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Guest commentary

Boulder is not Berlin
By Kathleen Hancock

B oulder is full of dreamers, ana-
lysts, organizers, thinkers — all
of which adds up to a passion-

ate and engaged citizenry. These are
great attributes, particularly in a
democracy. Our passionate voters
often end up on the same side, guided
by their common liberal-progressive
views.

But there is a big question that’s
been in the background for years and
is now front and center: How fast do
we want to grow, and where should
that growth be?

Some have argued that Boulder
should go for big change and rapid
growth. For some, this means being
more European. One citizen held up
Copenhagen, Denmark, as a worthy
model. Having lived in Berlin, I can
attest to the attraction of European cit-
ies. From our apartment, we walked
to the grocery and local merchants. I
rode my bike to work. Our daughters
took the U-Bahn and S-Bahn to
school. We did not own a car; instead
we used taxis when needed.

But Boulder is not Berlin. Berlin
planned ahead and invested in infra-
structure. We have no commuter
trains and many of our bike lanes are
dangerous. Berlin, by contrast, has
bike paths that are separate from the
streets and a robust mass transit sys-
tem.

Boulder is not Copenhagen either.
In addition to investing in bike lanes
and metro systems, Denmark has
long had a 180% tax on the purchase
price of cars, and gas runs about $7
per gallon. Boulderites have not been
afraid to increase taxes for good
causes, but are we ready for Den-
mark-level taxes? Maybe so, but that
is not a conversation we have had.

Until we are ready to enact policies to
dramatically reduce car use, let’s not
pretend we can safely move to a bike-
dominant city.

The fact is that car registrations are
increasing. According to the most
recent data I found (2016), 92.7% of
Boulder households own at least one
car — almost a percentage point more
than in 2015. Similarly, 66,576 cars
were registered in 2018, an increase of
about 850 cars per year over the last
five years. Hopes that Uber and Lyft
will help reduce traffic are misplaced.
Numerous studies show ride-sharing
companies increase traffic. Whatever
trends toward fewer cars might be
coming, they are not yet here.

Another dream is that Boulder can
create affordable housing for in-com-
muters, especially beloved teachers
and firefighters, simply by going on a
building spree. The reality is that
65,000 people commute each day.
Unless Boulder decides it wants to
nearly double in size (in-commuters
have families) and that all new hous-
ing will be subsidized with taxpayer
dollars and then reserved for teachers
and firefighters, this is just another
dream.

The data show that as Boulder hous-
ing stock has increased, so have the
adjusted median-income and average
housing prices: AMI in 2019 is
$113,600, an increase of $15,400 from
two years ago, per the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. According to Zillow, the median
home value is $749,300, a 4.3%
increase from a year ago. The median
sales price for a single-family home
was $915,000 in April 2019, compared
to $841,000 in 2018 and $748,000 in
2017. Rental prices fluctuate more, but
are currently 2% higher than last year.
The bottom line is clear: Simply build-

ing more is not leading to lower pric-
es.

If we are serious about solving the
in-commuter and affordable housing
problems, we must plan for and com-
mit dollars to a light rail system to
Boulder, build primarily subsidized
housing, add more buses during
school and rush hours, and encourage
neighboring cities — where people
already live — to create more jobs.
Those are some of the few ways to
make a serious dent in reducing in-
commuters and addressing housing
inequalities, both goals I support.

We must deal in realities, especially
when safety is at risk. Overbuilding
the proposed Alpine-Balsam project
such that traffic is pushed onto neigh-
borhood streets never intended as
thoroughfares is reckless. It endan-
gers children, cyclists and pedestri-
ans. The Boulder City Council recent-
ly voted to add up to 260 new dwelling
units, or about 500 new residents and
their cars, to the Alpine-Balsam site, in
an already well-developed neighbor-
hood. Future zoning could lead to 640
new units in the area. Hopes that
these new residents will opt not to
own cars goes against the trends.

Much is at stake in the Nov. 5 elec-
tion. If you are loving traffic jams, tall
unattractive buildings, new investment
properties, and unsafe streets where
bikes, pedestrians and cars increas-
ingly clash — and want more of that,
at an even faster pace — see other
candidates. If you instead embrace a
thoughtful, research-backed, neigh-
borhood-input approach, support the
Together4Boulder slate.

Our leaders need to dream big, but
plan bigger. Support candidates who
believe in that.

Kathleen Hancock lives in Boulder.

Beware of false environmentalism in Boulder
By Henry Koren

L et’s consider Boulder’s city
council candidates and how
they feel about growth. The

candidates’ positions fall on a spec-
trum of wanting intelligent growth,
not wanting growth and some who
would like to shrink Boulder, elimi-
nate jobs, and preserve the town for
the privileged elites who’ve made it
here. Anti-density politicians who
claim to care about the environment
are the most hypocritical drivers of
city policy.

In the decade I’ve lived in Boulder,
my small business has grown to 20
people. Not all of us can afford to live
where we work. There are some who
consider my business to be part of
the problem. But being lucky enough
to live in Boulder has transformed
my preferences, from tolerating
being stuck in my car for hours a day
to finding the benefits of choosing to
ride my bike rather than drive. Many
of my currently commuting co-work-
ers would like to be able to live like
this.

Environmentally-conscientious
business owners in Boulder should
consider the climate consequences of
their hiring decisions. If you hire
someone to work in this town, then
there needs to be a comprehensive
plan to house and transport that per-
son in a way that is not harmful to the
environment and not harmful to their
physical and mental health.

For residents who do care about
the environment and prioritize it
above preserving “neighborhood
character,” it’s time to realize that
there is an imbalance between our
community’s demand for workers
and the ability to house those work-

ers. The Frontier Group’s “ Growing
Greener” report has clearly
described the problems we face and
how they can be addressed. The
alternative to this, eliminating jobs
within the city, won’t stop them from
existing; it will simply push them out
into the plains where they will likely
have less sustainable existences.

For residents who don’t care about
the environment, there are selfish
reasons to want more neighbors.
People who have the chance to spend
less time behind the wheel and more
time on a bike will be happier and
healthier, they will be more produc-
tive, will provide better services and
will ultimately be better for our quali-
ty of life as well as the bottom line.

For those who care about unob-
structed views of the Flatirons, we’ve
seen how localized air pollution has
really messed that up lately. Boul-
der’s housing imbalance enables
sprawl and 60,000-plus single-occu-
pancy vehicles that obscure the
views. Pressuring businesses and
jobs out of town will not solve this, it
will only increase the total emissions
of particulate matter, will be detri-
mental to the climate, and may still
drift its way over into our lovely little
basin.

Simply supporting municipalization
of the electric utility and preservation
of open space should not qualify one
as an environmentalist. Let’s not
allow this charade to go unchal-
lenged. Exclusionary zoning directly
contributes to sprawl and pollution. It
cannot be denied any further.

Beware the hypocrisy of false envi-
ronmentalism. For an example of that
hypocrisy, see the recent declaration
of the climate emergency and the Cli-
mate Mobilization Action Plan, which

sets ambitious targets for 2050 but
does little in the way of action and
almost entirely ignores transportation
emissions. As if charging our Teslas
with solar panels will save the planet.
Please. If this is our idea of action, we
need new voices in leadership.

Those among us who truly want to
make Boulder a more sustainable
community face a battle in the elec-
tion that culminates Nov. 5. Many
incumbents and candidates are satis-
fied with the status quo, particularly
those endorsed by PLAN-Boulder
County and Together4Boulder. They
claim to support responsible growth
but are really opposed to growth.
They blather on about supposedly
supporting low and middle-income
housing, but their policies have no
answers for the serious problems our
city and our planet face.

Imagine a flourishing Boulder with
more housing and bikes and fewer
commuters. Whether it’s Alpine-Bal-
sam, Diagonal Plaza or a number of
other underutilized parts of our city,
imagine these currently blighted and
abandoned locations could be trans-
formed into vibrant areas that could
provide the foundation of a more sus-
tainable Boulder. We know that this is
possible without creating vehicular
gridlock.

We will need to elect candidates
who can evolve our city policy and do
what it will take to address the local
housing and global climate crises. I
urge you to consider voting for Boul-
der Progressives’ set of candidates
for City Council.

Henry Koren lives with his family in
south Boulder and is director of
engineering at Imatest. Email:
Henry@Koren.com.

and Longmont officials
grew louder in recent
months as four skydivers
died on jumps in the span
of a year and the company
filed complaints with the
FAA and in Boulder Dis-
trict Court against the city,
with the lawsuit in local
court eventually getting
dismissed.

Boulder is uneasy about
gliding and parachuting
operations occurring
simultaneously, Cowern
said, and the city has
sought to preclude the
establishment of a perma-
nent parachuting drop
zone on the airport proper-
ty. The space being target-
ed by recreational skydiv-
ers is planned for future
hangar facilities at the
Boulder airport.

“The city would also
oppose the establishment
of a commercial skydiving
operation at the Boulder
Municipal Airport,” Cow-
ern said.

An individual in 2018

filed a complaint to the
FAA against Boulder alleg-
ing violation of the city’s
grant assurances based on
its restrictions on parachut-
ing activity at the city’s air-
port, Cowern said.

“Staff is working with the
complainant and the FAA
to resolve this matter,”
Cowern said.

The city and the com-
plainant have requested
the FAA perform a safety
assessment of aircraft oper-
ations at the airport.

“The city has also solicit-
ed input on the benefits
and impacts associated
with skydiving at the Boul-
der Municipal Airport from
other airport users poten-
tially impacted by skydiv-
ing operations,” Cowern
said.

City officials declined to
provide the Camera a copy
of the FAA complaint with-
out a formal open records
request.

The Camera has filed
such a request.
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Trump tax returns

Nicholas Kamm / Getty Images
President Donald Trump meets the special Envoy and Vice
Premier of the People’s Republic of China Liu He on Friday
at the Oval Office of the White House in Washington.

By Todd Ruger
CQ-Roll Call

WASHINGTON — A fed-
eral appeals court on Fri-
day sided with the House
Oversight and Reform
Committee over President
Donald Trump in a fight to
enforce a subpoena for
eight years of Trump’s
financial records.

A three-judge panel of
the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia
Circuit, in a 2-1 decision,
ruled that accounting firm
Mazars USA must comply
with the April 15 subpoena.

The decision is unlikely
to be the end of the case.
Trump’s attorneys still
have an option of asking for
the full D.C. Circuit to
rehear the case, or petition
the Supreme Court to stop
the production of records
as they appeal Friday’s
decision.

“Today’s ruling is a fun-
damental and resounding
victory for Congressional
oversight, our Constitu-
tional system of checks
and balances, and the rule
of law,” Oversight and
Reform Committee Chair-
man Elijah E. Cummings,
D-Md., said in a state-
ment.

The decision takes a nar-
row approach that might
not carry over to the big-
ger fight over congressio-
nal efforts to get informa-
tion related to an
impeachment inquiry
focused on Trump’s deal-
ings with Ukraine.

The opinion, written by
Judge David S. Tatel and
joined by Judge Patricia
Millett, noted that the
court “need not decide
whether the Constitution
permits Congress, in the
conduct of a legislative —
that is non-impeachment
— investigation, to issue
subpoenas to a sitting pres-
ident.”

“That issue is not pre-
sented here because, quite
simply, the Oversight Com-
mittee has not subpoenaed

President Trump,” Tatel
wrote.

Tatel was appointed by
President Bill Clinton, and
Millett by President
Barack Obama. Judge Nao-
mi Rao, a Trump appoin-
tee, wrote a dissenting
opinion.

The decision rejected
Trump’s argument that the
committee did not have a
legitimate legislative pur-
pose to seek the records
from both before and after
he took office. Trump filed
the lawsuit to stop the sub-
poena.

Instead, the majority
found that both the House
rules and the Constitution
— as well as prior court
rulings — give the House
broad authority to get
records from a nongovern-
ment custodian of the pres-
ident’s financial informa-
tion.

The committee had
argued it has legitimate
interests in investigating
the accuracy of Trump’s
financial disclosures and
the lease of the Old Post
Office Building as the site
of the Trump International
Hotel, as well as possible
violations of the Emolu-
ments Clause of the Consti-
tution by accepting pay-
ments from foreign
governments.

Rao, in her dissent, criti-
cized the majority for
breaking new ground in
upholding the subpoena as
part of Congress’ legisla-
tive power.

The House has not
invoked its impeachment
power for the subpoena
even though it is investigat-
ing whether Trump broke
the law, she wrote.

“Investigations of
impeachable offenses sim-
ply are not, and never have
been, within Congress’ leg-
islative power,” Rao wrote.
“Allowing the Committee
to issue this subpoena for
legislative purposes would
turn Congress into a rov-
ing inquisition over a co-
equal branch of govern-
ment.”

Court sides with
House in fight for
financial records
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