûñ ËXpËi\¡üiTuffã LtMiTÅilüN; ÂLL THÊ FÛRÊGü¡NG

BEING iN ÅTTORDANCE WITH TlT PROPOSÅLSÊT FORTH

ii.i f;ËsüLUTrËf'i þJt. s3-134 üF THË g0ÂËn ÕF ÛÕUNTY

üûtüMiËsiüf'¡ãils ûF TiiË tüur,iTï ÜF BÛULüËR ÛÅiËÜ
åttñilsî â{ .tñflâ û

VtTË 3ûTË't Ëãtb$
ñA¡ tàl 

^A4\,i tlilU-//ti

I
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ELE:T/ o/V S Nor. /1? 3

COORDIT,{ATED

ELECTIOIV r{OTICE

Titles, Texl, & Pro/Con Summqries For

The Art. X, Section 20 lssues To Be Voted

On At The Coordinoted, Non Pqrtisqn

Polli'ng Ploces November 2, T993

Nor All lssues Will Be Voted On By Every fb:Pn The Bollots

You W¡ll Be lssued Are Listed On The Moiling Lqbel.

Jurisdictions participating in the Boulder county coordinated

Election are as follows:
The state, Boulder County Boulder Valle¡ Park, St' Vrain Valley, and

Thompson school districts; the municipatities of Boulder, Broomfieldo

Lafayõtte, Longmont, Louisville, and Lyons; Allenspark Water and

Sanitation llistiict; and Gunbarrel General Improvement District are

having regular biennial or special elections on November 2rL993'
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BOULDDR COUNTY COORDINÀTED ELECTION

,AND THAT THE VALID PORTIONS OF THE STATUTE AND BAL.

LOT TITLE ARE NOT SO ESSENTIALLY AND INSEPARABLY

CONNECTED WITH OR DEPENDENT UPON THE INVAUD POR.

TIONS THAT THE VALID PORTIONS WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN

ENACTED WITHOUT THE INVALID PORTIONS.

SECTION 2. Referrol for voter opprovol. Section I of this oct sholl

be submitted to o vote of the registered electors of the stote of

Colorodo ot lhe next stote-wide election for their opprovol or

reiection in occordonce with the provisions of section 
'l of orticle

V ond section 20 of orticle X o[ the stote constitution. Eoch elec-

tor voting ot soid election ond desirous of voting for or ogoinst

soid oct sholl cost o vote os provided by low either 'Yes" or "No"

on the proposition; "Sholl slote loxes be increosed by

$13,.l00,000 onnuolly in the first full ftscol yeor of implemen-

totion, ond by $.l3,100,000 os odiusted for inflotion plus the

percentoge chonge in stote populotion for eoch fiscol yeor ofter

the first full fiscol yeor of implementotion, by reinstoting the 0.2

percent soles tox on tourisl-reloted items, including lodging ser-

vices, restouront food ond drinks, ski lift odmission, privote

tourist ottroction odmission, possenger outomobile renhcl, ond

tour bus ond sightseeing tickets for the purpose of funding

stotewide lourism morketing ond promolionol progroms under

the Colorodo tourism boord in order to ossist future lourism

growth ond promote Colorodo's continuing economic hèohh?"

SECTION 3. The votes cost for the odoption or reiection of soid

oct sholl be convossed ond the result delermined in the monner

provided by low for the convossing of votes for representotives

in Congress, ond if o moiority of the electors voting on the ques-

tion sholl hove voted "Yes", soid oct sholl become low'

FISCAL INFORMATION

District fiscol Yeor SPending

(Totol Non-exempt Revenues in Millions)

FY 90 FY 9I TY 92 FY 93 FY 94

$4,373 $4,570 $4,874 $5,255 $5,234

The overoll dollor chonge for the five yeor period from FY 90

to FY 94 is $8ó I million.

The overoll percentoge chonge for the some five yeor period is

19.77".

STATEMENT FOR THE MEASURE

It serves the best inlerest of the toxPoyer. At o cosl of $13 million

lost yeor, Colorodo's tourism prcrmotionol efbrt othocbd 1 7 mil-

lion stote visitors who left with us $420 million in toxes. Thus eoch

Colorodo fomily overoged $5.00 in cost for promoting tourism

ond received $320.00 bock in the form of government serv¡ces.

It serves the besl interest of our nejqhbor. Lost yeor more thon

I 15,000 people were employed directly by the tourism industry.

Every seventh worker in Colorodo wos louched in spending by

either the tourism customer or employee.

It serves the best interest of our individuol cómmunities. To dis'

tribub the benefirs of hcurism hirly, the sloTe promoles yeor-round

octivities, not iust skiing, with over lwo-thirds of its budget ded-

icoted to the summer ond foll seoson.

ln Colorodo, seventy-five percent of the tourism industry is busï

nesses hovrng /ess tåon 20 employees.The continuqtion of stote

effort is criticol lo locol businesses, who connol individuolly

offord to compete ogoinst úe promotionol efforts of the 49 other

stote tourism offices.

STATEMENT AGAINST THE MEASURE

l. This tox is poslured os o tox on lourists, but Colorodo lox-

poyers poy lhe lion's shore, not: "out-of-stoters". Even using o

very conservotive opprooch, ot leost 80 percenT of the tourism

tox is collected from Colorqdo residents. This tox loxes oll Col-

orodons - ALL reslouronts, lokeoul food, lodging, renÌol cors,

ski lift tickets, etc.

PAGE3

BOUIDER COUNTY, COTORADO

COUNTY QUESTION A:

SHALL BOULDER COUNTY TAXES BE INCREASED $ó.5 MILUON

ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL TISCAL YEAR DOLLAR INCREASE}

THROUGH A SALES AND USE TAX OF 0.25% {ONE QUAR.

TER OF ONE PERCENT) BEGINNINGJANUARY I, I994 AND

ENDING DECEMBER 3I, 2009, wlTH PROCEEDS USED FOR

TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION AND MAINTENA.NCE

AS MORE PARTICUIARLY SET FORTH IN BOARD OF COUNTY

COM^ ISSIONERS' RESOLUTION 93-174; AND SHALL BOUL-

DER COUNTY DEBT BE INCREASED UP TO $40 MILLION WITH

A REPAYMENT COST OF UP TO $50 MILLION PAYABLE SOLE.

LY FROM A PORTION OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID 0.25%

SALES AND USE TAX, WHICH AUTHORIZATION SHALL

INCLUDE AUTHORITY TO REFUND SUCH BONDS AND

REFUNDING BONDS WITHOUT ADDITIONAL VOTER

APPROVAL; AND SHALL BOULDER COUNTY BE AUTHORIZED

TO RECEIVE AND SPEND THE FULL REVENUES GENERATED BY

SAID 0.25% SALES,AND USE TAX AND THE PROCEEDS OF

SAID BONDS DURING I994 AND EACH SUBSEQUENT YE,AR

WTHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION AND WTHOUT LIM.

MNG IN ANYYEARTHE AÀAOUNT OF OTHER REVENUESTHAT

MAY BE COLLECIED AND SPENT BY BOULDER COUNIY?

"SHALL A COUNTY-WIDE ONE QUARTER OF ONE PERCENT

t0.25%I SALES AND USE TAX BE IMPOSED IN THE COUNTY

OF BOULDER BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 1994 AND ENDING

DECEMBER 31,2009, EXE/v|PT|NG THEREFROM SALES AND

PURCHASES OF CERTAIN ITEMS, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIM.

ITED TO, FOOD, FUEL AND ENERGY FOR RESIDENTIAL LIGHT,

HEAT AND POWER, AND MACHINERY AND MACHINE

TOOLS, THE NFT PROCEEDS OT WHICH SHALL BE EXPENDED

FOR ACQUIRING, DEVELOPING NECESSARY ACCESS TO,

AND PRESERVING OPEN SPACE REAL PROPERTY OR INTER.

ESTS IN OPEN SPACE REAL PROPERTY AND WATER RIGHTS

TO BE USED IN CONNECTION WTH OPEN SPACE LANDS,

AND DEVELOPING PATHS AND RECREATIONALTRAILS, AND

FOR THE MAINTENANCE, IMPROVEMENT, MANAGEMENT

AND PATROL OF SUCH OPEN SPACE REAL PROPERTY; AND

SHALL THE COUNTY OF BOUIDER BE AUTHORIZED TO CRE-

ATE A SPECIAL FUND TO BE KNOWN AS THE "BOULDER

COUNTY OPEN SPACE SALES AND USE TAX CAPITAL

IMPROVEMENT FUND" (THE "FUND"I ANq rO lssuE SALES

AND USE TAX REVENUE BONDS (THE 'BONDS') IN AN

ACiGREGATE AMOUNT OF $40 MILLION IN ONE OR MORE

SERIES TO BE USED FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS INCLUD-

ING ACQUISITION OF INTERESTS IN OPEN SPACE REAL

PROPERTY AND ACCESS THERETO, WATER RIGHTS, AND

IMPROVEMENTS UPON OPEN SPACE REAL PROPERry, AND

DEPOSIT A. PORTION OF THE REVENUES OF THE SAID SALES

AND USE TAX INTO THE FUND, PLEDGED TO THE REPAY-

MENT OF THE BONDS, UPON SUCH TERMS AS THE BOARD

OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AND STATE AND FEDER,AL

LAW MAY PROVIDE, WHICH AUTHORIZATION SHALL

INCLUDE AUTHORITY TO REFUND SUCH BONDS AND

REFUNDING BONDS WITHOUT ADDITIONAL VOTER

,A.PPROV,AL; AND SHA,LL THE COUNTY OF BOULDER BE

AUTHORIZED TO RECEIVE AND EXPEND THE FULL SALES AND

USE TAX REVENUES AND THE PROCEEDS OF THE BONDS

AND REFUNDING BONDS AUTHORIZED BY THE PASSAGE OF

THIS MEASURE, ,AND TO BUDGET AND APPROPRIATE SUCH

REVENUES, PROCEEDS AND EXPENDITURES APART FROM

ANY OTHER EXPENDITURE OF THE COUNTY WHICH MAY

BE LIMITED PURSUANT TO ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE

COLOR,ADO CONSTITUTION, AND THE REVENUES AND PRO'

CEEDS AUTHORIZED FOR COLLECTION, RECEIPT AND EXPEN-

DITURE BY THE PASSAGE OF THIS MEASURE SHA.LL NOT BE

COUNTED IN ANY SUCH FISCALYEAR SPENDING OR EXPEN'

DITURE LIMITATION; ALLTHE FOREæ|NG BEING lN ACCOR-

DANCE WITH THE PROPOSAL SET FORTH IN RESOLUTION

NO. 93-I74 OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSION'

ERS OF THE COUNTY OF BOULDER D,ATED AUGUST 3I,
1993."
TEXT OF COUNTY-WIDE OPEN SP,ACE SALES AND USE TAX

PROPOSAL ON THE NOVEMBER 2, 1993 BALLOT, APPEAR-

ING AS "COUNW QLIESION A":
RESOLUTION NO. 93 - 124

NOW, THEREFORE, BE lT RESOLVED thot there sholl be referred

lo the registered electors of the County of Boulder ot o speciol

elecÌion ø b" h"ld on Tuesdoy, November 2, 1993, the follow-

ing proposol:

l.ÏU¡f o county-wide one quorter of one percent (0'25%)

soles tcx in o..ordon"u with the provisions of Article 2, Title

29, Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended, is hereby imposed

on the sole of tongible personol property ot retoil or the fur-

nishing of services in the Counl'y of Boulder os provided in Poro-

gropñ1d¡ of Subsection (l ) of Section 29'2'105, Colorodo

ñuuirud Stolutes, os omended, ond os is more fully hereinolter

ln on independenl study commissioned by the Stote of Florido to

ossess tourism promotionol Progroms, o monogement firm sin-

gled out Colorodo from ùe 50 stote tourism offices os hoving
ithe most effective lourism morketing orgonizotion in North

Americo"-

Since its inception ten yeors ogo, Colorodo' lourism Promo-

tionol efforts pushed the growth of lourism spending in our Slote

from $3..l billion in 1983 lo $ó.4 billion in 1992.

Operoting with o budget of $13.1 million, these funds gener-

ote odverlising compoigns thol promote oll o[whot Colorodo hos

lo offer to over 88 million potentiol Tourists onnuolly. ln 1992,

over 849,000 tourisls requested ond received detoiled vqco-

lion guides ond plonning informolion; 15,000 trovel ogents ond

tour operotors received guides thot help them develop pockoges

ond tours; over ó00,000 trovelers visited lhe Stote's six welcome

centers stoffed by over 200 volunteers; whol storted out in 1988

os 1,200 vocotion trìps to Colorodo from the United Kingdom

grew into 29,000 lrips from thot countqy in 1992 olone' This

ãffectìve morkeling orgonizotion is operoted by o professionol

stoff thot is less thon holf the size of other competing Slote frov-

el offices.

2. This referendum does not include ony mondotory review (sun-

set provisionf o[ úis tox now. This wos deleted in 1 993 ond there

is no provision for ony future mondotoq¡ review of whether this

tox ìs or remoins useful to the toxpoyers of Colorodo' Remov-

ing tox revenue from onnuol budgetory review meons it will be

spànt whether effective or not, or even if needed more for other

progroms like porks, prisons, heolth core or educolion'

3. The Colorodo tourism subsidy is olreody 50% more thon the

overoge expenditure in other sroþs' This tox is 3.5 times whot

Colifornio (l O times os big) spent two yeors ogo. Thot's 35

times the tourism.spending per citizen.

4. Tourism must be looked ot os o business onil os such shoÙld

poy its own woy os other businesses unless you, the Colorodo

iorpoy"r, think its oppropriote lo provide o subsidy (morketing

subsidy in this cose)with your loxes. This tox subsidizes big busi-

ness, no smoll motels/cofes- One gionl foreign corporotion

with $7.7 billion in soles owns firee\Colorodo ski resorts, bul

wonts your toxes lo buY its odsl

5. This tox is o violotion of Íree-morket principles becouse it gives

speciol governmentol treolmenl to o single, ùriving industry' This

is inoppropriote in on economy in which success or hilure should

be dictoted by the morket. lt is olso inconsislent with úe treot'

ment offorded other industries in Colorodo.

ó. Poyments to the tourism industqy ore segregoted from the

rest oi the stote budget' The full omount will go lo tourism eoch

ond every yeor - regordless of public needs for other govern-

ment services, such os educotion ond public sofety'

7. This tox is hidden from you when you poy it. lf o good ideo,

why ore governmenT lourism ollroctions tWinter Pork, Royol

Gorge) tox-free? Seclion 39-26.1'lO4 {21. Why does 39-2ó'l -

107 tl ) ollow hidden toxes?

B. Section 39-2ó.1 -104t] ) of this rebrendum, which defines whot

moy be Ìoxed is ombiguous. The phrose ... "including but not

limited to:" roises the questions os to-y1þ might be toxed in

the future ond who mokes the decision; whether this decision

would be left up to the sole discretion of the tourist boord'

9. Tourism morketing ond promolionol progroms hove the sec-

ondory effect of increosing populolion influx which diminishes

the quolity of our life. Encouroging populotion influx is on inop-

propriote ond domoging use of toxotion.

ì 0. Lock o[ proper odministrotive procedures ond exemplion from

the Stote Administrotive Procedrre Act hos ollowed o misuse of

discrelion by the Execulive Direclor ond his stoff with no oppeol

of decisions ovoiloble"

The $.l3 million tourism promotion budget is generoted from o

limited soles tox o[ Moìenths of one percent, or 20 cenls on pur-

choses of $ I 00, which opplies onþ fo those who rent cors, stoy

in hotels, purchose o ski lìft ticket, visit o privote tourisl otlroction,

or dine out. More thon holf of this lox wos poid for by the 17 mil-

lìon tourisls who visited our Siote in 1992, versus our 3'2 million

in-stote residents.

While o tourist who visited Colorodo in 1992 moy hove poid o

totql of three dollors in tox on o week long stoy involving $1,500

in lodging, food, skiing, tronsportotion ond meols, o Colorodo

fomily will poy less lhon $5.00 of lourism tox the enlire yeor

on toxoble purchoses.
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set forth. For the purposes of this soles tox proposol, oll retoil

soles ore consummoted ot the ploce of business of the retoiler

unless the longible personol property sold is delivered by the

retoiler or his ogent to o destinotion outside the limits of the Coun-

ty of Boulder or to o common corrier for delivery to o destinotion

outside the limits of the Counfy o[ Boulder. The gross receipts

from such soles sholl include delivery chorges when such chorges

ore subiecl to the stote soles ond use tox imposed by Article 2ó

of Title 39, Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended, regordless

of the ploce to which deli,rery is mode. ln the event o retoiler hos

no peimonent ploce of business in the County of Boulder or hos

more thon one ploce o[ business, the ploce or ploces ot which

the retoil soles ore consummoted for the purpose of o soles tox

imposed by this proposol sholl be determined by the provisions

of Article 2ó of Title 39, Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os qmend-

ed, ond by rules ond regulotions promulgoted by the Deportment

of Revenue. The omount subiect to tox sholl not include the

omount of ony soles or use tox imposed by Article 2ó of Tille 39,

Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended. The tongible personol

property ond services toxoble pursuont to this proposol sholl

be the some os the tongible personol property ond services tox-

oble pursuont to Section 39-26-104, Colorqdo Revised Stotutes,

os omended, ond subject to the some exemPtions os those spec-

ified in Section 39'26-114, Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omend-

ed, ond fu*her subiect to the exemption for soles of food speci-

fied in Section 39-26-114(l l(o)(XX), Colorodo Revised Stolutes,

os omended, the exemption for purchoses of mochinery ond

mochine tools specified in Section 39-26-114(t I ), Colorodo

Revised Stotutes, os omended, ond the exemption o[ soles ond

purchoses of those items in Section 39-26'11 4(l l(ol(XXll, Col-

orodo Revised Stotutes, os omended' All soles of personol

properb/ on which o specific ownership tox hos been poid or is

poyoble sholl be exempt from ûe soles tcx imposed bythe Coun-

ty of Boulder when such soles meel both of the following condi-

tions:

{o) The purchoser is o non-resident of or hos his principol ploce

of business outside of the County o[ Boulder; ond

(b) Such personol property is registered or required to be reg-

istered outside the limits of the County of Boulder under the

lows of the Stole of Colorodo.

The county-wide soles tox sholl not opply to the sole of con-

struction ond building moteriols, os lhe term is used in Section

29-2-l}g,Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended, if such mote-

riols ore picked up by the purchoser ond if the purchoser of such

moteriols presents to the retoiler o building permit or other doc-

umentotion occeptoble to the County evidencing thot o locol

use tox hos been poid or is required to be poid.

The county'wide soles tox will nol opply to the sole of tongible

personol property ot retoil or the furnishing o[ services if the trons-

oction wos previously sublected to o soles or use tox lowfully

imposed on the purchoser or user by onother stotuto¡y or home

rule county equol to or in excess of thot sought to be imposed by

the Counl^¡ of Boulder. A credit sholl be gronted ogoinst the soles

tox imposed by the County of Boulder with respecl to such trons-

oclion equol in omount To the lowfully imposed locol soles or use

tox previously poid by the purchoser or user trc the previous stotu'

lory or home rule counfy. The smount of the credit sholl nof

exceed fie soles tox imposed by the County of Boulder.

The soles tox imposed sholl be collecled, odminislered ond

enforced by the Executive Director o[ the Deportment of Revenue

in the some monner os the collection, odministrotion qnd enforce-

ment of the Colorodo Slole soles tox, os provided by Artlcle 2ó

of Title 39, Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended.

2. THAT o County-wide one quorter of one percenl l0'25%l
use tox in occordonce with the provisions of A*icle 2,Ti\le29

Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended is hereby imposed for

the privilege o[ using or consuming in úe Counfy of Boulder ony

construction ond buìlding moteriols purchosed ot retoil ond for

the privilege of storing, using, or consuming in the County of Boul-

der ony ,*tot ond other vehicles, purchosed ot retoil on which

registrotion is required. The use tox sholl not opply:

{oÍTo the storoge, use, or consumption of ony tongible Person-

ol property the sole o[ wh¡ch is subiect to o retoil soles tox

imposed by the County of Boulder;

(bl To the storoge, use, or consumption of ony tongible Person-

ol property pr..hot"d for resole in the County of Boulder either

in its origini brm or os on ingredient of o monuhctured or com'

pounded producl, in the regulor course-ofþ business;

ic) To the storoge, use, or consumption of tongible personol prop'

erty brought into the County of Boulder by o non-resident there'

of ior his o*n storoge, use, or consumption while tempororily

within the County; however, this exemption does not opply to the

storoge, use, or consumption o[ tongible personol property

brorght into this stote by o non'resident to be used in lhe con'

dua of o business in this stote;

(d) To ñe sùcrqge, use, or consumption o[ tongible personol prop-

erty by the United Stotes government, or the Stote of Colorodo,

or irs institutions, or its politicol subdivisions in their govern-

mentol copocities only or by religious or choritoble corporotions

in the conduct of their regulor religious or choritoble functions;

(e) To the storoge, use, or consumption of tongible personol prop-

erhy by o person engoged in fhe business of monufocturing or

compounding for sole, profit, or use ony orticle, substonce, or

commodity, which tongible personol propertyenters inic the pro-

cessing oÍ or. becotes on ingredient or component port of the

product or service which is monufoctured, cómpounded, or fur-

nished ond the contoiner, lobel, or the furnished shippìng cose

thereof;
(fl To the storoge, use, or consumption of ony orticle of tongi-

ble personol property the sole or use of which hos olreody been

subiected to o legolly imposed soles or use tox of onother stotu-

tory or home rule county equol to or in excess of thot imposed by

the County of Boulder. A credit sholl be gronted ogoinst the

use tox imposed by the County of Boulder wih respect to o per-

son's storoge, use, or consumption in the County of Boulder of

tongible personol property purchosed in onother stotutory or

home rule county: The omounl of the credit sholl be equol to

the tox poid by the person by reoson of the imposition of o soles

or" ,r" io* o[ the other stotutory or home rule county on the

purchose or use of the property. The omount of the credit sholl

not exceed the tox imposed by this resolufion;

(g) To Ìhe strcroge, use, or consumplion of tcngible personol prop-

erty ond household effu'cts ocquired outside of the County of Boul-

der ond brought into it by o non-residenl ocquiring residenry;

(hl To the sllcroge or use of o motcr vehicle if the owner is or wos,

ot the time of purchose, o non-resident of the County of Boul'

der ond he purchosed the vehicle outside of the County of Boul-

der for use outside of the County of Boulder ond octuolly so used

it br o substontiol ond primory purPose for which it wos ocquired

ond he registered, titled, ond licensed soid rnotor vehicle outside

of the County of Boulder;

(il To úe storoge, use or consumption of ony construction ond

building moteriols ond motor ond other vehicles on which reg-

istrotion is required if o written controct br the purchose there-

of wos enlered info prior to the effective dote of this use tox

resolution;
(il To the storoge, use or consumption of ony construction ond

building moteriols required or mode necessoqf in the perfor-

monce of ony construction controci bid, let, or entered into ony

time prior to the effective dote of this use tox resolution.

3. THAT except os provided by Section 39-26-208 ond Section

3g-2ó-3}4,Colorodo Revised Stotutes, os omended, ony use tox

imposed sholl be collected, enforced ond odministered by the

County of Boulder. The use tox on construction ond building

moteriols will be collected by the County building inspector or os

moy be othen¡¡ise provided by intergovernmentol ogreemenl,

bosed upon on estimote of building ond construction moteriols

costs submified by the owner or controctor ol the time o building

permit opplicotion is mqde.

4. THAT ¡i the moiority of the quolified electors voting thereon

vote for opprovol of this County-wide soles ond use tox pro-

potol, sr.l, County-wide soles ond use tox sholl be effective

throughour the incorporoted ond unincorporoted portions of

the County of Boulder beginning Jonuory 1,1994.
5. THAT ihe cost o[ the election sholl be poid from the generol

fund of the Counfy of Boulder.

ó. THAT the County Clerk ond Recorder sholl publish the text of

this soles ond use tox proposol four seporote times, o week

oport, in the officiol newspoPer of the County of Bo'lder ond

eoch cif ond incorporoted town within this County.

7. THAÍ the County Clerk ond Recorder, os election officer,

sholl undertoke oll meosures necessory to comply with the elec-

tion provisions set forth in Colo. Const., Art. X, Section 20(3f ,

including but not limited to ìhe moiling of required election notices

ond bollot issue summories.

8. THAT the conduct of the election sholl conbrm so for os is proc-

licoble to the generol election lqws of the Stote o[ Colorodo'

9. THAT ùe nåt pro.uuds from the soles ond use tox received by

the County of Boulder sholl be expended by the County of Boul-

der for the following purPoses:

(o) To ocquire fee tiile inlerest in reol property through oll meons

ovoiloble ond by vorious types of instruments ond tronsoctions,

in rhe County o[ Boulder for open spoce when determined by the

Boord of County of Commissioners, ocling pursuonl to outhori-

ty os set forth in title 30, C.R.S., ond. in orticle 7 ol title 29,

Ó.R.S., to be necessory to preserve such oreos;

lb) To ocquire qn interest in reol property by other devices,

,u.h or, but not limited to, leose, development righls, minerol

ond other subsurfoce rights ond conservotion eqsements in order

to effect lhe preservotion of oPen spoce londs, qs hereinofter

defined, in fie County of Boulder;

(c) To ocquire woter rights ond woter sloroge rights for use in

connect¡on with reol property ocquired for open spoce;

(dt To ocquire rights-of-woy ond eosernents foroccess to open

,po." hnà, ondt. koils in the County of Boulder ond to build

ond improve such occesswoys ond troils;

(e! To ocquire options reloted to these ocquisitions;

(fl To pof for olt reloted costs of ocquisition ond construction os

set fo*h in subporogrophs (of through (cl obove;

(gl To improve oll County o[ Boulder oPen spoce property.ond

iiã¡tt ¡n otcordonce with Porks ond Open Spoce policies odopt-

ed by the Boord of County Commissioners; ìmprovements shqll

b" r"álorcd to resource monogement, including but not limited

to woter ìmprovements {irrigotion, domestic use ond recreotion-

ol uses), preservotion enhoncements (bnces, weilonds ond wildlifu

hobitot improvements), ond possive recreotionol uses, such os

hqils, troilheod porking ond other occess improvements, picnic

focilities ond restrooms;

(h) To monoge, potrol, ond mointoin oll County of Boulder open

spoce property ond hqils in occordonce with Porks ond Open

Spoce policies odopted by the Boord of County Commission-

ers;
(i) To permit the use of these funds for the ioint ocquisition of open

spoce property wi$ municipolities locoted within the Counly

of Boulder in qccordonce with on ìntergovernmentol ogreement

for open spoce or with other governmentol entilies or lond trusts;

(i| To poy the costs of issuonce ond debt service of the revenue

bonds, including principol ond inlerest thereon, os outhorized

by this resolution. ,

Open spoce lond, for the purposes of this resolution, is gener-

olíy described os: those londs in which it hqs been determined

by the Boord of County Commissioners thot it is, or moy in the

future be, within the public interesl to ocquire on interest in

order to ossure lheir protection ond to fulf¡ll one or more of the

funclions described below. lnterests ocquired moy include fee

simple, leose, eosements, development rights ond conservotion

eqsemenls.

Open spoce sholl serve one or more o[ the bllowing functions:

(o) urbon shoping behveen or oround municipolities or com-

munity serviceoreos ond buffer zones between residentiol ond

non-residentiql development;
(b) preservotion of criticol ecosystems, noturql oreos, scenic

vistos ond oreos, fish ond wildlile hobitot, noturol resources ond

londmorks, ond culturol, historicol ond orcheologicol oreos,;

lc) linkoges ond troils, occess to public lokes, sheoms ond other

usobb oþen spoce londs, streom coridors ond scenic corridors

olong existing highwoys;
(d) oreos of environmentol preservotion, designoted os oreos

of concern, generolly in multiple ownership, where severol dif-

ferent preservolion methods (including other governmentol bod-

ies' porticipotion or privote ownership) moy need to be uti-

lized;
(e) conservotion of noturol resources, including but not limited to

forest londs, ronge londs, ogriculturol lond, oquifer rechorge

oreos, ond surfoce woter;
(f) preservotion of lond for ouldoor recreotion oreos limited to

possive recreqtionol use, including but not limited to hiking, pho-

iogrophy or noture studies, ond, i[ specilicolly designoted, bicy-

cling, horsebock riding, or fishing.

Open spoce ocquisitions sholl be os exemplified fr', oriiiräilar

in'chorocler to, those identified on Exhibit A, ottoched hereto ond

incorporoted herein by this reference.

Once ocquired, open spoce moy be used only for possive recre-

otionol purposes, for ogriculturol purposes, or lor environmen-

tol preservotion purPoses, oll os set forth obove.

I O. fHnf the'Boord of County Commissioners will onnuolly

consuh the City Councils ond Town Boords of the municipolities

within Boulder County to ossure thot open spoce preservotion

ond troil proiects identified by municipolities ore considered in

setting county open sPoce ocquisition ond troil development pri-

orilies for the following colendor yeor.

I l. THAT no open spoce lond ocquired through the revenues

provided by this soles ond use tox moy be sold, leosed, troded,

or olherwise conveyed, nor moy ony exclusive license or per-

mit on such open spoce lond be given, until opprovol of such dis-

posol by the Booid o[ County Commissioners. Prior lo such

dirporoí, the proposed sholl be reviewed by the Porks ond Open

Spåce Advisory Committee, ond o recommendofion sholl be for-

worded to the boord of County Commissioners. Approvol of the

disposol moy be given only by o moiority vofe of the members

of rhe Boord of County Commissioners ofter o public heoring held

with notice published ot leost ten (10) doys in odvonce in lhe

officiol newspoper of the County ond of eoch city ond incor-

poroted town within the County, giving the locotion of the lond

in question ond the intended disposol thereof. No such open

,pott hnd sholl be disposed of until sixty (ó0) doys bllowing the

iote of Boqrd of County Commissioners' opprovol of such dis-

posol. tf, wiúin such sixty (ó0) doy period, o petition meehng

ihe ,equirements of 529'2-104, c.R.s., os omended, or its suc'

."rror rtolulu, is filed with the County Clerk, requesting thot such

disposol be submified m o vote of the electors, such disposol sholl

noi bu.ot" effective until o referendum held in occordonce

with soid stotute hos been held. The provisions of this porogroph

sholl not opply üc ogriculturol leoses br crop or grozing purposes

br o þrm of en (l0l yeors or less.

I 2. lf rhe reol property or ony inÞrest therein ocquired by use of

proceeds of so¡d soles ond use tox pursuont-to porogroph 9 of

rhis resolution be ever sold, exchonged, tronsferred or otherwise

disposed of, the considerotion br such sole, exchonge, tronsþr

or iisposition sholl be sub¡ect to lhe some expenditure ond use

restricions os those set forth herein for the originol proceeds of

soid soles ond use tox, including restrictions set forth in this

porogroph; ond i[ such considerotion is by its noture incopoble

of being'subiect, then the proposed sole, exchonge, tronsfer or

disposition sholl be unlovlul ond sholl not be mode'
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13. THAT lhe County of Boulder will not use ony of the rev-

enues received from the soles ond use lox to ocquire on inter-

est, other lhon on option, in open spoce lond within the com-

munity servicê oreo of o municipolity os designoted ond
recognized by oction of the Boord of County Commissioners in

occordonce with the Boulder Counfy Comprehensive Plon or os

provided in on intergovernmentol ogreement with such munici-

polity, without the concurrence of the municipolity involved.

14. THAT revenue generoted from octivilies on open spoce londs

moy be used to ocquire, mqnoge, potrol, improve ond moin-
toìn open spoce properties.
.l5. 

THAT o speciol fund, to be known os lhe "Boulder County

Open Spoce Soles ond Use Tox Copitol lmprovement Fund" (the

"Fund") sholl be creoted ond tho ot leost ninety percent (90%)

ond up to one-hundred percent (1 00%) o[ totol revenues moy be

pledged for copitol improvement bonds ond be deposited into

the Fund, ond thot soles ond use tox revenue bonds moy be

issued in the oggregote omount of $40 million, the proceeds of

which sholl be used for the purposes ond in occordonce with fie
limìtotions of this resolution, for the repoyment of which the

monies deposited in the Fund sholl be pledged, ond thot ó.5%

sholl be the moximum net effective inlerest rote of the bonds, ond

thot, if this bollot meosure is opproved by o moiorily of the vot-

ers voting thereon, the Boord of County Commissioners sholl

odopt o resolution outhorizing the bonds ond setling the lerms

thereof in occordonce with ùe provisions of soid Article, such

bonds being issued under the outhorily of Sectìon 29'2-112,
c.R.s.
I ó. THAT o moximum o$ ten percent (10%) of totol revenues moy

be deposited into o speciol fund, to be known os the "Boulder

County Open Spoce Soles ond Use Tox Operotions ond Moin-

tenonce Fund", ond lhe monies deposited therein moy be used

to poy for operotions ond mointenonce octivilies for ony inter-

est in open spoce londs owned by the County of Boulder.

17 .IHAT interest generoted from the revenues o[ the soles ond

use tox sholl be used for lhe purposes sel forth in lhis resolu-

tion.
18. THAT, for purposes of Colo. Const., Art. X, Section 20, the

receipt ond expenditure of revenues of the soles ond use Ìox ond

of the revenue bonds ond refunding bonds, if ony, sholl be

occounTed for, budgeted ond opproprioted seporotely from

other revenues ond expenditures of Boulder County ond ouf-

síde of the fiscol yeor spending of the County ss colculoted

under Art. X, Seclion 20, ond nothing in Art. X, Section 20, sholl

l¡mit the receipt ond expenditure in eoch fiscol yeor of the full
.omount of such revenues o,f the soles ond use tox ond fhe rev-

,enueiond ¡.efunding bonds, nor'sholl receipt ond expenditure

of such revenues oflecl or limit the receipt or expenditure of
ony ond oll other revenues of Boulder County for ony fiscol

yeor
19. THAT if ony provision o[ this resolulion or the opplicotion

thereof to ony person or circumstonces is held involid, such

involidil¡ sholi not offecf other provisions or opplicotions'of this

resolution which con be given offecl without the involid provision

or opplicotions ond to this end, the provisions o[ this resolution

ore declored to be severoble.

20. THA,T the soles ond use tox sholl expire ot l2:00 o.m. on

Jonuory l, 20.l0, ond oll monies remoining in ony of the Funds

creoted hereunder moy conlinue to be expended for the purposes

set forth herein until completely exhousted.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED:

I . TH.AT ùe Bollot Question on the county-wide soles ond use tox

proposol thot sholl be referred to lhe registered electors of lhe

Counly of Boulder ot o speciol elecÌion to be held on Tuesdoy,

the 2nd doy of November, i 993, sholl be:

SHALL BOUI.DER COUNTY TAXES BE INCREASED $ó,5 MILLION

ANNUALLY (FIRST FULL IISCAL YEAR DOLIAR INCREASE)

THROUGH A SALES AND USE TAX OF 0.25% (ONE QUAR-

TER OF ONE PERCENT) BEGINNING JANUARY I, I994 AND

ENDING DECEMBER 3I, 2009, WITH PROCEEDS USED FOR

TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE,ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE

AS MORE PARTICULARLY SET FORTH IN BOARD OF COUNry

COMMISSIONERS' RESOLUTION 93-174; AND SHALL BOUI-

DER COUNTY DEBT BE INCREASED UP TO $40 MILLION WITH

A REPAYMENT COST OF UP TO $50 MILLION PAYABLE SOLE-

tY FROM A PORTION OF THE PROCEEDS OF SAID 0.25%

SALES AND USE TAX, WHICH AUTHORIZATION SHALL

INCLUDE AUTHORITY TO REFUND SUCH BONDS AND

REFUNDING BONDS WITHOUT ADDITIONAL VOTER

,APPROVAL; AND SHALL BOULDER COUNW BE AUTHORIZED

TO RECEIVE AND SPEND THE FULL REVENUES GENERATED BY

SAID 0.25% SALES AND USE TAX AND THE PROCEEDS OF

SAID BONDS DURING I994 AND EACH SUBSEQUENT YEAR

WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION ANDWITHOUT LIM.

ITING IN ANY YEAR THE AMOUNT OF OTHER REVENUES THAT

MAY BE COLLECTED AND SPENT BY BOULDER COUNTY?

"Sholl o county-wide one quorter of one percenl (0.25%l soles

ond use tox be imposed in the Counh¡ of Boulder beginning Jon-

uory 1 , 1994 ond ending December 3l ,2009 , exempling there-

from soles ond purchoses of certoin items, including, but not lim-

ited to, food, fuel ond energy for residentiol light, heot ond

power, ond mochinery ond mochine tools, the net proceeds of

which sholl be expended for ocquiring, developing necessory

occess to, ond preserving open spoce reol property or inlerests

in open spoce reol property ond wqter rights b be used in con-

nection with open spoce londs, ond developing poths ond recre-

otionol troils, ond for the moinlenonce, improvemenl, monoge-

menlond potrol ofsuch open spoce reol properfy; ond sholl the

County of Boulder be outhorized to creote o speciol fund to be

known os úe "Boulder Counfy Open Spoce Soles ond Use Tox

Copitol lmprovement Fund" (the "Fund") ond to issue soles ond

use tox revenue bonds (the "Bonds") in on oggregote omount

of $40 million in one or more series to be used for copitol
improvemenls including ocquisition of interests in open spoce

reol properÌy ond occess thereto, woter rights, ond improvements

upon open spoce reol property, ond deposit o portion of the rev-

enues of the soid soles ond use Ìox inlo the Fund, pledged to

the repoyment of the Bonds, upon such terms os lhe Boord of

County Commissioners ond stqte ond federol low moy provide,

which quthorizotion sholl include outhority to refund such Bonds

ond refunding bonds without odditionol voter opprovol; ond

sholl the County o[ Boulder be outhorized to receive ond expend

the full soles ond use lox revenues ond the proceeds of the Bonds

ond refunding bonds outhorized by the possoge of this meosure,

ond to budget ond oppropriote such revenues, proceeds ond

expenditures oport from ony other expenditure of the County

which moy be limited pursuont trc Arlicle X, Section 20 of the Col-

orodo Constifution, ond the revenues ond proceeds outhorized

for collection, receipt ond expenditure by the possoge of this meo-

sure sholl not be counted in ony such fiscol yeor spending or

expenditure limitotion; oll the foregoing being in occordonce with

the proposol set forth in Resolution No. 93-l 24 of the Boqrd of

County Commissioners of the County of Boulder doted August

31, 1993."
ADOPTED this 3l st doy of August, 1993.
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF

BOUTDER

The estimoted totol of County fiscol yeor spending for the current

yeor ond eoch of the post four yeors ond the overoll percent-

oge ond dollor chonge for the period ore os follows:

Fiscol Yeor

Yeor SPending

1993 $76,356,235
1992 $76,840,591
1991 s68,756,364: lggo gó4,15ó,833

r ese $58,Æ4,bóe
Totol Percentoge Chonge: 30.ó%

Totol Dollor Chonge: $17,922,166

County estimotes of the moximum dollor omounl of the proposed

tox increose in l994,the first full fiscàl yeor thereof, ond of Coun-

ty fiscol yeor spending in soid yeor without such increose ore

os follows:

PAGD 5

troil systems ond wildlife hobitot before the opportunity ¡s lost.

The loss of wildlife hobitot hqs been o growing concern to Boul-

der County citizens, ond the soles tox will provìde o meons to

preserve hobitot to support o diversity of wildlife. Protecting

streom corridors, wetlonds ond hobitqt oreos in the mountoins

ond the ploins will help ossure ihot ecosystems ore not destroyed

ond thot there will olwoys be o ploce for the wildlife.

0.25% soles tox {25 cents on o $'l00 purchose) is o foir woy to

roise significont odditionol revenue for open spoce purchoses.

Exemptions on [ood, medicines, ond heot ond power sources

help insure ih foirness. Visitors to Boulder County who enioy our

open spoce will help poy for it, contributing olmost 25% of the

soles tox poid in Boulder Counly.

The cost of the lox is smoll. The cost of the 0.25% sqles tox to

the overoge income household in Boulder County would be

opproximotely $33 per yeor. Thot is less thon l0 cents per doy

per household.

The open spoce tox proposol promotes belter communicotion ond

cooperotion between municipolities ond county governmenl con-

cerning designotion ond purchose of open spoce properfies. Eoch

yeor the counfy will solicit input from the municipolilies in selting

open spoce ond troil priorities. Also, the county could not use the

soles tox funds lo purchose lond within o community service oreq

mutuolly odopted by o municipolity ond the county withod the

concurrence of üe municipolity involved.

There is liftle or no loss of tox revenue from buying open spoce

lond ond removing it from the tox rolls. Most of the lond which

the county ocquires os open spoce is ogriculturol lond. County

revenues lost by removing ogriculturol lond from trx rolls becouse

of open spoce purchoses ore reploced opproximolely 2: I wiù
revenues from ùe ogriculturol leosej'on open sPoce properlies.

The leose poymenls from individuol open spoce properties moy

be os much os four or five times thà omounl of property lox

generoted by the property.

A summory of written comments ogoinst Count/ Question A filed

with the Countv Clerk ond Recorder is os follows:

The County is proposing increosing toxes $82 Per overoge res-

idence, for open spoce. Toxpoyer debt obligotion will increose

$ó32 per overoge resident.

Ten million of th¡s debt is for inTerest, ond wilf buy no open

spoce. A fiscolly responsible opprooch would be lo buy the

lond os revenue comes in, ond sove the toxpoyers the inlerest'

Open spoce is expensive lo buy, costly Ìo mointoin, ond drops

off the tox rolls.

This bollot issue tokes owoy your right to receive o tox refund

from "windfoll" tox collections even ofter the debt is repoid.

The County is ottempting to override the Stote Constitution, ond

obolish the spending limit, which could be legolly chollenged ond

involidote this election. Keep the spending limit, ond moke them

live on o budget.

Combined County, city ond school district overoge $424 in

new tqxes next yeor, ond new debt obligotions of $ó,235 per

overoge County residence. Added to this ore federol income

toxes, oddilionol gos tox, ond notionol heolth core will boosl

toxes next yeor, on top o[ rising property opproisols. Vote "NO"

on this question.

The County should not be the lorgest londowner in the Counly.

Open spoce con be preserved through development right ocqui-

silions ond proper lond use ogreements with lond owners. The

County connol mointoin the open spoce they currently hove

odequotely. The lox proposol ollows for port of the proceeds to

go toword mointenonce, but it does not detoil how much funds

ollow for mointenonce. By not dicloting o specific portion for

mointenonce, it leoves it up to the Deporlmenl ond Commis-

sioners. All the proceeds could go toword lond ocquisition ond

probobly only down poyments on huge omounts of property thot

úe County will osk for more funds lo cover the rest of the cosls.

This oppeors to be o woy for the County to holt oll develop-

ment regordless of o comp. plon.

The cities hove oggressive open spoce tox proposols from which

open spoce money should come, since city populotions ore those

in need ond desire for open spoce.

ln oddition to ùe specific comments received ogoinst the pro-

posol which ore summorized obove, certoin generol commenls

were received thot did nol relole specificolly to this bollot ques-

tion bul rother stoted orgumenls ogoinst oll debt increoses, tox

increoses ond increoses of revenue, debt ond spending limits.

Such comments generolly stoted thol governments should use their

existing funds, rother thon borrowed funds, to finonce current

expenditures ond proiecls, thot governments should be oble to

provide on odequote level of services using their present revenue

sources, fhot governments should cul existing expenditures prior

to roising toxes or issuing odditi<lnol debt, thot the elect'¡rs should

not ollow governments lo keep revenues they receive which ore

in excess of the increoses ollowed by odicle X, section 20 of

the Colorodo Constitution, thot debt ond tox increose issues

should not be included in the some question ond thot revenue

Moximum 1994

Tox lncreose

$ó,500,000

Moximum Annuol

Princiool Bolonce Reoovment Cosl

$o $o

Moximum Fiscol

Yeor 
,l994 

Spending

Without Tox lncreoses

$76,996,565

The moximum principol omount of the proposed County bond-

ed debt, the moximum onnuol repoyment cost thereof ond the

moximum totol repoyment cost thereof ore os follow:

Moximum Moximum Annuol Moximum Totol

Principol Amount Repoyment Cost Repoyment Cost

$4o,ooo,ooo $5,850,000 $5o,ooo,0oo

The principol bolonce of totol current County bonded debt, mox-

imum onnuol repoyment cost ond moximum remoining totol

repoyment cosl ore os follows:

Moximum Remoining Totol

Repoyment Cosl

$o

A summory of written comments in fovor of Counly Question A

filed with üe County Clerk ond Recorder is os follows:

Open spoce is o vitol port o[ the economic strength of Boulder

County. Thot's why business leoders olten point to open spoce

ond troils os smenities which moke the county o desiroble ploce

to invest ond work.

Becouse of the ropid poce of growth ond development in Boul-

der County, the opportunities to preserve oPen sPoce ore fost dis-

oppeoring. Lond which is thought Ìo be open spoce is oflen

only open lond thot is very likely to be developed. Boulder Coun-

ty citizens hove repeotedly soid thot scenic or environmenlolly

speciol londs should be preserved. There is on urgent need to

preserve streom corridors, noturol londmorks, community bufbrs,
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increose questions must specify the moximum dollor omount of

lhe increose permited in ony yeor ond further generolly criticized

governmentol wosle ond inefficiencies.

Bouu¡n CouNw Cunr & Recono¡n

P.O. Box 4Zl
Bouorn, CO 8030ó-0421

TrL¡PnoNe: 441-3516

BOULDER VATI.EY SCHOOT DISTR¡CT RE2

BOU]DER AND GIIPIN COUNTIES, COTORADO

Election Office

ó500 Eost Aropohoe

Boulder, CO 80303

Telephone: 447'5114

NOTTCE OF ELECÍ¡ON TO INCREASE TAXES/TO INCREASE

DEBT

Bollot Title ond Text of Bond Question No. t - Bosic Authorizq-

tion:

SHA,LL BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT RE2'S DEBÏ BE

INCREASED $B9,OOO,OOO, WITH A REPAYMENT COST OF

$166,290,620 {WHICH lS THE MAXIMUM PRINCIPAL AND

INTEREST OVER THE LIFE OF SUCH DEBT)AND SHALL BOUL.

DER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT RE2'S TAXES BE INCREASED

$] 0,8ó2,540 ANNUALLY FOR THE PAYMEM OF SUCH DEBT

AND ANY REFUNDINGS THEREOF (THE "BONDS"), ALL FOR

THE PURPOSE OF CONSTRUCTING, ERECTING, ACQUIRING,

PURCHA.SING, ENLARGING, IMPROVING, REMODELING,

REPAIRING, EQUIPPING, FURNISHING OR MAKING ADDI.

TIONS TO ANY SCHOOL BUILDING, AND ACQUIRING, PUR-

CHASING OR IMPROVING SCHOOL GROUNDS, AND PAY-

ING FEES AND COSTS IN CONNECTION WTH THE BONDS,

AND SHALL THE BONDS BEGENERAL OBLIGATIONS OF THE

DISTRICT, BEAR INTEREST AT A MAXIMUM NET EFFECTIVE

INTEREST RATE NOT TO EXCEED ó.óO% PER ANNUM AND BE

REFINANCED AIANY NFT EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE NOT IN

EXCESS OF SUCH MAXIMUM NET EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE,

AND MATURE, BE SUBJECT TOREDEMPTION. wlTH OR WITH.

OUT PREMIUM, AND BE IsSUED, DATED AND SOLD AT SUCH

TIME OR TIMES AND IN SUCH MANNER AND CONTAINING

SUCH TERMS, NOT INCONSISTENT HEREWITH, AS ÏHE

BOARD OF EDUCATION MAY DETERMINE; AND lN CON-

NECTION THEREWTH (I} SHALLTHE DISTRICT'S AD VALOREM

PROPERTY TAXES BE INCREASED IN ANY YEAR IN AN

AMOUNT SUFFICIENT TO PAY THE PRINCIPAL OF, PREMI.

UM, IF ANY, AND INTEREST ON THE BONDS WHEN DUE,

WITHOUT LIMITATION AS TO RATE OR AMOUNT OR ANY

OTHER CONDITION EXCEPT AS STATED ABOVE, AND {IU

SH,A.LL THE PROCEEDS OF THE BONDS, AND THE REVENUES

FROM SUCH TAXES AND ANY EARNINGS FROM THE

INVESTMENT OF SUCH PROCEEDS AND REVENUES, BE COL.

LECTED Á,ND SPENT WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION,

AND WITHOUT UMITING THE COLI.ECTION OR SPENDING OF

ANY OTHER REVENUES OR FUNDS BY THE DISTRICT, UNDER

ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION

OR ANY OTHER I-AW?

SUMMARIES OT WRITTEN COMMENTS FITED WTH THE EIEC.

TION OTFICER

The following summories were prepored from comments filed by

persons FOR the proposol:

. Overcrowding in ùe Boulder Volley School District must be

ollevioted. Enrollment hos increosed by orcr2,700 students since

I990 to its current level o[ 24,303 ond is expected to increose

to 30,000 by yeor 2000.

. The Boord of Educotion concluded ofter months of study thot o

bond issue wos required in view of growth proiections, the olter-

notives for meeting growth, the need b mointoin sofely stondords,

meet technology stondords ond reploce needed equipment'

. The Bosic,Authorizotion request meets urgent short-term needs

for construction of new schools ond odditions, renovotion of exist-

ìng fucilities to meet current slondords ond providing instructionol

ond ìnformotion lechnology, which connot be oddressed through

the onnuol operoting budget.

c Excellent educotion requires odequotely equipped ond

,ncrowded focilities.

o The nine communities wìthin the District ore economicolly

interreloted. ,All DistricÌ residenb hwe o responsibility to provide

ond mointoin schools throughoul the District.

. Stote low provides for the District to borrow funds for build-

ing progroms by issuing bonds opproved by the voters thot ore

poid off over time in úe most cost effective monner. Neither the

operoting budget nor the copitol reserve fund generotes sufftcient

money for o moior building progrom to poy os you go.

o The currenl District mill levy br bond redemption ronks l3 low-

est out of I ó Metro districts.

¡ The District proposes to borrow now becouse interest rotes ore

ot o 2l'yeor low.

. The Districf s onnuol debt repoyment for previous copilol con-

struction is reduced in l99{,ollowing ne,¡¡ debt to be odded with

o minimol cost impoct on toxpoyers.

. Bond issue costs will be poid with interest income eorned

through reinvestment while construction is in Progress.

¡ Since 1988 the District budgetincreose hos been lower thon

the rote of inflotion ond increoses in student enrollment.

. lf the Bosic Aufiorizotion posses, there will only be o net

increose of $2}/yeor per $ 100,000 of morkeÌvolue on o home.

. The Bqsic Authorizotion includes new ond improved technol-

ogy which will enoble students to be prepored for the 2l st Cen-

tury.

. The quolity o[ life in eochcommunity is dependent on thequol-

ity of schools.

. The District hos proven itself to beleon ond well monoged by

mokingodminishotive cuts, progromreductions ond cost effeclive

decisions.

. Excellent schools benefit children ond fieir fomilies ond hove

o positive economic impoct on oll of the communities within the

Districl. They otlroct businesses, bring iobs, enhonce ProPerty
volues ond ensure economic vitolity, benefiting oll toxpoyers.

The following summories were prepored from comments filed by

persons AGAINST the proposol:

. Spending more money per studenl, hiring more Teochers ond

increosingteocher solories häs not increosed student ochievement

in the United Stotes.

r There ore currently empty seots in the school district.

. Deferred moinlenonce should come from operoting budget not

proposed bond issue.

o District hos no shortoge o[ funds. More money isn't the onswer

Accountobility is needed first.

¡ lnsteod of increosing toxes ond debt, use existing revenues

by cutting woste, solories ond fringe benefits'

BOULDER COUNTY COORDINÀTED ELECTTON

¡ Government debt is too high. Should poy-os-you-go ond stop

possing the bill to children ond grondchildren.

. Debt finoncing is too expensive os only bond deolers ond

investors benefrt. Costs of bond issue ore included in the bor'

rowing.

r District should cut spending ond use the sovings. Not to hove

lhe money on hond now is o sign o[ bod plonning.

Bollot Tiile ond Text of Bond Question No. 2 - Additionol Autho-

rizotion - Long-Term Copitol Plon:

SHALL BOULDER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT RE2'S DEBT BE

INCREASED $3ó,OOO,OOO WITH,A REPAYMENT COST OF

$72,053,640 {WHICH lS THE MAXIMUM PRINCIPAL AND

INTEREST OVER THE LIFE OF SUCH DEBT) AND SHALL BOUL-

DER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT RE2'S TAXES BE INCREASED

$¿,S¿I,óóO ANNUALLY FOR THE PAYMENT OF SUCH DEBT

AND ANY REFUNDINGS THEREOF (THE "ADDITIONAL

BONDS"), WHICH SHALL BE INCURRED ONLY IF THE BASIC

AUTHORIZATION IS APPROVED, ALL FOR THE PURPOSE OF

CONSTRUCTING, ERECTING, ACQUIRING, PURCHASING,

ENLARGING, IMPROVING, REMODEUNG, REPAIRING, EQUIP-

PING, FURNISHING OR MAKING ADDITIONS TO ANY

SCHOOL BUILDING, AND ACQUIRING, PURCHASING OR

IMPROVING SCHOOL GROUNDS, AND PAYING FEES AND

COSTS IN CONNECTION WITH THE ADDITIONAL BONDS,

AND SHALL THE ADDITIONAL BONDS BE GENERAL OBLIGA.

TIONS OF THE DISTRICT, BEAR INTEREST AT A MAXIMUM

NET EFFECTIVE INTEREST R,ATE NOT TO EXCEED 7.60"/"PER

ANNUM AND BE REFINANCED AT ANY NET EFFECTIVE

INTEREST RATE NOT IN EXCESS OF SUCH MAXIMUM NET

EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE, AND MATURE, BE SUBJECT TO

REDEMPTION, WTH OR WITHOTJT PREMIUM, AND BE ISSUED,

DATED AND SOLD AT SUCH TIME OR TIMES AND IN SUCH

MANNER AND CONTAINING SUCH TERMS, NOT INCON.

SISTENT HEREWITH, AS THE BOARD OF EDUCATION MAY

DEIERMINE; AND lN CONNECIION THEREWTH ll) SHALLTHE

DISTRICT'S AD VALOREM PROPERTY TAXES BE INCREASED IN

ANY YEAR IN AN AMOUNT SUFFICIENT TO PAY THE PRIN-

CIPAL OF, PREMIUM, IF ANY, AND INTEREST ON THE ADDI.

TIONAT BONDS WHEN DUE, W|THOUT TIMITATION AS TO

RATE OR AMOUNT OR ANY OTHER CONDITION EXCEPT AS

STATED ABOVE, AND (IU SHALLTHE PROCEEDS OF THE ADDI-

TIONAL BONDS, AND THE REVENUES FROM SUCH TAXES

AND ANY EARNINGS FROM THE INVESTMENT OF SUCH

PROCEEDS AND REVENUES, BE COLLECTED AND SPENT

WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION, AND WTHOUT LIM-

ITING THE COLLECTION OR SPENDING OF ANY OTHER REV.

ENUES OR FUNDS BY THE DISTRICT, UNDER ARTICLE X, SEC-

TION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY

OTHER IAW?

SUMMARIES OT WRITTEN COMMENTS TITED WTH THE ETEC.

TroN otflcER

The following summories were prepored from comments filed by

persons FOR the proposol:

. Refer to the Summory of Comments FOR the Bosic Authorizo-

tion. Those commenh ore included in ûis summoq¡ FOR the Addi-

ilonol Bonds.

. The Additionol Bonds will not be issued unless the Bosic AuÌho'

rizotion is opproved.

. The Additionol Bonds oddress needs proiected through the yeor

2000 (seven yeors from now).

. The Additionol Bonds ollow the District to plon for úe student

enrollment growth which will occur, rother fion reqct to it when

it is occurring or respond to it oher the foct. Becouse ¡t tokes

l8-24 months to build o new elementory school, it is impero-

tive to begin now to provide for the schools thot will be needed

in 199ó-2000.

. The,Additionol Bonds will provide four new elemenlory schools,

o middle school oddition ond building ond site improvemenls'

o The Bosic Aufiorizotion ($201 ond the Additionol Bonds ($15)

will cost the owner of o home with o morket volue of $ I 00,000

o lotol of $35 more in 1994 thon the omount poid for school

bonds in 1993. This omount is less thon $3 per month'

. Voting "no" moy couse o chonge in budget prioriTies.

. ln light o[ oll the other locol demonds, volers must moke the

hord choices the politicions won't. Government con't do every-

fting for everybody.

r Property toxes ore unfoir becouse they ore not bosed on obil-

ity to poy ond they hurt people on fixed incomes, po*iculorly

senior citizens.

o Government should privotize octivities to sove money.

e Government moy hove other ohernotives to increosing toxes,

such os using reserves, imposing user [ees, firing odministro-

tors or selling ossets.

¡ Government's increosed revenues over lhe yeors should be

used insteod of increosing toxes. Higher toxes horm toxpoyers

ond hurt the economy.

. Meosure violotes the ShteConslitution ond will cost District legol

fees.

. Voling "yes" meõns higher toxes.

Page 147 of 160 | 2016-11-04



r|i[:l r\(l

I'AGIT 39
ßOULDER COUNTY COORDINATID NLECTION

.lf Lyons refunds the $90,000, the overoge residence will receive

o refund of $l g¿.

.Combined new toxes for lown, county, & school distrìct odd

up to $54'l lor 1994, & will increose totol toxpoyer debt $5,102

per overoge Lyons resident.

.The bollol question is vogue; percentoges of funds ro be ollo-

cqted to streels & wqter purchoses ìs not defined.

.Explonotion of need for odditionol woter resources, how mony

residents con lhe existing supply support?

"The Town hos o cleor need Ío. long overdue slreet repoir; mony

slreets moy be beyond inexpensive repoir due to yeors of neglecl'

.Port of the bqllot ìssue osks funding for o resource to ollow

unfettered grovdh.

.We cleorly connot offord to support the existing Town infros-

lruclure yet we wont more?

.By opproving bollot question No. ì you give up your righT to

o refund of excess revenue.

.Colorodo Springs received o $2,000,000 refund credited to

their electric bills, TABOR requires government to shqre the

excess increose obove its oulomotic revenue growth.

.This is o request for o revenue chonge. Reod the bollot issue cqre-

fully, it must osk for o specific dollor omount os on override. lf

o bollot issue violotes the Constìlution you the voter should vote

ogoinst the issue.

"Government is osking to relurn to the bod old doys of unlimit-

ed spending, which meons more bureoucrocy ond regulotion.

.Send the government the messoge to "Live on o budget ond

shore windfoll revenue obove your normolly ollowed growth wifi
the citizens you work [or."

-Modest tox refunds will help the economy, more money to spend

meons more iobs.

.Sovìng one dollor in toxes is like o two dollor poy roise, os toxes

ore 50% o[ income no*. 
_r

.Con governmenl top from its reserves if lhis revenue limit over-

ride is defeoted? Hove lhey kuly considered ALL olþrnotives?

.Who con spend your hord eorned money better, you or some

bureoucrot? ..

.lf you wont unlimited government spending without citizen con-

troi, vote yes. lf you wonl governmenl to live on o budget ond

you wont your refund vote no.

(See box oÌ toP of Poge.)

Town of Lyons

Lyons Town Clerk

P.O. Box 40

Lyons, CO 80540-0040

Telephone: 823'6622

ATTENSPARK WATER & SANITATION DIsÏ.

NOT¡CE OT ETECT¡ON ON A REFERRED MEASURE

TO INCREASE REVENUE AND SPENDING LIMITATIONS

i. The election will be held on Tuesdoy, November 2, 1993,

between the hours of Z:00 AM ond Z:00 PM.

2. District's Election Officer's oddress ond telephone number

is:

Ëlection O[ficer
P.O. Box 9l
Allenspork, CO 8051 0-0091

Telephone: 747-2048

3. The bollot title ond text ore os follows:

A QUESTION REGARDING AUTHORIZATION TO ÊXCEED REV-

ENUE AND SPENDING LIMITATIONS.

SHALL ALLENSPARK WATER AND SANITATION DISTRICT BE

AÚTHORIZED TO ACCEPT GRANT MONEYS FROM THE STATE

OF COLORADO IN AMOUNT UP TO AND INCLUDING

$5OO,OOO IN THE AGGREGATE, WHEN AND IF SUCH MON-

EYS BECOME AVAILABLE TO THE DISTRICT OVER THE NEXT

FOUR YEARS, AND SHALL THE MONEYS RECEIVED FROM

SUCH GRANT OR GRANTS AND INVESTMENT EARNINGS

THEREON, BE RECEIVED AllD SPENT BY THE DISTRICT lN 'ANY

YEAR WITHOUT REGARD TO ANY SPENDING REVENUE.RAIS-

ING OR OTHER LIMITATION IMPOSED BY OR CONTAINED IN

ARTICLE X, SECTION 20 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION,

SUCH AMOUNTS TO CONSTITUTE VOTER APPROVED REV-

ENUE AND SPENDING CHANGES OF THE DISTRICT?

4. The following comment wos received in fovor of the bollot pro-

posol:

Approvol of lhis bollot issue will enoble ùe Allenspork Woter

ond Sonitotion District to receive slote gronts from the stote of

Colorodo for purpose of preliminory plonning ond design of o

sewoge treotmenl system. Withoul such oulhorizotion by lhe vot-

ers, lhe Dislrict moy be precluded from receiving ond spending

such funds. There is no ossuronce thot funds will be ovoiloble this

fiscol yeor, but funds moy become ovoiloble in succeeding fiscol

yeors.

5. The following comment wos received ogoinst thìs specific bol-

lot proposol:

This bollot issue should be reiected in order to deloy this pro-

iect unril ìt hos been betler reseorched ond more equitobly

plonned: the priority wostewoter plont sites ore on commerciol

properties oulside the Dìstrict ond will result in extensìve horm to

these businesses ond prolonged litìgotion; properly owners with-

in the District will be required to beor the finonciol burden of por-

ticipotion in lhe syslem regordless o[ their need or [inonciol

obility ond, for out of slote owners, without the opportunity lo

vote on the issue.

The following is o summory of comments which were received in

opposition to oll bollot issues in the stote regording increoses to

estoblìshed revenue limitotions:

The TABOR Amendment requires thot governments nol spend

more thon their constitutionolly imposed revenue limitotion. This

is o requesl for on increose in thot limìtotion, ond the requesl must

specify the "dollor omount" of thot increose. Are there oherno-

tives ovoiloble to the government other thon lhis revenue

increose? Con the government reduce solories ond hinge benefits

of its public servonts? ls lhere specìfic ond good iustificotion for

this request? Are there other progroms thot could be trimmed

lo provide the money? Voting "NO" ìs the only woy to force

the government to review its budget priorìties. We musl moke the

hord choices the politicions won't- Government con't do eveqy-

thing for eveqybody. Con government lop from its reserves if lhis

revenue limit override is defeoted? Con their needs be hondled

in onolher woy? Are there too mony odministrstors? Con some

ossets be sold?

BOULDER COUNTY GUNBARREL

GENERAT IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

AUESTION NO. I:
SHALL BOULDER COUNTY GUNB,A.RREt GENERAL IMPROVË.

MENT DISTRICT DEBT BE INCREASED BY NOT MORE THAN

$2,535,000 IN PRINCIPAL AMOUNT. WITH A REPAYMENT

COST OF NOT MORE THAN $3,ó95,I I5 TOTAL PRINCIPAL

AND INTEREST BYTHE ISSUANCE OF NEGOTIABLE INTERESÏ-

BEARING GENER,ALOBLIGATION BONDS FOR THE PURPOSE

OF TINA.NCING Á.ND REFINANCING, IF NECESSARY OR

DESIRABLE, THE ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION AND

INSTALLATION OF OPEN SPACE AREAS AND PUBLIC PARKS,

INCLUDING IMPROVEMENTS AS DETERMINED TO BE APPRO'

PRIATE FOR THE ACCOMMODATION OF PUBTIC RECRE'

ATIONAL USES, TOGETHER WITH ALL NECESSARY, INCI-

DENTAL AND APPURTENANT PROPERTIES, FACILITIES,

EQUIPMENT AND COSTS, SUCH BONDS TO BE PAYABLE

FROM PROPERTY TAXES AND ANY OTHER LEGALLY AVAIL-

ABLE FUNDS, TO BECOME DUE AND PAYABLE WITHIN I2

YEARS OF THE DATE OR RESPECTIVE DATES OF SUCH

BONDS, TO BEAR INTEREST AT A NET EFFECTIVE INTEREST

RATE NOT EXCEEDING 7% PER ANNUM. AND TO BE

CALLABLE FOR REDEMPTION WITH OR WTHOUT A PREMIUM

NOT EXCEEDING 3% OF THE PRINCIPAL THEREOF. AS MAY

LATER BE DETERMINED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS, AND

IN CONNECTION THEREWITH SHALL BOULDER COUNTY

GUNBARREL GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT PROPERTY

TAXES BE INCREASED WITHOUT REGARD TO RATE BY NOT

MORE THAN $35ó,ì I8 ANNUALLY TO PAY PRINCIPAL, INTER'

EST AND PREMIUM, IF ANY, ON SUCH BONDS, AND IN

CONNECTION THEREWITH SHALL BOULDER COUNTY GUN-

BARREL GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT BE AUTHORIZED

TO RECEIVE AND EXPEND THE PROCEEDS OF SUCH BONDS

AND RECEIVE AND EXPEND SUCH PROPERTY TAXES AND

OTHER LEGALLY AVAILABLE FUNDS TO THE EXTENT REQUIRED

TO PAY PRINCIPAL, INTEREST.AND PREMIUM, IF ANY, ON

SUCH BONDS OR PROVIDE FOR RESERVES OR ADMINIS-

TRA.TIVE COSTS OI THE DISTRICT, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY

REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION?

.Toke into considerotion things you moy hove heord obout this

governmenf's use o[ existing toxes. Are the solories ond fringe

benefits o[ these public servonts generolly higher thon those of

the loxpoyers they work for?

"ls there o specific ond good iustificotion for this request? Are

there other progroms thol could be trimmed to provide lhe money

ond still ollow s refund?

.Voting "NO" will require lhe government to review their budgeT

priorities.

.Your refund will help you poy for the bollot issues you oPProve,

if you don't vote to give it owoy.

CURRENT CIW BONDED DEBT REPAYMENT SCHEDULE

WATER & SEWER REVENUE BONDS-SERIES ] 99I GENERAL OBLIGATION WATER REFUNDING BONDS

SERIES I 990

ANNUAL REPAYMENT ANNUAL REPAYMENT TOTOI BONdS $5O5,OOO.OO

Yeor Cost Yeor CosÌ Funds of lssuer 99,895'98

l99l 2001 i 5,000 Totol Source $ó04,895'98

1992 5,000 2002 25,000
1993 Iô,OOO 2003 25,000 Bes. Cosh

1994 t 0;000 2oo4 30,000 Full Cosh $591,89ó'88

ì 995 10;000 2005 45,000 lssuonce Cosls 4,000'00

1996 10,000 U/W Spreod(l '282%) 8'999'Ï0
1997 15,000 Bolonce (0'001

1998 15,000 Totol Use $ó04,895'98

1999 ì 5,000
2000 t 5,000

FISCAL YEAR SPENDING INFORM,ATION

DOLI.AR SPENDING

6.57"

13.67"

DOLLAR CHANGE

88,580$1,400,000

I28,580$1,590,000

6.A817"/"
7,1198%
2.7929
6.4798o/"

1 ,A77.83

Ave Rote

NIC
Ave Life

Bond Yield
Accrued lnf.

$.l,13ó,ó83
$t,120,393
$1,009,01ó
$1 ,247,776
$1,31 

,l,420

APPROX.

PERCENTA.GE CHANGE

( r.5)%
(r0 )%

247"
57"

| 16,290l,
111,3771
238,760

63,644

ì 994 Estimoted Budget without oddt'l
soles tqx revenue.l994 

Estimoted Budget with oddt'l
soles tox revenue

FISCAL YEAR

1989 Actuql
1990 Actuol
l99l Actuol
.l992 

Actuol
1993 Estimqte
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OUESTION NO.2:
SHALL BOULDER COUNTY GUNBARREL GËNERAL IMPROVE.

MENT DISTRICT DEBT BE INCREASED BY NOT MORE THAN

$2,O5O,OOO IN PRINCIPAL AMOUNT, WITH A REPAYMENT

COST OF NOT MORE THAN $2,988,0i 5 TOTAL PRINCIPAL

AND INTEREST BY THE ISSUANCE OF NEGOTIABLE INTEREST-

BEARING GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS FOR THE PURPOSE

OF FINA.NCING AND REFINANCING, IF NECESSARY OR

DESIR,ABLE, THE GRADING, PAVING, CURBING, GUTTERING,

DRAINING OR OTHERWSE IMPROVING THE WHOLE OR ANY

PART OF ANY STREET OR ALLEY WITHIN THE DISTRICT,

TOGETHER WITH ALL NECËSSARY, INCIDENTAL AND APPUR.

TENANT PROPERTIES, FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT AND COSTS,

SUCH BONDS TO BE PAYABLE FROM PROPERTY TAXES AND

ANY OTHER LEGALLY AVAILABLE FUNDS, TO BECOME DUE

,AND PAYABLE WITHIN I2 YEARS OF THE DATE OR RESPEC:

TIVE DATES OT SUCH BONDS, TO BEAR INTEREST AT A NET

EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE NOT EXCEEDING Z% PER ANNUM,

AND TO BE CALLABLE FOR REDEMPTION WTH OR WITHOUT

,A PREMIUM NOT EXCEEDING 3% OF THE PRINCIPAL THERE.

OF, A5 AAAY LATER BE DETERMINED BY THE BOARD OF DIREC-

TORS, AND IN CONNECTION THEREWITH SHALL BOULDER

COUNTY GUNBARREL GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

PROPERTY TAXES BE INCREASED WTHOUT REGARD TO RATE

BY NOT MORE THÁ,N $287,770 A.NNUALLY TO PAY PRINCI-

PAL, INTEREST AND PREMIUM, IF ANY, ON SUCH BONDS,

AND IN CONNECTION THEREWITH SHALL BOULDER COUN.

TY GUNBARREL GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT BE

AUTHORIZED TO RECEIVE AND EXPEND THE PROCEEDS OF

SUCH BONDS AND RECEIVE AND EXPEND SUCH PROPERTY

TAXES AND OTHER LEG,AILY AVAII.ABLË FUNDS TO THE

EXTENT REQUIRED TO PAY PRINCIPAL, INTEREST AND PRE.

MIUM, IF ANY, ON SUCH BONDS OR PROVIDE FOR

RESERVES OR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF THE DISTRICT,

NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REVËNUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMI-

TATION?

The octuol totol of District fiscol yeor spending for the currentyeor

ond eoch oî the post four yeors ond the overoll percenloge ond

dollar chonge for the period ore os follows:

Fiscol Yeor

Yeor Spendinq

t993 $ 0
1992 0
1991 0
1990 0

1989 0

Totol Percentoge Chonge: 07" Totol Dollor Chonge: $0

Dìslrict estìmotes of the moxìmum dollor omounls of the proposed

tox increoses in 
,l995, 

the {irst full fiscol yeor thereof, ond of Dis-

trict [iscol yeor spendìng in soid yeor without such increqses

ore os follows:

Moximum Fiscql

Question Moximum Yeor SPending

No. Tox lncreoses Without Tox lncreoses

I $35ó,tì8 $o
2 $287,770 $o

The moximum principol omount o[ the proposed District bonded

debt, the moximum onnuol repoyment cosl thereof ond the mox-

imum totol.repoymenl cost thereof ore os follows:

Moximum Moximum Annuol Moximum Tolol

PrìncipolAmount RePoLmentCost RepoymenlCosT

$2,535,000 $35ó,.l ì I $3,ó95,] l5
2,050,000 287,770 2,988,015

The princìpol bolonce of totol current District bonded debt, mox-

imum onnuol repoyment cost ond moximum remoining lotol

repoyment cost ore os follows:

Moximum Annuol Moximum Remoining Totol

Princìpol Bolonce Repoymenl Cost Repoyment Cost

$o $o $o

significonce; ond to preserve criticol wild life hobitots, wetlonds

ond oùer environmentolly sensitive oreos.

At this time, lhe remoining rurol ond ogricuhurol londs oround

Gunborrel conÌinue Ìo be discussed os possible siles for future

urbon exponsion by the City of Boulder. Urbon growth on these

londs would provide no cleor benefits to residents o[ the Gun-

borrel oreo, but would bring o number of significont negotive

impocts, including increosed troffic, higher rood mointenonce

costs, increosed school overcrowding, ond the loss o[ londs

considered by mony to be fundomentol to the identity ond beou-

ty of the oreo. Purchose of rurol londs by the Generol lmprove-

ment District to preserve open spoce oround Gunborrel would

provide secure protection for lhese londs ogoinsl future urbon

growth ond its oilendont negotive impocts.

Estimoted costs for o properry wiù on ossessed volue o[

$100,000 ore opproxirnotely $35 o yeor for twelve yeors. The

Boulder County Commissioners hove indicoted thot, subiect to

lhe possoge of fiis issue ond the County Open Spoce tox, the

County will provide o molching contribulion loword open spoce

purchose within the Gunborrel Generol lmprovement Dislrict

up to o moximum omounl of $1,900,000; this would potentiol-

ly reduce gignificontly the net costs lo property owners of the Dis-

trict. Further, conlinued growth pressures ore likely to leod fo

higher future lond costs. Poslponing support moy therefore resuh

in substontiolly higher totol costs, ond the possibility thot londs

desired for open spoce preservolion or public porks would be

lost to continued urbon growth.

Vote TES" on this Queslion to indicote your support for the pur-

chose o[ londs br open spoce Preservolion ond public porks with-

in the Gunborrel Generol lmprovement District.

,A summory of writfen comments ogoinst Question No. I filed

with fte County Clerk ond Recorder is os follows:

Gunborrel proposed thot toxes be increosed $35ó, I I I next yeor

to poy for open spoce ond porks. O[ the totol debt requested

$3,ó9ó,1 
'l 5, only two ond one holf million octuolly go for open

spece, ond neorly one-third $l,l ól ,l l5 goes to poy the finonce

chorges. A more fiscolly responsible opprooch would be to pur-

chose the lond os the tox revenue come in, thus soving the tox-

poyers over o million dollors.

Combining oll toxes requested from the city, county ond school

district new loxes run os high os $ó59 for next yeor, ond odd

totol new debt of $10,925 for lhe overoge residence. Open spoce

is expensive to buy ond moinloin. When purchosed it comes

off the tox rolls, ond odds to your property tox bill.

Considering thot federol Toxes hove iust been roised, retrooctively

to Jonuory, o new gos tox hos iust storted, ond notionol heolth

core will boost loxes next yeor, oll on top of ropidly rising prop-

erty voluotions. When ore enough toxes enough?

Vote "NO" on this bollot issr¡e.

ln oddition to the specific comments received ogoinsl the pro-

posol which ore summorized obove, cerloin generol comments

were received thot did nol relole specificolly to th¡s bollot ques-

fion but rolher sloted orguments ogoinst oll debt ìncreoses, tox

increoses ond increoses of revenue, debt ond spending limits'

Such comments generolly shted thot governments should use their

existing funds, rother lhon borrowed funds, to finonce current

expenditures ond prolects, lhot governments should be oble to

provide on odequote level of services using their presenl revenue

sources, lhot governments should cut existing expendifures prior

fic roising loxes or issuing odditionql debt, thot the electors should

nol ollow governments to keep revenues they receive which ore

in excess àf th" in.r"ores ollowed by orticle X, seclion 20 o[

the Colorodo Constitution, thot debt qnd lqx increose issues

should not.be included in the some.question ond thot revenue

increose questions must specify the moximum dollor omount of

the increose permitted in ony yeor ond further generolly criticized

governmentol woste ond inefficiencies.

A summory of wrilten comments in fovor of Queslion No' 2

filed with rhe County Clerk ond Recorder is os follows:

A "YES" vote on lhis Question indicotes thot you support pro-

viding funds for rood repoirs, moinlenonce ond sofefy improve-

ments within the Gunborrel Generol lmprovement District'

The ropid growth ond urbon densities of unincorporoted Gun-

borrel subdivisions hove ploced greol sfroins on the Counly

rood mointenonce budget. Over the next five yeors, lhe County

Tronsportotion DeporÌment estimoles thot costs lo repoir ond

mointoin Gunborrel neighborhood roods will be opproximote-

ly $2,300,000, or opproximotely $4ó0,000 per yeor' This com-

iores with Ée totql 
.l993 

County poved rood mointenonce bud-

gel of $520,000. Further, County priorities for rood repoirs ond

moinlenonce ore given to mountoin ond high volume orteriol ond

collector roods; funds ovoiloble lo improve neighborhood roods

ore quite limited. Roising County toxes to perform rood repoirs

ond nrointenonce in Gunborrel is unlikely, os this would require

opprovol by voters in o Counly-wide election' Put simply, with-

trOULDDR COUNTY COORDINATED I'LECTION

out oddiïionol funds provided through the Generol lmprovement

District, ùere will noT be sufficient resources ovoiloble for the

Counfy to repoir ond mqinloin neighborhood roods in Gun-

borrel.

The County Tronsportotion Deportment hos performed o detoiled

evoluolion of oll County roods in Gunborrel ond hos developed

o plon to bring these roods up lo proper mointenonce levels.

Required repoirs ronge from complete surfoce reconstruclion on

some older roods to overloys ond minor potching on newer

roods. The costs for moior rood repoirs ore roughly three times

those of minor repoirs. Therefore, deferring mointenqnce to o

loter dote will resuh not only in o degrodotion in rood sofefy, but

olso in substontiolly higher totol costs. Preventotive mointenonce

is o more cost effeclive opprooch.

Estimoted costs for Gunborrel rood repoirs, mqinlenonce ond

sofety improvemenls for o property with on ossessed volue of

$100,000 ore opproximotely $3.l o yeor for iwelve yeors. The

Boulder County Commissioners hove olso indicoted thot, subiect

to the possoge of ùis issue, The Counl'y will contribute qn oddi-

tionol $l for every $2 of principol conhibuted by property own-

ers in the District, thus significontly reducing the net costs lo prop-

erly owners of the District.

Vote "YES" on this Question to indicote your support for pro-

viding funding for rood repoirs, mointenonce ond sofety improve-

ments wilhin the Gunborrel Generol lmprovement Distrìct.

A summory of written comments oqoinst Question No. 2 filed

with the Counv Clerk ond Recorder is os follows:

Gu nborrel proposes thot toxes be increosed $287,77 0 next yeor

to poy for streel moinlenonce ond repoir.

Of the totol debt requested, $2,988,015, only oboul two+h¡rds

octuolly goes to rnointenonce. Neorly one-ùird $938,0.l5 goes

to poy the finonce chorges. Street repoir ond mointenonce ore

normolly poid out of the regulor operoting budget, ond the

need to roise toxes shows poor finonciol monogement.

Combining oll ci[, county ond school district tox increoses they

run os high os $ó59 for next yeor, ond odd totol new debt o[

$ I 0,925 for the overoge residence.

Considering thot federol toxes hove been roised, retrooctively to

Jonuoq¡, o new gos tox hoí iust slorted, ond notionol heolth core

will boost Toxes next yeor, oll on top of ropidly rising property

voluolìons. When ore enough loxes enough?

Vore "NO" on this bollot issue!

ln oddition to the specific comments received ogoinst lhe pro-

posol which ore set forth obove, certoin generol comments were

received thor did not relote specificolly to this bollot question

but rother stoled orgumenls ogoinsl oll debt increoses, tox

increoses ond increoses.of revenue, debt ond spending limits'

Such comments generolly stoted thot governments should use their -

existing funds, rother thon borrowed funds, to finonce current

expenditures ond proiects, thot governments should be oble to

provide on odequoÌe level o[ services using their presenT revenue

sources, thot governments should cul existing expenditures prior

lo roising toxes or issuing odditionol debt, thol the elecbrs should

not ollow governments to keep revenues they receive which ore

in excess o[ lhe increoses ollowed by orticle X, section 20 of

the Colorodo Consïitution, thot debt ond lox increose issues

should not be included in the some quesÌion ond thot revenue

increose questions must specify the moximum dollor omounf o[

the increose permitted in ony yeor ond further generolly crilicized

governmentol wosle ond inefficiencies.

Boulder Counly Clerk & Recorder

P.O. Box 4Zl
Boulder, CO 8030ó-0¿71

Telephone: 441-3516
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A summory o[ writlen commenls in fovor o[ Queslion No' I

filed with the County Clerk ond Recorder is os follows:

A "YES" vole on fhis Question indicotes thot you support pro-

vìdìng funds in order to purchose londs for open sPoce preser-

votion ond public porks within the Gunborrel Generol lmprove-

ment Districl. Specific Purposes for open spoce purchcse include:

to provide o buffer to preserve community identity, limit future

growth ond contoin urbon sprowl; lo ollow continuotion of exist-

ìng visuol corridors; lo reloin oltroctive gotewoys inlo ond out of

Gunborrel; to preserve ogriculturol londs of slotewide or locol

GountY

Àl¡
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Sheetl

SOURCE: CAFRS

REVENUES:

Taxes -

lnterest on investments

for services

Sale of fixed assets

Miscellaneous

Total revenues

EXPENDITURES:

fees

General

Total non-open space

Open space purchases/ conservation

Debt service

lnterest & fiscal

Total expenditures:

EXCESS (DEFtCtENCY) OF REVENUES OVER
EXPENDITURES

oTHER FTNANCTNG SOURCES (USES)

Bond proceeds

transfers in

Operating transfers out to General Funds

Total other financing sources (uses):

EXCESS (DEFtCtENCY) OF REVENUES AND
OTHER FINANCING SOURCES AND OTHER
FINANCING USES

FUND BALANCES, BEGINNING OF YEAR

FUND BALANCES, END OF YEAR

GUNBARREL PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT, GPID
F known as Gunbarrel General lm rovement Di GGI

3,216,248 649,032

H & street

785,831 792,628 214,847 228,608 253 17,655 17,655 $17,6550265,7161,259,074'1,282,2082,011,421

r7,65517,655266,716253,458228,608214,847525,550752,628785,831713,214649,0321,259,074'i,282,2082,011,4213,216,248

(17,655)0(248,061)12,25824,85013,761(310,703)(267,07816,79772,61764,182(610,042)(23,134)(729,2131(1,204,82713,216,248

(r7,655)000000000000003,512,731

17,655

$3,512,73r3,512,731

(248,061)12,25824,85013,761(310,703)(267,07816,79772,61764,182(6r0,042)(23,134)(725,2131(1,204,8271(296,483)

259,536422438,640439,965740,6157U,695442,375¿f43,950439,2241,015,333509,8211,288,8491,830,446337,594

$1,536,07523,64044,96565,61584,695102,3751 18,950134,2001ß,255161 ,380172,973433,22145,806

$3,350,000415.000395,000375,000360,000340,000325,000305,000295,000275,OOO265,000

$2,300,340259,536422300,000300,00024572,078I,500575,06929't.711

$1,745,05071,941850,876822,15677

$71.94171,941

91,2871,287

$826,7664,533822,15677

845,056

11,47512,680463,490463,726429,912477,617M9,172516,567503,406405,291486,687559,636625,61941,111

$2,4001.2001,200

$3,0003,000

$320320

$5.1395,139

$664,88811,473't2,68014,52718,27942,52666,6545l,98055,35482,125123,201144,97841,11'l

$275,6206,21032,25435,'t9138,56436,16228,26532,O4733,71133,216

94,485,0222448,963447,516424,773427,084371,455411,349412,264321,672371 ,315401 ,204447,425

2009200820072006200520042003200220012000199919981997f99619951994 1994 - 2009

$5,436,389

$84s 056

$8,931,465

$1,305,634$0$0$440,ß4$0$0$o$,185,170$380,000$0$0$o$0$o$o$0$0County contr¡bution
$2.300.340$0$0$259,536$422$0$0$300,000$300,000$0$0$24$572,078$l,500$0$s7s,069$291,711GPID money

$700,000$785,1 70$680,000$572,078$s75,069$291,711Purchase Price

LOT B

Jointly owned

LOT I

Jointlv owned

LOT J

Jointly owned

LOT A

Wholly owned

LOT M

Wholly owned

LOT L

Wholly ownedWarranty deed title
Parcels #

GUNBARREL PUBLTC TMPROVEMENT D|STRTCT (cprD) OPEN SPACE PURCHASED

known as Gunbarrel General lmprovement District, GGI

OPEN SPACE PURCHASES:

Page 1
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Open Space Properties in GPID Area

Original
Finance's POS' Actual Proposed

# Property GPID Lot Acres Year Price GPID $ GPID $ County $ County $
1 Churchill B 28.27 2007 $700,000 $259,536 $259,536 $440,464 $350,000
2 Coen J 30.02 2002 $680,000 $300,000 $300,000 $380,000 $340,000
3 Heatherwood Notch L 39.20 1994 $294,030 $291,711 $294,030 $0 $147,015
4 Jafay M 75.76 1995 $568,200 $575,069 $568,200 $0 $284,100
5 James Construction A 39.02 1998 $570,280 $572,078 $570,280 $0 $285,140
6 Johnson Trust I 29.81 2003 $785,170 $300,000 $300,000 $485,170 $392,585

242.09 $3,597,680 $2,298,394 $2,292,046 $1,305,634 $1,798,840

Maximum county match for purchases (listed in Election Notice) : $1,900,000
Remaining county match IF  county were to match up to $1,900,000: $594,366

 Not Acquired With GPID - Acquired Before GPID, etc.
1 Gunbarrel Estates 10.60 1977 $0
2 Habitat 2.90 1976 $0
3 Homestead, The 1.79 1978 $0
4 McCarthy (trail) 1.20 2000 $0
5 Red Fox Hills 13.99 1980 $0
6 Twin Lakes 13.11 1970 $0
7 Twin Lakes 2 42.00 2002 $130,000 in Area II, not Area III-Rural Preservation
8 Walden Ponds 101.50 1958 $0
9 Willows 10.76 1978 $0

In 1993, a suggestion was made at a public meeting of the Boulder County Commissioners that if the County’s open space tax 
passed, the county might be willing to match up to $1.9 million (which was the original GPID sales tax collection projection) for 
open space purchases. That statement was described in the Election Notice in the written comments in favor of the initiative, 
but that statement was not made by the county itself. Boulder County never made an official commitment to match, or for the 
match to be at 50%. In addition, the original proposed county match never equated to $1.9 million. The GPID paid 100% of the 
purchase price for the first three open space properties they purchased – James Construction, Jafay and Heatherwood Notch.  
County contributions are listed in the table below showing how the county has matched GPID acquisition funding.

If the county were to pay additional funds match up to the full $1.9 million, it would invest only in the remaining original priority 
properties identified for GPID funding, which are in the Rural Preservation Area of Area III of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive 
Plan. These properties lie north of Jay Road to the south side of the subdivisions, east of 63rd Street, and west of the Johnson 
Trust property. (Properties east of the Coen property are not within the GPID area.)

From Notes to Basic Financial Statements in a county Budget Book (presumably from 2009 or later):  In 2009, the Gunbarrel GID 
fund was closed and the remaining equity transferred to the General Fund. (Also, the tax expired on 12/31/09.)
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From: Bill Smart [mailto:bsmart6836@icloud.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 7:35 PM
To: Wobus, Nicole
Subject: Re: Is it legal to build on a flood plain?

Nicole,

Thank you for your timely response.  As a community in close proximity to the proposed 
Twin Lakes project, we need to be assured that we will be properly compensated for any 
damages this project may cause, not only to the project, but to neighboring properties as well. 

We feel we have made our best effort to forewarn the City Commissioners of the land's 
fragility and hope they will reassess this proposed plan by taking into consideration ALL 
individuals that could be affected.  I think you would agree that "get a lawyer" is not an 
acceptable response and does not instill ones confidence in their city officials.

Thank you again.
Kay and Bill Smart

Sent from my iPad

On Oct 27, 2016, at 10:24 AM, Wobus, Nicole <nwobus@bouldercounty.org> wrote:

Hello Kay and Bill,

Your messages below, and a related message, were passed along to me. I
appreciate your concerns. The city codes would apply to the development
envisioned by the parcel owners, as the parcels would need to be annexed to the
city before the development could occur. Issues related to hydrology were
discussed as part of the series of Twin Lakes Stakeholder Group meetings (see
notes available for the May 19 TLSG meeting, available here). Engineers from the
city and county attended that meeting. Discussion at the meeting included
acknowledgement by Dr. Gordon McCurry that development on the parcels could
be engineered in such a way that would avoid, or potentially improve hydrologic
conditions for neighboring properties. He noted the challenges of engineering a
solution given the presence of wetlands on the vacant parcels.

Again, we appreciate your comments. Note that your communications will be
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added to the public record.

 

Best regards,

 

Nicole

 
Nicole Wobus
Long Range Planning and Policy Manager|Boulder County Land Use Department
Mailing: PO Box 471 Boulder CO 80306
Physical address:  2045 13th street, Boulder CO 80302
Ph: 720-564-2298
nwobus@bouldercounty.org
www.bouldercounty.org/lu
<image001.png>
 

 

 

 

 

 

-----Original Message-----

From: Bill Smart [mailto:bsmart6836@icloud.com]

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 1:09 PM

To: #FloodPlainRegsMapsComment

Subject: Re: Is it legal to build on a flood plain?

 

It is located at 6655 and 6500 Twin lakes Rd , in Gunbarrel.  The Boulder County
Housing Authority has been given the results that have been culled from
exhaustive research by TLAG, including hydrology tests that prove it is
unsuitable for a project the size BCHA is proposing.  The Archdiocese of Denver
who had proposed to build a church at 6655 Twin Lakes Rd., also determined it
was unbuildable.  Ducks swim in this field for weeks in the spring...that should be
proof enough on its own, what more do they need?
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Now the BCHA is asking that the proposed development be even larger.  Can the
BCHA be held responsible for any damage caused, not only to the proposed
development, but to the surrounding housing developments, due to their obvious
lack of research? If so, I think this should be more than enough warning.

 

This project, if it proceeds, could eventually cost the city billions of dollars in
damages.   The current infrastructure is minimal and deteriorating rapidly. They
don't seem to have any intention of repairing or upgrading this infrastructure. 
There have been at least 9 water main leaks just in this past year.  This needs to be
repaired and upgraded to  accommodate such a development.  The only response
we get is "Get a Lawyer." This is not a mature response to hear from an elected
official.

 

If they are not willing to give us truthful answers, we are asking you to give us
your unbiased response to such a potentially disastrous and irresponsible act. 
They don't seem to be concerned about anything but their their agenda.  They
clearly have no regard concerning how it will affect this future development,
while arrogantly ignoring the existing neighboring developments.  We are trying
to save them from creating a potentially devastating event.  Such an event that
will severely affect the people they profess to be helping and who will in turn face
being homeless.

 

I am forced to write this request because BCHA's response of "Get a Lawyer!" is
not a satisfactory, nor is it a responsible answer to hear from Elise Jones, our
"current"elected official. 

 

This is deeply troubling and needs to be looked into NOW and not AFTER a
DISASTER happens.   Please answer this reply as soon a possible.

 

Thank you for listening to a truly concerned citizen.  Show us that our voice is
also being heard.

 

Kay and Bill Smart

 

Sent from my iPad
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> On Oct 21, 2016, at 7:33 AM, #FloodPlainRegsMapsComment
<floodplainregsmapscomment@bouldercounty.org> wrote:

>

> Hello Kay,

>

> Can you tell us a little more background about why you are asking so that we
may focus our response? A particular address? A particular type of work,
development or project you are considering? Timeframe for doing the work?

>

> Thank you.

>

>

> -----Original Message-----

> From: Bill Smart [mailto:bsmart6836@icloud.com]

> Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2016 7:30 PM

> To: #FloodPlainRegsMapsComment

> Subject: Is it legal to build on a flood plain?

>

> What are the restrictions for building a development on a flood plain? Do those
same restrictions apply to land with a high water table prone to flooding?

>

> Kay Marshall

>

>

> Sent from my iPad

>
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From: Wobus, Nicole
To: georgehouse@comcast.net
Cc: Ellis, Lesli; Giang, Steven; "Sugnet, Jay"
Subject: FW: Twin Lakes Land Use Change Requests
Date: Friday, October 28, 2016 3:34:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hello Donna,
 
You’re correct that the Planning Commission decided at its October 19 meeting to reconsider its
decision on the Twin Lakes land use designation change requests. The reconsideration process has
not been solidified yet. We will update our website and provide notice of next steps as soon as we
have more information to share.
 
I understand your interest in gaining clarity on next steps, and thank you for your patience.
 
Best regards,
Nicole
 
Nicole Wobus
Long Range Planning and Policy Manager|Boulder County Land Use Department
Mailing: PO Box 471 Boulder CO 80306

Physical address:  2045 13th street, Boulder CO 80302
Ph: 720-564-2298
nwobus@bouldercounty.org
www.bouldercounty.org/lu

 
 
 

From: georgehouse@comcast.net [mailto:georgehouse@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 3:08 PM
To: Lesli Ellis
Cc: Giang, Steven; Caitlin Zacharias; Jay Sugnet; Wobus, Nicole
Subject: Re: Twin Lakes Land Use Change Requests
 
Thanks Lesli.
 
Jay, Steven, and Nicole,
 
Can you please send answers to the other questions concerning the County hearings.
 
Thanks,
 
Donna
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From: "Lesli Ellis" <EllisL@bouldercolorado.gov>
To: georgehouse@comcast.net, "Steven Giang" <sgiang@bouldercounty.org>, "Caitlin
Zacharias" <ZachariasC@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: "Jay Sugnet" <SugnetJ@bouldercolorado.gov>, "Nicole Wobus"
<nwobus@bouldercounty.org>
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 2:43:35 PM
Subject: RE: Twin Lakes Land Use Change Requests
 
Hi Donna –
 
I’ll answer your question regarding the city schedule and will defer to county staff regarding
process there.
 
On Nov. 1, City Council will take action to postpone the Nov. 10 hearing for Twin Lakes to a
date that will be determined after the county rehearing takes place.  At the earliest, that date
will be sometime in early 2017.  More information will be forthcoming to TLAG and others
via different sources about the Nov. 10 hearing postponement.
 
Kind regards,
 
Lesli
 
From: georgehouse@comcast.net [mailto:georgehouse@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 1:22 PM
To: Ellis, Lesli <EllisL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Steven Giang <sgiang@bouldercounty.org>;
Zacharias, Caitlin <ZachariasC@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Twin Lakes Land Use Change Requests
 
Hi Lesli, Steven, and Caitlin,
 
I just learned that the City Council and Planning Board's November 10th meeting for the Twin
Lakes parcels has been postponed and will probably be rescheduled sometime in the new year.
 Could you please send replies to my other questions below concerning the meetings of
Boulder County Planning Commission and County Commissioners on the Twin Lakes parcels.
 
Thank you,
 
Donna George
 

From: georgehouse@comcast.net
To: ellisl@bouldercolorado.gov, "Steven Giang" <sgiang@bouldercounty.org>,
zachariasc@bouldercolorado.gov
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 1:14:47 PM
Subject: Twin Lakes Land Use Change Requests
 
Hi Lesli, Steven, and Caitlin,
 
I was away last week visiting family.  I heard that on Wednesday, Oct. 19th, the Boulder
County Planning Commission (BCPC) members decided in a 5-1 vote to schedule another
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meeting to reconsider their earlier September 21st vote on the Twin Lakes land-use
designation issue. So as I understand it, BCPC will have another meeting to reconsider the
September 21st vote on the Twin Lakes land-use designation. When will this meeting take
place and will BCPC conduct a new formal meeting with public comment and then hold their
deliberations and vote? Will the Boulder County Commissioners also attend the meeting and
will they also re-vote after the BCPC re-votes?  How does all this affect the November 10th
meeting with Boulder Planning Board and City Council concerning the public meeting and
votes on the Twin Lakes land-use change requests?  Has that meeting been rescheduled and if
so when will it be?  
 
Could you all send out an announcement to the public so they are aware of these changes and
when the meetings will take place and what the procedures will be.  I know someone attended
the October 13th meeting with the Planning Board and City Council thinking that Twin Lakes
was going to be discussed and learned the date had been changed to November 10th.  
 
Thank you for your time considering all this.
 
Donna George
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From: tintala
To: #LandUsePlanner; Boulder County Board of Commissioners; council@bouldercolorado.gov;

boulderplanningboard@bouldercolorado.gov
Subject: Twin lakes
Date: Sunday, October 30, 2016 3:17:31 PM

Hello County Leaders

My name is Shane Williams I have a family in Twin Lakes on clipper ct, only 2 blocks from
your proposed development plan... We are extremely fearful of what this development will
bring and impose on our neighborhood.. Not only will the open space disappear but the
already horrendous traffic issues that exist right now will be exacerbated. Last I heard, you
were supposed to consider your constituents input. If you take our open space, there is NO
MORE!, There is no factory making open space. Once its gone its gone! Not to mention the
already failing infrastructure will not support this development. 

We wonder how is it that you can logically consider this since our tax dollars paid for this land
years ago with the original intention that it was supposed to be a church and community area...
for the community. This has nothing to do with being opposed to affordable housing. Now its
about the spin the commissioners have put on the original intention of our group.. Not to
mention, how would you like open space in you backyard, that your tax $ bought, be
developed by a monopolized commission and housing authority in which is was GIVEN to by
commissioners (same entity)  knowing what its original intention was to be? Also, how would
you like to see apartments in your backyard as opposed to open space where there is abundant
wildlife. I'm guessing none of this even comes close to affecting your household or your
residents. 

How is it that you guys get to move forward with this absurd plan and disregard the whole
community that opposes it? How is it that you guys ca disregard the original intention ? How
is it that you commissioners , are also the head of the housing authority? How is that?
WHY???? Do tell how much you expect to gain from such an imposition? How is it the
Commissioners are also Head of Housing Authority? this creates a sterilized environment for
two organizations that can monopolize one agenda.. against the wishes of a whole community.
 
Anyway, I have a 3 yr old son and a dog that loves to run through the open space and see the
wildlife. My son will never ever get to ride his bike anywhere around here if you move
forward due to the volume of traffic it will introduce to our neighborhood. It will be
exponentially dangerous for walking and riding, as it is right now, people speed up and down
the street that is already dilapidated. I wont be taking rides with my son on this busy street if
this development happens. 

So leaders of our county, we implore you to reconsider this abhorrent development and
consider it as the glorious open space that it already is. It's not broken, so why develop it? This
is illogical, irresponsible and absurd. 

Shane Williams
4426 clipper ct
Boulder, Co
80301
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