
PLAN-Boulder County 2017
City Council Candidate Questionnaire

Personal Information: Mark McIntyre (my answers are in blue below)

● How long have you lived in Boulder and what is your employment?
I’ve lived in Boulder for 40 years. My wife Jill and I have four generations of our
family living in Boulder – from toddlers to millennials to seniors. I am partner of a
Boulder-based manufacturing sales firm that sell US manufacturing services to
Colorado and western-US companies.

● Provide a description of your involvement with City of Boulder issues.
I have been an active member of the Boulder community for many years. I’ve
volunteered at my kids’ schools, served on The Dairy Curating Committee , was a
board member of BMA for many years, I am a certified trail crew leader and have
built and repaired trails for both the city and the county. I delivered meals for
Meals on Wheels, and am a 9-gallon blood donor for Bonfils.

● Tell us why you are running for City Council and what you anticipate your
contribution to the council will be.
I believe that change is inevitable and if you want to make sure that change is
responsible and reasonable, you have to step up and lead. I have a strong
business background and I’m an environmentalist. I would like to help move the
City in a direction that meets our climate goals more quickly, while taking
economics and practicality into account.

In addition, I believe that as environmentalists, we have a responsibility to
advocate for what we are FOR, not just what we are AGAINST.

● Are you seeking City matching funds for your campaign?
Yes, I firmly believe in the City’s matching funds program.

1. The Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan’s (BVCP) four-body review process requires
City Council, County Commissioners, City Planning Board and County Planning
Commissioners to review and approve shifts of properties from County jurisdiction to
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City jurisdiction, as defined by the BVCP. In the recent BCVP 2015 update, the four-body
review process was significantly changed. Do you agree with the changes? Why or why
not?
I think this issue is settled and is now baked into city policy. I am generally supportive of
the city taking more control over the planning process for annexed parcels.

2. Sub-community Plans, Area Plans and Neighborhood Plans have all been proposed as
approaches to giving citizens some certainty about the future of their neighborhoods
and the quality and extent of our community’s built environment. Do you favor this
approach to city planning? Why or why not?
Early and deep engagement with neighbors is effective and can work. The North Boulder
Sub-community plan has been implemented without a lot of the angst of some other
areas. So a hearty yes to meaningful neighborhood engagement. Conversely,
neighborhoods cannot and should not have final veto power. We cannot achieve our
community wide goals of livability, meaningful carbon reduction, housing affordability,
transportation innovation, bike and walkability etc. without every neighborhood
contributing to those goals.

3. The final report of the Public Participation Working Group was sharply critical of the
City’s current processes for obtaining the public’s opinion about important issues, and
recommended many changes to these processes. Do you agree with the report’s
conclusions and recommendations?
In general, yes. I particularly like the report’s emphasis on earlier involvement. Earlier
involvement is especially important to convey specific parts of an issue that may be
unchangeable due to state or federal laws or funding components, or other constraints
over which we do not have control. But our citizenry also has a responsibility to engage
early and provide constructive input beyond just wishing an issue, problem, or
development would just go away.

4. Do you support Boulder’s effort to create a Municipal Electric Utility? If you do not
support a Boulder Municipal Electric Utility, or if Boulder should fail in its efforts to
create one, what would be your plan to achieve Boulder’s emission goals?

First and foremost, I support our climate goals. Our mission is urgent and important. I
supported the muni effort in the first two elections.

My perception is that public support for our municipalization plan is waning and the
extension of the Utility Occupation Tax may fail. I find this to be a failure by the both
those for and against the muni. If we had joined forces and made the tax extension
more broadly worded to include the ability to spend the occupation tax monies on solar
incentives, conservation initiatives, SrmartRegs, subsidies, etc., we could have had
broad support for the tax and a stronger negotiating position with Xcel. If the
occupation tax fails in its current form, we will have little negotiating room with Xcel, no
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income to get us to our goals for one to two years until we can get another tax on the
ballot.

5. What do you consider to be the major causes of the housing affordability issue in
Boulder, and what policies do you support to address the problem?
The root cause of our housing affordability issue is market forces that are far larger than
what we can control at a city government level. Almost every city in the US that is
economically successful also has an affordable housing shortage. This is not an excuse to
not try. We must do what we can. Our success will be greater when we work
cooperatively with both public and private resources.

We must continue the good work of our Boulder Housing Partners in providing
permanently affordable housing for our working families . As a city government we must
help them do more. I support our inclusionary housing program, but government can’t
do it alone. We must increase and support flexibility for developers that want to build
affordably and for homeowners who want to change their single family home to include
the possibility of granny flats, accessory dwelling units, and mother-in-law apartments.

6. The City has a well-established program for funding affordable housing for low and
moderate income residents. The surge in development has put significant pressure on
housing that used to be affordable to Boulder’s middle-income residents, defined as
earning up to 150% of AMI. Do you view this as an affordability issue that should be
addressed, and if so, what are your ideas for how to address it?
I am concerned when we start using taxpayer monies for subsidies of families making
150% AMI. I would rather see us use planning and land use tools to bring more
affordability, more modest density, and more creative solutions to the market.

We must not fall prey to the idea that an ever-increasing affordability requirement is the
path to more affordability. Beyond a certain point, the increased requirements will
result in fewer units being built as private developers drop out of the market. Once
private developers drop out, the remaining market units go up yet again in value due to
scarcity.

7. The Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis prepared for the city in 2016 determined that the
legally supportable affordable housing linkage fee on new commercial office
development was $129.49 per square foot to pay for the need for additional affordable
housing caused by the new development. This number was adjusted to $50.50 for
Boulder’s “share” of housing need based on percent of workforce currently housed n
the city (39%); The city staff recommended that the Council adopt a linkage fee of $15
per square foot, and the council adopted a fee of $12. Would you favor increasing the
affordable housing commercial linkage fee? If at what level should it be set?
My response is similar to question 6. We need to see the results of the current linkage
fee and possibly make adjustments in the first year or two of the new council. We also
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need to consider commercial affordability for smaller commercial tenants. These are the
people we want to live in Boulder and not commute in. These people are also
contributors to Boulder’s economic vitality.

I think it is clear that a linkage fee of $129.49, legally supportable or not, would have
created its own set of problems and would not have helped anyone. So for me it is back
to optimizing the linkage fee to maximize benefit - not an ideological agenda.

8. The 2015 BVCP update projects that at least 5,000 and up to 15,000 more students
will be added at CU-Boulder by 2030. Who should be responsible for housing these
additional students and where should they be housed?
CU should either slow its growth in students or increase the number of students housed
by the University. Slowing student population growth should be part of our discussions
with CU regarding water and annexation of CU South.

9. In order to help relieve the pressure on the City’s housing market caused by more
jobs, the 2015 BVCP update recommends that some areas in the City currently zoned for
commercial and industrial uses be rezoned to residential and mixed use. Do you support
this recommendation? If so, which industrial and commercial areas would be most
appropriate for rezoning?
Yes, I support these proposals; especially those that convert commercial or industrial
zoning to mixed use.  Boulder has many areas that are ripe for combining live-work
spaces with dwellings above and businesses below, not just restaurants and retail, but
works shops, studios, R&D spaces, and light manufacturing operations. This is not new.
You can look to European cities where this has been the case for decades if not
centuries.

Some obvious locations for these compact “mini-downtowns” are old and new Pearl
between 30th and Foothills, North Broadway, and east Arapahoe.

10. An estimate of the current number of visits to Open Space is nearing 6 million. In the
face of this increasing demand, what measures would you support to ensure that the
Open Space system is sustainable into the future?
We must shift away from acquisition and change focus to maintenance and
infrastructure.

We have a deferred maintenance backlog of millions of dollars and it is growing. Many
parts of the system are still waiting for flood repairs— now four years out. The
department is understaffed in people who know how to construct a trail for
sustainability. Habitat for wildlife and environmental values will all be improved by
better maintenance of our trail system.
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Any new acquisitions must be part of a plan to connect parcels that are currently
unconnected and do not allow visitor access or aren’t large enough to accommodate
access in their own right.

The department must take a leadership role in working with other agencies (County,
Forest Service, State, etc.) to cooperate on joint trail construction of longer trails that
serve a diversity of users.  Longer trails leading out of the central area will help relieve
the current user pressures. We must work diligently to construct trails that take people
where they want to go. When I visit our Open Space lands, this is what I hope for:

● Trails that are well maintained, lead to desirable areas, and are fun and
challenging.

● Welcoming signage that greets and educates.
● A community culture that makes getting along and sharing the trails an

expectation.
● Trails that connect to other trails, that connect to other trails…

11. The plan for the  bike trail on the west side of US 36 north of Lee Hill Road on
ecologically sensitive Open Space property was approved by the City Council on the
condition that it carefully limit any negative impacts to the eco-systems there. How
would you assure yourself and the public that the trail does not create such negative
impacts?
After a long and well done public process, the community agreed (with good reason) to
the North Sky Trail west of highway 36. Our OSMP department is already doing the
needed work to protect resources by acquiring a trail easement that allows a route that
avoids some fragile habitat and at the same time makes for a better trail with fewer
switchbacks. The resources you are concerned about will be better preserved if the
construction of the trail uses expertise of outside contractors with more experience
than the current staff.  OSMP staff need to look to the county for excellent examples of
good trail design and construction techniques.

12. The Hogan-Pancost property, a 22 acre parcel along South Boulder Creek that
contains numerous wetlands, has once again been proposed for annexation and a
residential development of 117 dwelling units. Do you think it should be annexed and
developed as proposed? Annexed and developed in some different manner than
proposed? Not annexed? Why?
I think it should be annexed and developed in a manner that helps us reach our housing
goals. The current proposal has too low density with not enough common open space.
This is a site where we could showcase how future development in the city can take
place by incorporating our environmental values and carbon and transportation goals.
The site should have a diversity of housing types beyond single-family residences, such
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as small community commercial spaces, large shared community open spaces that
combine views, recreation, and flood mitigation. If we don’t encourage innovation in
design here, we will end up eventually with a developer building by-right another vanilla
sub-division that could have been pulled from any suburban area.

13. Do you support a community-wide Eco-Pass throughout the City? If so, what are
your ideas for paying for it?
Yes. We should explore using an employer transit tax, general fund revenue,
transportation department funding, state grants, etc.  Regardless, we need to make this
an easy step for city residents to get an Eco-pass.  RTD creates way too many barriers
currently for individuals, neighborhoods and employers. They seem to want to
discourage an increased ridership. The city should also evaluate leaving RTD altogether
and finding other transportation solutions as part of reaching our carbon and energy
goals.

14. For years the City’s plan to reduce GHG emissions from transportation has depended
on efforts to move people out of single-occupancy vehicles into shared vehicles and
buses, bicycles, and foot travel. It is increasingly being predicted that surface
transportation will soon be dominated by self-driving, electric-powered vehicles owned
by large organizations and rented to users on a ride-by-ride basis. Do you think this
prediction will be fulfilled in the next 20 years? If yes, how should the City prepare for,
and respond to this new transportation reality?
Yes. I think transportation will be very different in 20 years and probably more different
than what we are currently predicting. We should prepare for this by focusing our
infrastructure expenditures on all sorts of non-auto transport. We need to make cycling,
walking, and taking the bus fun, fast, convenient, and much safer.

15. At present, the City only requires that developers implement Transportation
Demand Management for a limited time period. Do you think that TDM should be
required to extend over the entire life of a development?
The lifetime of the development is probably too long. I think current TDM plan
implementation by developers has little to no enforcement once the development is
complete. I would support ongoing enforcement for some number of years after
completion.


