/. City of Boulder

q/¢!/'/}{. Open Space and Mountain Parks

g //j/’\ 66 S. Cherryvale Road, Boulder, CO 80302; 303-441-3440
A I : http:/ /www.osmp.org
TO: Hannah Hippley, Planner II; Boulder County Land Use
FROM: Mark Gershman, Environmental Planning Supervisor; City of Boulder Open
Space and Mountain Parks
CC: Ron West and Janis Whisman Boulder County Parks and Open Space
DATE: April 29, 2011

SUBJECT: Docket SI-09-0001, Southern Water Supply Project II

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above application. Several of the alternatives
directly affect City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) land.

These comments do not include a thorough assessment of the accuracy of the information
contained in the docket materials, but rather an assessment of the completeness of the
information for comparing the alternatives. Please consider the following comments for the
Southern Water Supply Project II 1041 Application (henceforth “the Application”) and
accompanying Siting Study (“the Study™).

For a variety of reasons detailed below, Open Space and Mountain Parks does not consider the
application complete. We also do not feel that the information, as presented, allows for a
comparison of the alternatives. As described below, we encourage the County to request several
additions and modifications to the application materials.

Open Space and Mountain Parks Easement Requests

A portion of the proposed alignments for the Southern Water Supply Project II follows an
alignment that crosses city of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks lands. The city owns
these properties in conjunction with the Boulder County Parks and Open Space Department.

The Open Space Board of Trustees (OSBT) has an adopted policy for easement requests on
OSMP land. A copy of the easement policy has already been provided to the applicant. The
applicant must apply for and be granted easements to use OSMP lands, by the OSBT and City
Council, before work may proceed on OSMP land. In addition, the conservation easements
OSMP holds on these properties contain development restrictions. A utility easement is not a
prohibited use under these conservation easements.
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The applicant should be aware that Boulder County also has a process for granting easements on
county open space. It would be to the applicant’s advantage to coordinate the process of
obtaining the required easements with OSMP and Boulder County Parks and Open Space.

Consistency with Boulder County Land Use Code

Our review of the Application and Study began with a review of the Application Submittal
Requirements found in the Boulder County land use code (Art.8 §507). The following items
were either not found in the Application or the Study; or werefound to be incomplete as noted.

8-507 D.7.b.(i1).
(A)Flood Hazard The Application includes a section on
associated with the project once completed. |

appear to occur during the construction p

construction equipment within
seems that the potentially 1
improperly.

_g(on for"e_
> Health ahd Environment, Water

i and numeric standards for Lefthand Creek and its
@eek are 'readlly available on the CDPHE website'. A

(2) Artesian prcs:gure in aquifers

(3) Groundwater flows and directions

(4) Existing aquifer recharge rates and methodology used to calculate recharge to the
aquifer from any recharge sources

(6) Seepage losses expected at stream-aquifer interfaces and methodology used to
calculate seepage losses in affected streams, including description and location of
measuring devices.

(7) Existing groundwater quality and classification.

(8) Location of all water wells and their uses.

" http://www .cdphe.state.co.us/op/wqcc/Standards/RegsCurrent/38_2010%2811%29-2011%2806%29tables.pdf
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Impacts to groundwater could significantly reduce the agricultural productivity of open space
lands directly affected by the project and those nearby. The applicant provides assurances
elsewhere in the documentation that hydrology will be maintained. However, it seems that
having the sort of information required would allow for more informed consideration of the
direct and indirect effects of the alternative routes.

8-507 D.7.b.(1i1) Terrestrial and Aquatic Animals and Habitat
(A) This section calls for the applicant to address the status and relative importance of
livestock in addition to native wildlife species. No m was found in the Application
or the Study about livestock, which are present o of the parcels affected by the
various alternatives.
(B) Similarly, this section includes a requirement t

cribe livestock range to be
s found in either the

Boulder’s Wildlife Protection Ordinance ar
Application, it states that
management of prairie dogs 1
“Prior to construction, affected pr
County and City of Boulder requ
clear commitmen

rple: ogzstnfe (Lythmm salicaria) is an A-listed
,owned lands west of N. 63" Street and south of Coot
ity of Boulder Parks and Recreation Department
est that the County require the applicants to use

i

A-listed species.

8-507 D.7.b.(vi) Signific: vironmentally sensitive factors
The application states; “One property the Boulder Reservoir is used for public outdoor
recreation. There will be no recreation closures during construction”. Figure 3 of
Appendix III from the Study suggests that potentially significant disruption would occur
at the both the parking lot and park at Tom Watson Park from the construction of the
project. This facility is managed by the City of Boulder Parks and Recreation
Department. It also appears that there is potential for impact to ball fields near the
Lefthand Water District treatment plant from both alternatives 1 and 2.~
Please include the City of Boulder Parks and Recreation Department among the
agencies receiving further information about this project.
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Table 16 (Application) does not include all City of Boulder open space affected by the
project. City-owned open space lies east of North 63" Street just north of the intersection
with Colorado Highway 119. This is a city-owned conservation easement. The city has
management responsibility over a portion of this easement. Open Space and Mountain
Parks staff can provide information about the location and extent of city open space land
and easement ownership.

8-507 D.7.b.(viii) Transportation impacts
Although both the Application and Study refer to jurisdiction
Colorado, no mention was found of the City of Boulder’s juf:
potentially elsewhere in the project area). Please includé
Division among the agencies receiving further in form‘%ﬁn

Bpulder County and the State of
‘tion over North 63™ Street (and
of Boulder Transportation
this project.

Consistency with Rquirements of October
We also reviewed the Application and Study
required by Boulder County Land Use in respo
requirements are consistent with OSMP interests.
documentation, or were found to b

”ﬁ@was d1 fficult to understand
¢ ved We suggest that the County
ore tranSpdrent presentation of how these

the long term and short term impacts of the

' differentiate the nature of the impacts to agricultural

native 1 passes through the center of several agricultural

kely to be more disruptive and have the potential for longer

roadsides wher are likely be less disruptive and affects less severe.

o Identify all water feature crossings and the nature and extent of any associated habitat,
describe and quantify the impact of pipeline construction on the associated habitat.
There are significant differences between the information contained in the Application
and the Study. We recommend that the County request the applicant review the
applicable sections in the two documents and reconcile the information. For water
features, we suggest that the applicant use area rather than linear distance when
describing environmental impacts. Given the degree to which the easement width may
vary, it is impossible to compute and compare the level of impact among the various
alternatives based on linear distance alone.
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Similarly, the number of trees seems to be a poor measure to compare among
alternatives. A mature cottonwood and coyote willow are not ecologically equivalent,
and should not be considered one to one equivalents for the alternatives analysis. ,

The inclusion of exotic species and landscape trees in this section is not well explained.
For example, it is unclear if the applicant considers impacts to all trees species as a
detriment or impacts to non-native species as a benefit. There is no specific description of
how the counts of these trees are used in the analysis. We recommend that a more
thoughtful measure of riparian impact be developed by«he e applicant to address these
concerns.

As with impacts to
as an area. It is unclear

e case, a greater focus on the
’s interest.

from the roadway. We recommend separating the two
tion impacts, as they vary independently from each other.

‘es’into a single index and then comparing among alternatives
decreases the validi the comparisons. We did not find a table showing the total
length of the various alternatives [p. 25 of the Study states that they are relatively similar
(8.6-9.7 miles)]. We recommend that the County consider asking the applicant to include
this information.

Comments on the Application and the Study _

Both documents routinely used abbreviations and acronyms without first spelling them
out. This is not conventional in technical writing. The document has difficult to read
when encountering an unfamiliar acronym or abbreviations..
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e Map 1 in the Study is illegible. Perhaps PDF creation resulted in loss of resolution for
this item. Most of the other maps and photos were of high quality. Since Map 1 is the
reference for several of the resources described in the document, this made a careful
review impossible. We recommend that the County request the applicant improve the
quality of this map.

e The route evaluation criteria table (pp. 27-28 in the Application, and 34-35 in the Study)
were inconsistent with the listed criteria (p. 32-33 in the Study) and the Alternative
Ranking Results (pp. 25-26 in the Application and 36»-%?1 1 the Study). For example,
“distance through prairie dog towns” is among the ot eria listed on p 32 of the Study, but
is not included in the summary table or mentlonedg n'the ranking results. Similarly, there

document. There are also criteria in the s % v
in the text (e.g., Conflict Rating and Co:
reconcile this information to make it eas

e The evaluation criteria are not@naxghtcd and a equal importance.«For example,
the criterion of landscape trees-i , much consideration as critical
wildlife habitat. We recommem |
analysis process in detail so that the.
understood. ;

,-rcé’f dential develapmcnt in the Gunbar‘f&}%greé 1s actually outside of the city Ilmlts of
'Boulder The map. _Should clarify the orlgm ‘of the “Land Use” 1nf0rmat10n Was it

e Inthe Stud‘yE (p 12), the removal of agricultural lands because of size or location within
municipal boundarles S _”ms arbitrary. It is also inconsistent with existing agricultural
practices and pub >policies in the City and County that encourage local food production.
We recommend thatthe County ask the applicant to retain all agricultural lands as part of
the analysis—unless they have obviously been irrevocably converted to other uses.

e Map 7 (Study p. 16) shows information about traffic levels for the various roads in the
project area. We were struck by the unusual categories displayed. The levels of use vary
as follows: P

The range of category 1 is 1500 annualized trips per day

The range of category 2 is 1000 annualized trips per day

The range of category 3 is 2000 annualized trips per day

The range of category 4 is 1000 annualized trips per day

O 00O
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o The range of category 5 is 4000 annualized trips per day
Using these breaks creates a very specific portrayal of traffic levels. We would be
interested in learning why the applicant chose these uneven breaks.

e In the Study (p. 19) the applicant states “CDOT would not allow utilities within the SH
119 median between travel lanes” and on p. 20 that “CDOT would unlikely grant
approval for siting this line inside of the SH 119 ROW”. [emphasis added] We
recommend that the County ask the applicant document positions of public agencies and
either omit conjecture or identify it as such.

e No information is given about total cost or total k the various alternatives. This

lemphasis added]. A companson of imp
most locations fails to distin
space impacts are simply m
criterion of whether the pipeli ts the prope
suggest that the County requestithat the appli

tentially more si gmﬁcant)
travels along the edge. We
¢ and consider the location

number of residential and
property owners. This is an
d to “double count” the same factor. In the
ential and commercial users will also affect

important consid
project area, alte

' Longmont. Howe >
of focus.. For example
similar interest in this pr
applicant m%hgs to inclu
positions of oﬁ.iéggstake

er mﬁrﬁgipalities and jurisdictions, or landowners may have
ect and may have strong positions. We recommend that if the
he position of Longmont, that they similarly represent the
rs.
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Land Use

Courthouse Annex « 2045 13th Street - Boulder, Colorado 80302 - Tel: 303.441.3930 » Fax: 303. 441.4856
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 471 + Boulder, Colorado 80306 *+ www.bouldercounty.org

Cindy Domenico County Commissioner Ben Pearlman County Commissioner Will Toor County Commissioner

MEMO TO:  Agencies and adjacent property owners

FROM: Hannah Hippely, AICP, Planner II
DATE: April 15,2011
RE: Docket SI-11-0001

Docket SI-11-0001: SOUTHERN WATER SUPPLY PIPELINE IT

Request: Areas and Activities of State Interest (1041) for the construction of a water pipeline
which would deliver Windy Gap and Colorado-Big Thompson water from Carter
Lake to the project participants which include the City of Boulder, Left Hand Water
District, Longs Peak Water District, and the Town of Frederick. The project consists
of a north-south pipeline which will serve the City of Boulder and Left Hand Water
District and an east-west pipeline that will branch from the north-south alignment to
serve the Longs Peak Water District and the Town of Frederick.

Location: Northeastern Boulder County, the proposed pipeline enters the County at the north
approximately 1.0 mile west of N 83rd St. and runs south past the City of Longmont
to Boulder Reservoir; the eastern branch of the pipeline is proposed along Vermillion
Road beginning approximately 0.5 mile west of N 87th St running east to-County
Line Road, in Sections 1,12,13,25,36, of Range 3N, Township 70W, and Sections
1,12,13,24,23,26,34,35 of Range 2N, Township 70W, and Section 3 of Range 1N,
Township 70W, Sections 7,13,14,15,16,17,18,19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 30, 31 of Range
3N, Township 69W, and Section 6 of Range 2N, Township 69W.

Zoning: Estate Residential (ER), Rural Residential (RR) and Agricultural (A) Zoning Districts
Applicant: Carl Brouwer, Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District
Agents: Rosi Dennett, Strategic Planning, Inc

John Ko, AECOM

This process includes public hearings before the Boulder County Planning Commission and the
Board of County Commissioners. Adjacent property owners and holders of liens, mortgages,
easements or other rights in the subject property are notified of these hearings.

The Land Use staff, Planning Commission, and County Commissioners value comments from
individuals and referral agencies. Please check the appropriate response below or send a letter. Late
responses will be reviewed as the process permits; all comments will be made part of the public
record and given to the applicant. Only a portion of the submitted documents may have been
enclosed; you are welcome to review the entire file at the Land Use Department, 13th and Spruce,
Boulder, and on-line at http://www.bouldercounty.org/live/property/pages/dockets.aspx. If you have
any questions regarding this application, please contact the Land Use Department office at (303) 441-
3930 or via email at hhippely@bouldercounty.org .

Please return responses to the above address by April 29, 2011.
__ We have reviewed the proposal and have no conﬂzcts

x Letter is enclosed. z

Signed M, ; PRINTED Name AWl (GGELSH #tre
Agency or Address &, 1? A‘i Bev iy (0,@%& gg.d’tf 7 Afoterdrea }ég

GA\DOCKETS\SI- Activities of State Interest\SI-201 1\SI-11-0001 SWSP\OO01REF.DOC



