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Sasaki Opens New Denver Office to
Expand Western U.S. Reach

BOSTON

SHANGHAI
DENVER

BOSTON (Sept. 22, 2020) — Sasaki, a global interdisciplinary design firm with offices
in Boston, Massachusetts, and Shanghai, China, today announced the opening of a
dedicated office in Denver, Colorado to better serve clients throughout the Western

United States and Canada.




Award-Winning Campus Projects

SCUP 2020 Honor Award SCUP 2019 Merit Award SCUP 2018 Honor Award SCUP 2017 Merit Award

Emory University Framework Plan Virginia Tech Campus Master Plan Arizona State Mesa Campus Master Syracuse University Framework Plan
Plan
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Sasaki’s Current Campus Work

Tec de Monterrey o

Universidad de Lima

2

SASAKI



CU + Sasaki Legacy

“Sasaki Associates developed the campus master plan of
1962, according to John Prosser, [former] chair of the
University Design Review Board. The plan was the first
implemented on the CU campus since before WWII and it
has continued to be a benchmark for all architectural
projects done on the campus, Prosser said.

While he was working on the campus plan, the design
review board was founded and Sasaki was made the head
board member, Prosser said. The University of Colorado’s
design review board is the second oldest in the country and
one of the only boards that looks at the architectural
integrity and continuity of the university wide system.

‘Hideo’s point of view was that Colorado was very
important to him. When given the opportunity to work on
the campus he readily accepted the commission, which
quickly garnered widespread recognition and extensive
awards,’ Prosser said. ‘His whole life has been connected
to Colorado and he consulted with us until his death.’

- Excerpt from CU Boulder Today, Sept 6, 2000
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Dedicated to Advancing your Mission

Strategic Imperatives for CU Boulder

f'-"“ Strategic Imperative 1:

Shape Tomorrow’s Leaders

@ Strategic Imperative 2:
Be the Top University for Innovation

Strategic Imperative 3:
Positively Impact Humanity




Integration of Previous Studies + Guidance

The CMP is, essentially, Phase 2 of the broader Strategic Facilities Visioning process. The CMP presents
an opportunity to build upon and translate previous studies into the physical environment.

Strategic Facilities Visioning
Academic Futures

Foundations of Excellence

Transportation Master Plan
IDEA Plan

Financial Futures

Housing Master Plan

PREVIEW

Planning for Research & Education Visioning
Indoenaxtion Exploser W ebapp

Energy Master Plan
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CMP Project Goals

Goal #1: Create a long term facilities development plan that integrates the findings of recent
campus initiatives

Goal #2: Maintain the existing context of buildings and landscape that define the campus
character, and determine outdoor spaces and buildings of merit that shall be preserved.

Goal #3: |dentify campus areas for opportunity and improvement with a focus toward
addressing deferred maintenance and renewal.

Goal #4: Reassess and ensure that the physical space at the university is resilient, especially
in light of COVID-19, and it is managed, developed, and improved to meet the current and
future academic and research priorities.

Goal #5: Facilitate a collaborative process with students, faculty, and staff that is mindful of
limited resources, focuses on attainable solutions, and manifests physical spaces that
emphasize the campus’ culture of equity and inclusion.

12



Planning Challenges During COVID-19 +
Rethinking the Campus of the Future

* Online learning and impact on campus life and space
 Financial implications and revenue streams

* Near- and long-term impacts to residential life
 Impact on diversity and inclusion goals

« Student enrollment

* Health, wellness, and community engagement

* Impact on office space

« Research — methods for conducting and new research areas

13



How are other campuses thinking about COVID impacts?

“...1 think this experiment has shown the value, the tremendous value of our campus for the
students. The educational experience is very much rooted in being on campus and talking to "The campus is, in fact, more of a
the other people, and those social interactions...The campus is essential.” broadcast center, if you will,

“I think people are going to be
choosier about what parts of their
class they teach online and what
parts they teach on campus
because there's some sort of hands-
on component or project-based
learning that they want to do in
person.”

literally and figuratively. We need
the campus to do the work to
reach a lot of people, whether
they're in California or whether
they're throughout the country."

"We've wildly diversified our income streams from tuition, to well out
of tuition, but a whole lot of other things. We're building senior
housing on campus and doing things with the Air Force, or with
Starbucks...If you're limited to the resources that you have to come
in through the conventional means, that...would mean that you're
talking about...reduced buildings...but if you can think of the
university in a different kind of way...more of an enterprise, maybe
those resources that came in through very strange means can still
be applied to that landscape..."

14



A
collaborative
process...




Project Schedule & Engagements

Phase 1: Discovery & Analysis
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Interactive Surveys
MyCampus Survey
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Hydrologic Context’

* Boulder is subject to many
environmental challenges
around water supply, but
does have several high-
quality sources of water
both east and west of the
Continental Divide, which
maintain a reliable supply in
response to drought and
other events.

* As water scarcity in CO
becomes more urgent, CU
Boulder must take an active
stance in reducing water
demand. Campus planning
provides an opportunity to
reduce demand through™~
building retrofits, """
sustainable design of new
buildings and landscapes,
and for the University to
serve as a model for the
region and beyond
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Outside of the City’s Urban
Growth Boundary, the
prairie today is a mix of

agriculture and rangeland.

High Plains prairie ascends
into the foothills, which are
dominated by open Ponderosa |ss'

Pine woodlands, that then shift §
to lodgepole pine, spruce, fir,

and aspen forests at higher
elevations to the west.

Man-made reservoirs located b
in the plains manage water :

4 [ | Agricultural Land
8 [ | Grassland & Prairie

resources, which drain from |
. A
the mountains to the west. -
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.
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Tablelands

High Plains
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Ecological Context

¢ With the dramatic elevation
change to the west, and the
. Rocky Mountain Dry Tundra
pral”e to the eaSt’ the Occurs above the upper treeline f
ecological setting of Boulder Chprwskutzed by i weibeda

dense cover of low-growing,

OfferS a tremendous amount perennial graminoids and forbs

Rocky Mountain Mesic Mixed T
Conifer Forest & Woodland

Occurs 6,900 to 10,500
Diverse range of species with
distribution and structure
strongly influenced by
temperature and moisture

Rocky Mountain Lower
Montane-Foothill Shrubland
Occurs 5,000-9,000°

Foothills, canyon slopes and lower
mountains of the Rocky Mountains
and on outcrops and canyon slopes

. . . . in the western Great Plains
of planting inspiration for the . . . gradients, soil types and fire
many mlcrocllmates on Forest & Woodland .2 Western Great Plains
Oceurs 5.000-10.000° Shortgrass Prairie
cam pUS . Dominated by Aspen this Occurs western half of the Great

system originates and is
maintained by stand-replacing
disturbance favored by fire

| Plains dominated by blue and
side oats grama, little bluestem,
today dominated by rangeland
and perennial agriculture

\S‘ﬁ?’ o o oy ~ Fire-adapted.ecosystem but

' > e suppressioti has ledto higher tree

density and risk. | y
should be

Rocky Mountain Subalpine Dry-
Mesic Sprice-Fir Forest & Woodland
Occurs 5,000-11,000"

Dominated by Engelman spruce and
Subalpine Fir, impacted by insect
outbreaks and stand-replacing fire

Western Great Plains Foothill
& Piedmont Grassland

Occurs 5,250-7,200°
Mixed-grass prairie on
moderate to gentle slopes
dominated by little bluestem,
blue grama, sand dropseed,
needle-and-threadgrass

Western Great Plains Riparian
Woodland & Shrubland

Found throughout the Western
Great Plains, dominated by
cottonwood and willow with
mixed and tallgrass prairie
herbaceous species

Rocky Mountain

Lodgepole Pine Forest

Occurs 8,000-10,000° [§

Common but experiencing ¥
widespread damage due to a severe
outbreak of mountain pine beetle

Image Source: Colorado Natural Heritage Program & coloradovirtuallibrary.org 2 1



[ Moderate Risk
B High Risk

~ I Very High Risk
Il Extremely High Risk

High fire risk is associated
with the Ponderosa Pine
Woodlands in the foothills
(high intensity) and in the
prairies (lower intensity).

Risk in both ecosystems
can be mitigated through
proper management and
prescribed fire.

Boulder is surrounded by
historically fire-dominated
ecosystems. While the campus
is not directly situated in these
landscapes, caution should be
taken to minimize risk

throughout the campus. +—




Wyoming

Colorado Academic

CU Boulder is a regional
leader— creating a
center in Colorado for
education, research, and
collaboration.

Utah

Arizona |

e e

?

Albuquerque
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Kansas
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CU Boulder is positioned at
the center of the Front
Range innovation hub and
can maintain a campus that
showcases research
initiatives and demonstrates
cutting-edge approaches to

sustainability
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SPACE &
PROGRAM




Space Use



SFV Key Takeaways

Dedicated spaces to foster community

Flexibility that manifests through distributed
support services and increased utilization of
facilities

Research — neighborhoods, colocation,
thematic clusters

Integrative facilities that focus on a mixed
use approach to development, connections,
community access

The CMP is, essentially, Phase 2 of
the broader Strategic Facilities
Visioning process.

Strategic Facilities Visioning

Academic Futures

Foundations of Excellence

IDEA Plan

Financial Futures



Summary of Space Related Opportunities

Thematic Nodes
* Development of thematic nodes around
learning, research, lab, arts, sports

* New capital projects and infrastructure are jointly

developed with academic delivery to create
living, learning laboratory clusters.

» Academic units create a unique identity around
respective centralized hubs, providing
integrated student, staff and faculty support
services

Research

* Multi-modal space where learning and
research takes place simultaneously

» Flexible lab space for evolving research
capabilities

* Nodes of themed core equipment which can be
easily accessed by all research teams and
disciplines and are available for contract
research

* Research space allocated by funding, teaming,
and project length

Partnershlps

Mixed use spaces that incorporates external

entities into research and learning

Multi-functional space with new revenue sources

incorporates commercial, retail hotel and housing
space

Learning

Removal of lecture space in favor of smaller
learning and study spaces with standardized
technologies that allow for blended, project based,
research based, online and distance learning.
Faculty deliver specialized online distance course
content through digital learning lab spaces
Flexible project space for faculty, staff, and
student activities

Service and Support

Service units configured to provide integrated
academic unit support

2417 accessibility to nodes

Officing is flexible and bookable at point of need

28



Source: DemandTool 04 02 2020
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SFV Space D d
pace Deman
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* Except for Office, all space needs until HpPPYy

2031 exceed current supply (office Demand is less Dem"t"r:‘d i/

counts, however, may be an issue) Campus Life han supply ° B A
* Research needs develop incrementally -

but significantly - over time. —_— o
* Currently, the largest gap in supply and

demand in for housing, while by 2048 the

largest gap will be in research space '

followed by office space.

Learning e o
Space Need by Type
2020 2030 2040 2048
Campus life 121K 145K 191K 232K Office ® @
Food 70K 96K 119K 140K
Housing 1.11M 1.14M 1.16M 1.19M Pt -
Learning 74K 141K 187K 227K
Office -315M -33M 304K 624K
S . .

Recreation 130K 166K 192K 215K -
Research 286K 672K 1.14M 1 59M 400K  -200K 0K 200K 400K 600K 800K 1,000K 1,200K 1,400K 1.,6(':'.’2‘9

Difference in SF (Demand Year - Supply)



SFV Mixed-Use Building Templates

384 Buildings across all campuses

Each building template has a space category
template associated with it.

The Cultural Building Template is likely a great fit for your unique
needs. This template assumes there is a unigue primary function
in a building and plans around it. The input is the capacity of the
primary function, and the output suggests quantities of spaces to
compliment this core function. For example, in a new theater on

campus, a planner would input the desired capacity of the theater,

and the tool would cre%ate an output of additional classrooms,
offices, and campus life spaces to round out the building. As
always, the output can be manually manipulated.

Administrative departiment
workplaces and home bases

ATHLETICS
Athletic, student-athlete

support and external
partnership facilities

Facilities that focus on dining,

support, social, recreation
and the overall aspect of
being a student in the
campus community

COMMUNITY

On and off-campus locations
which invite the community in
for clinics, classes, work-
place, health, and other
functions

SINGLE TEMPLATE

CULTURAL

Exhibit, event and auditorium
spaces that span from
performance to conference
to community buildings

SINGLE TEMPLATE

On-campus housing and
dining solutions for students,
faculty, and staff

SINGLE TEMPLATE

Shared flexible classrooms,
class labs, immersive and
practice spaces, study space
and workplace environments

SINGLE TEMPLATE

RESEARCH

Generic, flexible labs,
classrooms and workplaces
that enable collaborative
research and learning in
research

SINGLE TEMPLATE

SINGLE TEMPLATE

SINGLE TEMPLATE

SINGLE TEMPLATE
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Degree-Seeking Students Enrolled

2012 - - - - -

Historic Enroliment

35,000

30,000

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

Source: ODA Fall Enroliment Tableau Viz — Campus totals

19% increase in total
enrollment since 2012

TN\

All Students: 34,975

: 28,978
+19% since 2012

Grads: 5,997
+18% since 2012

31

1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020



Source: ODA Fall Enroliment Tableau Viz — By school, college, program

Enroliment by School

16,000 T
; 6.1% — Bl Undergrad
early nalr or all stuaents % of Total E | t
are in the College of Arts % of Total Enrolimen
14,000 _— and Sciences
12,000
]
_;7':' 10,000
=
w
9
2 8,000
£
D 6.0%
6,000
4,000
2,000
6.9% 6.0% 1.6% 1.6%
0 —_— N — 01
Arts & Sciences Engineering Business Program in CMCI Education Law Environmental Music Multi-Disciplin..
Design 32

Exploratory
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Students Enrolled

Source: ODA Fall Enroliment Tableau Viz — By school, college, program

Enroliment by School - Undergrad

18,000 quever, Arts and
Sciences enrollment
is decreasing...

16,000
14,000 A&S: 14,416
12,000
10,000
...while Engineering and
8,000 Business are increasing

6,000 \I_

4,000

Engineering: 5,489

Business: 3,802
Exploratory Studies: 2,441

s CMCI: 2,121
2,000 '—M. Journalism: 734 (2014)

Environmental Design: 560
Education: 372
Music: 324 33
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Students Enrolled

Source: ODA Fall Enroliment Tableau Viz — By school, college, program

Enroliment by School - Grad

2,400

2,200 o A&S:2,158
Engineering: 2,127

2,000 4\\

1,800 , ,

Engineering graduate
enroliment has grown 33% in
1,600 the last 10 years (and over
50% in the last 15 years)

1,400
1,200
1,000

800

600 | __ P _ o o, o2 Business: 587
D, —g—" . —o—9 P Exploratory Studies: 560

400 P - . Education: 311
SN — *H—- —o—Sg— Music: 180

200

Mult-Disciplinary: 41
0 ® Multi-Disciplinary: 41
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Source: SR2021a.Building Room Inventory Sheet with Department,
SR1020.Master Building List_2020-07-29

Existing Space

» Office use represents nearly V4 of all campus space

» Learning and research space comprises less than 20% of all campus space

Net to Gross Space by Campus Space Type

1%

1.7M ASF

M1.71 M 7.48 M
GSF ASF
“ | 392K ASF

Assignable Bl Main Campus Bl Offices HEl Student Life
Non-Assignable Bl East Campus Residential Bl Study Facilities

Williams Village I Support I Instructional

Research Labs Il Open Labs

Special Use Healthcare
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Source: SR2021a.Building Room Inventory Sheet with Department,
SR1020.Master Building List_2020-07-29

Space Type By Campus

« East Campus and Williams Village lack a diversity of use types

Main Campus East Campus Williams Village
Q‘ \ >18K ASF | 631K ASF
8% 166K ASF % \
5.42 M 1.28 M 780 K
ASF ASF ASF
70% of all Office space is on Main Campus 42% of all Research is on East Campus 55% of all Residential space is on Williams
Bl Offices Bl Student Life
Residential Hl Study Facilities
Bl Support Bl [nstructional

Research Labs M Open Labs
Special Use Healthcare 36



Benchmarking

350.0
315
300.0 294
When compared to other
large research universities,
250.0 243 overall CUB is on the low end
of space per student. CUB ranks last for
combined student
w 200.0 191 life/study space per
L 170 student
n 161 160
< 150.0 143 142 . 141
100.0
50.0
0.0 University of Georgia
Michigan - UMVerSty of 1 nghie of  Ohio State  UC Berkeley | Purdue West  University of | Rutgers, New} - ¢, goyger | uT Austin
Wyoming Lafayette Washington Brunswick
Ann Arbor Technology
m Student Life 35.8 37.4 28.7 21.3 17.0 20.8 14.9 24.2 16.0 26.9
m Study 27.6 355 9.9 15.1 16.8 10.4 13.2 12.5 10.5 20.7
m Special Use 30.1 47.6 25.4 26.9 14.2 22.4 20.6 20.2 22.0 14.2
m Office 137.2 85.1 100.7 67.6 58.9 49.1 59.3 44.4 51.1 58.8
mlLab 65.1 67.9 67.4 49.6 54.2 51.3 418 32.0 32.9 10.4
m Classroom 18.7 20.0 11.0 10.1 8.5 7.4 10.1 9.7 9.9 10.6

m Classroom

mlLab mOffice mSpecial Use

m Study mStudent Life
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Synthesis

- While A+S comprises the largest share of total population, growth areas appear to
be Engineering and Business.

« The mixed-use building typology of Main Campus contributes to a dynamic 24-7
environment; consistent with SFV, there are opportunities to do this at East
Campus and Williams Village.

« Density of classroom space in the core contributes to exceptionally high demand of
UMC and C4C.

- Within buildings, greater integration between Schools/Colleges presents an
opportunity to better align with trends in research collaboration and interdisciplinary
teaching, as well as to increase utilization.

« Overall office square footage is sufficient, however the count of offices is not.
Consider this in light of long-term COVID impacts.

38
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CU Boulder is inherently an

urban campus - strong

nportant from a brand

perspective.

~ experience
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The proximity of Main Campus and East
or 1 1 ] Campus to Downtown and other retail and o
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Housing Master Plan

Issues:

* Increase supply

* Diversification of offerings, unit
types

* Modernization of existing portfolio

* Affordability

Proposed Plan:
* Step One:

(@]

Build capacity (2 new facilities)
North of Boulder Creek and
renovate 3 main campus
dorms.

* Step Two

(@]

Scenario A: Strengthen Core
Campus Increase capacity in
Kittredge and Williams
Village + 2,000 beds

Scenario B: East Campus
Growth Increase capacity on
East Campus + 3,200 beds

“Create an inclusive community

across Cultures and generatlons
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Scenarios

Scenario A
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L
-t

MAIN CAHPI..I

Varsam b

S0UTH CAMPUS

—
- -

B =

N
Pl 7O R

ot

KITTREDGE

EAST CAMPUS
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Scenario B

vt
kil
§ T

MAIN CAMPUS ™

SOUTH CAMPUS

-

£
o
b T O Al

KITTREDGE

g

EAST CAMPLS

WiILLIAMS VILLAGE

Scenario A Phasing Scenario B Phasing

# of Beds
Project Project Type g;:‘ f&‘;g;‘; ":1?51 C&]::::ﬂﬁ:::; !
MNew Kittredge Res Hall Mew Construction Year B - 450
Faculty Court Replacement (Site Ad) Mew Construction Year G 35 400
Athens Court Replacement (Site B1 & B2) Mew Construction Year 7 116 550
Willard Renovation Extensive Renovation Year 7 471 447
Will Vill Res Hall Mew Construction Year § - 450
Sewall Renovation Extensive Renovation Year 9 330 314
Hallett Renovation Extensive Renovation | Year 10 479 455
MNewton Court Replacement Mew Construction Year 10 512 810

Project B year | #of Beds {Hewfioofngmion /
| B Post Renovation)
Engineering Quad Replacement #1 Mew Construction Year 6 344 400
East Campus Res Hall #1 Mew Construction Year 7 450
East Campus Res Hall #2 MNew Construction Year 7 450
East Campus Apartments Mew Construction Year & - 500
Engineenng Quad Replacement #2 MNew Construction Year 8 23 400
East Campus Res Hall #3 Mew Construction Year 9 - 450
Willard Renovation Extensive Renovation | Year 10 471 A47
Faculty Court Replacement (Site A4) MNew Construction Year 10 35 550
Athens Court Replacement (Site B1 & B2) Mew Construction Year 10 116 550
Hallett Renovation Extensive Renovation | Year 11 479 455
Newton Court Replacement Mew Construction Year 12 512 810
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Mobility & Connectivity




Transportation Master Plan

Key Recommendations

* Mobility Hubs: transfer points and campus UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO BOULDER
gateways

 The Walk: redesign and traffic restriction on | Tral]qportdtlorl ¥ - %
18th St. / Colorado Ave. core campus street l\f[d t el-. P;lt}l] '

e Speed and Reliability Infrastructure: transit
lanes between Main and East Campus

* Focus on Fast & Frequent service

* Parking co-located with Mobility Hubs at
campus edges

* New parking supply may not be needed;
potential sites identified

* Potential garages at Grandview, 18th/Euclid
Hub, and Macky Dr. lot; and on Discovery Dr.

* Formalize pick-up/drop-off locations

* Pleasant St. past Varsity Lake needs further
study MAY 2020
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| —10-min |~ \ Norlin Quad . Sl
*  CU sits within a dense netwark of e e V)
multimotiat facilities 20-min walk

|Farrand

1

;J * Access betweenicampuses is -
challenging but manageable gl 4|
* Protected multi-use paths provide
/ many conflict-free qonnecilons
. * 28th St. and its Frohtage ‘Rd. are
a barrier
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. Y
Current Campus
Canyon Blvd kil
Bus Transit Routes
Arapahoe Ave
: i’““"‘.__zq ’ W J
BT 5 -| i___‘__ﬁ-"___’-l i ‘— ______ \ f'
| F feal i I 1 I
| == u I i ]
L] ! '. 1
WEw] ! \ i
e L | | \ i
Vet S el /i 1 East i
b pER = ; [
A ey L / ! i
University Ave LR 4 i It
Gz =l \
2l \
c i \
o
EE Ol .
--------- : - 5 \\
College Ave BN
e |
2
S
%
Z
[ = ((y
1 1} ] 1 ,0
It ) [ s
I | €
L Y
L ]

——

Baseline Rq

*  New route from Williams
Village to North Campus

* Buses on The Walk —
integration with other traffic

1|7t St

I8 Marine Street Express (Exposition Drive)
Hl Stampede (Discovery Drive)
Bear Creek Express (Weekdays)
I William’s Village Limited (Weekdays)
Hl NEW William’s Village West to North Campus

55t St
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Canyon Blvd

Proposed -
Campus Transit

T:—fr____ﬁ i Nor‘th of Boulder

L

University Ave 1\;:4';___._.:::

College Ave \

mey ¢
|
|
=)

L=

Mobility Hub

(| TAWRS

* Transportation Master Plan
calls for Mobility Hubs

mmm CINC Express
mmn Athens Express
mmm Marine Street Express

:. ‘Q‘regk“?i'anslt Center /"

18th & Euclid ‘*

Center for R
Innovation & Lo\
Creativity N
(CINC)
Arapahoe Ave

___________

Colorado Ave

Baseline Rd

Williams
~. Village

e ————

Discovery
Mobility Hub

Source: Transportation Master Plan
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Source: Transportation Master Plan
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Existing &-
Proposed
--...Parkmg

University Ave

' College Ave

1
I
e
T

]

===

@ Existing Structured Parking

[ Existing Surface Parking _
@ Mobility Hub with Structured Parking
@ Other Structured Parking

(@ Reserved for Structured Parking

surface
parking

1|7t St

Canyon Blvd

i
-————,—‘———1\ a,
: \ G S
Y - e
| \ \a y
Ly 3
Vo

101 %
surface
parking

______

" £ surface
o= parking
&

\\i

My,

* 14.6 %

~Source: Transportation Master Plan

55t St
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Arapahog

1@ ' Canyon Blvd

N it
[}]

550 St { AMEadd|

10. Discovery Dr from Colorado Ave
11. 30t St from Baseline Rd &olordi - 7
12. William’s Village from Baseline Rd oBpecp \ Il' LK

-_\B . 0 . =l LT
s | University Ave %
= \
| College Ave
4.« Vehicular Gateways e
47+ Pedestrian & Bike Gateways| - \'e A% R\ %
~ 4% Under Construction L= Louisville
% . Lafayette
Vehicular Entries Pedestrian and Bike Entries P L . '
aseline
1. ~University Ave from Broadway
- 2. Pleasant St from Broadway = Und(_arpass EOT e o
_ 3. Grandview District at 17t St P o B
ﬁ 4. Euclid Ave from Broadway’ c. Bridge crossing over Boulder Creek
] 5' 18" St from Broadway d. Bridge from Historic District to-,
. Y Regent Drfford Broadway Athletics Practice Field
. 7. Colorado Ave & Folsom St ?' ﬁ::::gggg Il;?e?gs[i’:om st To Eldorado
8. Colorado Ave & Regent Dr W . L Springs
: g. Kittredge Fields from 28t St o = - '
9. Innovation Dr from Colorado Ave h. Kittredge District from 28" St : o
i.

proposed underpass at 30th &

-~
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View to Main__
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University Ave

College Ave i | - il _ = | = e = = ) S
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< 8
N . Q
Visibility of Main %,
— Campus from East %,
= Campus along A
i Colorado Ave S
i Baseline Rd
Campus visible .
Visibility of Main | |
7 Campus from E
Campus not visible Williams Village &%36
*Note: analysis does not consider along Hwy 36 i

potential for blocked views from trees



~< Campus visible
A from this

\
\4‘ intersection
\

Canyon Blvd

View to East
Campus

University Ave

College Ave

= =

UTEE 3:E [

East Campus is
visible from Main
Campus

I

i
e |
el
/

1[7th- st

Campus visible

Campus not visible

*Note: analysis does not consider
potential for blocked views from trees

East Campus is visible
from all surrounding
streets because of its
lower topography

Baseline Rd

B5HST
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Landscape
& Open Space




o

adose Creek

Ider
ain Park

Chautauqua
N Parl

The campus landscape JAg | -\ ~illag
contributes to the larger - » 4 ~/ |/ 1 Aaﬁra,
network of open spaces in i o . Areigh A.

the City. The master plan Burke Park

should support
connections to these
amenities.

Green [.. NCA asl

| Mountam ‘ Labotator ' /




The main campus sits on
higher ground than areas |
north of Boulder Creek, East |
Campus, and Williams
Village, which each include
areas of flood plain.

developable land on East campus
and connectivity on Main Campus







View of the Mountains from Camp

Mountains visible

Mountains not visible

*Note: analysis does not consider
potential for blocked views from trees
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- Flood
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mimaree:
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year, High Hazard, and Conveyance

Zones along the creeks. Each campus

currently includes buildings located in

the floodplain.

+ * New development in these areas
should be planned to minimize flood
risk.

* East Campus, William’s Village, and ]
Main Campus North of Boulder Creek =
have the largest challenges with
flooding. However, these

drainageways present opportunities for

landscape enhancement coupled with
development.

ot e
................

100 Year Floodplain _../
I 500 Year Floodplain
Il High Hazard Zone
~ I Water
f . [ CUB Campus
Il CUB Buildings in the Floodplain

b
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Steep slopes create
barriers to connectivity
along the south edge of
Boulder Creek, between
Farrand and Kittredge,

.’.’!.1, .. o 2t

.......... and along the east edge
of main campus. =
-+ * The majority of the =
’ campus is accessible, but
construction cost and ;—-;
access present challenges -
for infill development in A
some areas. 4
AR [ng gt || B e Ba ) =0




3

Edge Conditions ..

" Uniyersify Ave

College Ave

Arapahoe Ave

28t Street presents a barrier

- Campus edge conditions vary widely, ——
~ from smaller residential streets to 6- —

lane highways. Improving porosity
along some edges presents an
opportunity for city collaboration.

e i W W | e

to neighborhood connectivity

4-Lane Road

55t St
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~ Campus Links
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1,
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n.  Colorado Av

no€
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eens

b=

~ The logical corridors for
~ connectivity between each
~ campus present a number of
~ challenges for pedestrian and bike
- connections. Continued
~ enhancements to these corridors
| in collaboration with the City could
~ increase safety and improve the
~ student experience.
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Named Landscapes

T o E R P

=

Andrews Arboretum
Christian' Recht Fied

b [

3) Prexy Walk
4) Athletics Practice Field
5) Sewall Field
~6) Norlin Quad
7)Norlin Library Plaza
~ 8) Folsom Field -
- 19) Franklin Field 1
A 10) Mary Rippon Theater |__{
\11)Dalton Trumbo Fountain
|2) Fine Arts Green
_ ,1 3) Helen Fisher Field
- b 14) Farra\ndEleIdrx
Z5.15) Englneerlng Quad

R Y v,\‘u},\\'-m_ o TG

P e ——

Formal open spaces are distributed
throughout the campus, and are key

- contributors to the campus’

structure. The scale of open
spaces on the main campus
presents models for development
that can be explored in Williams

Village and East Campus. b,



Landscape
Typo

T AR
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Rt

Interstitial Landscape
Courtyard / Garden

Quad : indimr. s
Campus Park | /
Athletics / Recreation : £ )
Wooded / Riparian Area 20
Stormwater Management Feature Vs

Plaza . ‘
Building WL . /
Parking Lot/ Road = wh ‘

Pedestrian Pathway Y 7 B e /

o

The variety and hierarchy of open
spaces on the main campus are
an important part of that campus’
much loved character. Developing
more diverse open spaces at
Williams Village and East Campus
will be key to making these
districts desirable places to be.

7
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Main Campus






Historic District



E-W long axis
dates to an
Olmsted sketch

=

Norlin Quadrangle
Historic District
(National Register)

Axial view corridor to
the Mountains

._-:ﬁ’
s BroadwE}-Kve

e, W TR T~

{ =

Semi enclosed
.| -arcade on the axis
X | the main east-west .| creates a dramatic
. ' .| pedestrian passageways | . | walking experience to
A | andalso the newest ¢ the open air theater
; dismount zone 2%~ K Z




Building Character

Campus Beginnings 1875-1917 — Development begins
around Norlin Quad in a range of architectural styles
including; Classical, Collegiate Gothic, and Romanesque

Klauder Era 1918-1939 — Establishes “Tuscan
vernacular” style, featuring textured local sandstone
facing, limestone trim, and reddish clay tile roofs
composed for picturesque effect against the mountains.
Buildings are arranged in clusters along axis and around
courtyard spaces — this becomes the signature
architectural and open space character of CU Boulder.

War & Post War 1940-1960 — Larger programs are
accommodated in simpler interpretations of the Tuscan
vernacular vocabulary.

War & Post War 1940-1960

Modernism to Postmodernism 1961-1989 —
Modernist/functionalist interpretation of the Tuscan
Vernacular continues through the 60’s, with a shift back to
historic elements in the postmodernist period of the 80’s. A
focus on renovation allows for renewal of many of the
campus’ heritage buildings.

1990’s to Today - Continued interpretation of Tuscan
Vernacular acknowledging historic styles and structured
relationships to open space. This includes the Rec Center
addition, CASE, and the Visual Arts Center, Art Museum,
and Roser Atlas Center

iochem

Rec Center Addition




Building Age S e

* The campus character Oldest Building e

. & o ¥ e e L‘ # \){‘}j\
shifts significantly DI (187SF e, \\}\J SN
moving west to east o e 5 N o ™~

within the “historic”
district, impacted by \
age and overall mass

‘ Broadway Ave
No Data \(‘_7 A \

B Early Years (1875 - 1917) X0 N

B Klauder Years (1918 -1939) .- v 3

B War and Post-War Years (1940 — 1960) - ok
Recent Years (1961 — 1989) % i

Current Years (1990 — 2019)

Newest Building
CASE (2018)
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T =g = T VL il
Facilities Condition Index (FCI) ©~

* Key historic assets on
Norlin Quad are in
poor or critical
condition

Oldest Building

—_— e b |

Broad\rlvéy'A\;é e e (S

Good Condition mm <10%

Bl 10 -25%
25 -40%
40 — 55:70 . : - \ Newest Building
55 -70% \ S CASE (2018)
Bl 70 - 85% ; :

Critical Condition I > 85%
Not Assessed 79



FCI + Building Age AP

Oldest Building
Old Main (1876) 1

x

QN Ll T\~

Old Main, HLMS, and MCOL |
appear as historic assets )
that are in critical condition

1L
.......

\ ’ . Broadway Ave |~ o~ ———= e SRR e [ \ e e

Not in Critical Condition, Post-War -
B Not in Critical Condition, Pre-War. -~ - \
Critical Condition, Post-War Newest Building
Il Critical Condition, Pre-war X5 CASE (2018)

Cut off: FCl = 70% ; Pre-War = Before 1940 80



. .
Building Use Miacky
Auditorium
* Mix of uses contributes to a
vibrant campus core
° Ay e,
Sewall Hall appears . o T
orphaned; only housing AW g
g [ e )
that is not part of a N W\ Wl
“district.” RS

r;\;\)‘ /
) ‘f\//./k:"\ :
SR
. | Koenig
g < Alumni
= Center /
B Admin BN Studentlife \
Housing Bl Community <~ '
B Support B Learning
Research B Cultural
Athletics Wellbeing

Norlin 2 8, St T e
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Library L/
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Vehicular Network ' -

* Astrong pedestrian
core distinguishes the
historic district. Plans

to pedestrianize Plans to pedestrianize 18th e
Col o ll oy A and Colorado under “The |~ . r
olorado Avenue wi %, , Walk” project - AT ¥
i ' === brahoced i - aggisht P
relpiflesstern s
portion o1 tne aistrict .. iy W Garage [eiiaewee ‘._.\
Z o0 Proposed r
Transit |
Center
: gl || j LICCEEERPP L DR P
\ NE " L, 5 e T
riversy s . & T # '
‘.“...'.. = ._ 04 ; 1 = B ! .-'1“ g I{t
> i : N Proposed
: ‘, .\--“ ;?.‘- I». = P\easa“ts MObIIIty HUb |:.}
"oanan SR LLTTITe and Parking ;
.“tln T MH‘;““’*:._-" —b ) = ‘(\’\ —"'"'_"'-‘r‘- ‘
L F..... —.,_r‘; s T VR NS VA
H‘:T:"'uull““
BN Campus Bus Route = o
: min wa
@ Conflict Zones : isochrones from
) :: Gateways the bus stops
Surface Parking
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Bike Network

* The proposed bike
route will provide
important system S Qg B, [V T
connectivity

-
- L L L

ST
-
-

- _
4 L
~-
-
-
—_——a

- -
------
-

T Broadway to
Williams 8
Village

Underpass to
@ ° walk/bike to
Norlin Quad

Underpass to

walk/bike to
. University
B Bike Route Memorial Center
® B 1 proposed Bike Route
Bike Station

Main

Campus to
East Campus

To East
Campus/
Marine St

Thru Route

Campus
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Elevated
Pedestrian
Path

Andrew’s
Arboretum

I Courtyards
[ Campus Quad
I Green Buffer
[ Rec Fields

I Historic District

Underwater Fish
Observatory

Connecting

Norlin Quad is
the campus’
foundational
open space

Green Buffer

Underpass to
walk/bike to
Norlin Quad

Underpass to
walk/bike to

Memorial Center

Pedestrian
Underpass

Pedestrian

Bridge
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Norlin Quad - Scale Comparison

NORLIN QUADRANGLE
PLAN DIMENSIONS: 1200’ X 580’
AREA: 3.5 ACRES

THE OHIO STATE OVAL
PLAN DIMENSIONS: 1250’ X 600’
AREA: 15+ ACRES

UVA GREAT LAWN
PLAN DIMENSIONS: 950’ X 200°
AREA: 4.35 ACRES




Farrand & Kittredge



istrict Character




Building Character (Farrand)

* Campus Beginnings 1875-1917 — The original “UC Power House” , now the West
District Energy Plant is constructed on what will become 18th and Colorado Avenue.

* Klauder era 1918-1939 — Campus growth continues to the east. Farrand Field
Residential District is established with Baker Hall designed in the Tuscan Vernacular
style

* War & Post War 1940-1960 — Farrand Village is completed in the Tuscan Vernacular
style with Libby, Farrand, Willard and Cheyenne Arapaho Halls. The Engineering
Quad is completed in a low scale, Tuscan Vernacular style.

* Modernism to Postmodernism 1961-1989 — Modernist/functionalist interpretation of
the Tuscan Vernacular continues with the construction of large academic buildings;
Duane Physics, and the Engineering Center. The eastern edge begins to fill in with the
Coors Center and Koelbel, which is constructed reflecting a shift toward
Postmodernism.

* 1990’s to Today - Continued interpretation of Tuscan Vernacular acknowledging
historic styles and structured relationships to open space is exemplified with the C4C,
Benson Earth Sciences, Mathematics and the addition to Imig Music. The East Utility
Plant and the Regent Autopark continue to fill the eastern edge with large, operations
programs.

War & Post War 1940-1960

Modernism to
Postmodernism

‘ent years 1990 - today
Imig Music
Additior




Building Character (Kittredge)

* Campus Beginnings 1875-1917 — Sommers Barusch Observatory
remains as an element from the early years of campus development

* War & Post War 1940-1960 — Flemming Hall is built with simpler
interpretations of the Tuscan vernacular vocabulary.

* Modernism to Postmodernism 1961-1989 — Kittredge Complex is
constructing inspired by the Tuscan Vernacular but planned as low
scale buildings within a naturalized landscape

* 1990’s to Today - Continued interpretation of Tuscan Vernacular
acknowledging historic styles and structured relationships to open
space as exemplified in the Wolf Law Building.

War & Post War 1940-1960
Fleming Hall

89



The most historic assets are in the

southeast, demarcating a “transitional”

western portion of this district, with
zone.

newer facilities added east and

.| Coors Events/
nference

Kittredge
Central

C4C Center for
Community

90

Engineering

i

Regent

Administrative

Center

Farrand
Hall

T R

‘* &Pk

-— v F

i

a

Duane D-Wing“~
B¢ ey
—— -

—

Broadway Ave

No Data
B Early Years (1875 - 1917)

B Klauder Years (1918 — 1939)

2
N\

-

B War and Post-War Years (1940 — 1960)

N
-

-
-
-

Recent Years (1961 — 1989)
Current Years (1990 — 2019)
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’Facl Iltl gs condltlon Index (FCI) * The Engineering Complex is a significant

W TR 3 s, center of activity that has undergone
DDW y Engineering - .

% Duane D:Wing 2 T incremental renovation to address
a0, ‘ Farrand deferred maintenance.
7 Duane Physics also has significant
deferred maintenance needs.

Coors Events/

e,

Sl S _@L_ﬂﬁ_liﬁ

Good Condition |l <10%
B 10 -25%
25 — 40% Administrative : < o
o 40 — 55% Center Kittredge ey A
) 55 —-70% Central B Y
A - Bl 70 -85% C4C Center for )
Critical Condition I > 85% Community
Not Assessed




o i ;;I’/Z PCE\ %i}’ e \?\

’,, CI 'I;L:g;“ilding Age * Generally, the buildings in this zone of

SO \ e neorig campus are in better condition than the
historic district.

Center

it

Farrand

B e — . )

~ Broadway Ave

Not in Critical Condition, Post-War Administrative _ T = Y- ,bge\‘(\e
-, Not in Critical Condition, Pre-War Center Kittredge SS—_ g
"\ Critical Condition, Post-War Central B
_-~" I Critical Condition, Pre-war C4C Center for =
Community

Cut off: FCl = 70% ; Pre-War = Before 1940



Bl Admin
- Housing
"E Support

- Research
Athletics

Bl Student Life
HEl Community
B Learning
B Cultural
Wellbeing

g e

Broadwa )-/;A‘;/;

Farrand
Hall

Center

Administrative
Center

Engineering

C4C Center for
Community

* Building use pattern in this district is:
residential cores surrounded by
academic uses, the inverse of what is
typical

~ % |Coors Events/

iConference
Center.

Kittredge
Central
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ok - b 1

veh icCu Ia rN EtWO rk * Despite the presence of vehicular
HEpY s i "o circulation that bisects Farrand from
*‘(‘?\ i ‘ ™, Kittredge, the pedestrian underpass
[ ! i f provides seamless connectivity between
the two districts

Plans to pedestrianize 18th
and Colorado under “The
Walk” project

Proposed
Transit
Center

Proposed
Mobility Hub
and Parking

= = gy

o TN

N
bl A B
Wi I A
\\_;..'.."..‘1 oadway ve

______

-

5 min walk
isochrones from
the bus stops

» EEE Campus Bus Route
4@ Conflict Zones
i.: Gateways

Surface Parking

-
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Bike Neinrk

To East
- Campus/ .
Marine St Main p
Campus to ann®
East Campus as '

Thru Route

Underpass to walk/

bike to Fiske D" el [ PO
Planetarium & *
Science Center

Broadway to
Williams
Village

» - =
N RN

__Emmm Bike Route
-~ BB pronosed Bike Route ~

Bike Station




Underpass to 5 b
East Campus

Housing

Cluster in park-
like setting Ungg[gassts to
Aurora Ave.

Housing
Cluster in park-

= Underpass to
~ - walk/bike to
Kit edge District

To William
Village

—==m = e

Broadway
Underpass

-

\\F Courtyards
-~ [ Campus Quad
I Green Buffer

"W Rec Fields

Enter into Kittredge
district from
Baseline Rd
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North of Boulder Creek
& Grandview




Building Character

Grandview

Campus Beginnings 1875-1917 — The Armory, now the home of the College of
Media, Communication and Information, and the building that now houses
Continuing Education were constructed during this period, but not as part of the
University.

War & Post War 1940-1960 — Residential bungalows were construction during this
period and were later acquired by the University.

1990’s to Today — The Institute of Behavioral Science was built during this time
frame. The four story brick building diverges from the character of recent campus
construction.

The majority of properties in this district are designated City of Boulder District
Landmarks or are within a historic district.

Campus Beginnings 1875-1 917

Co gle cati

ReSIdenuaI Bungeﬂows SmlleyCourtApartments =
War & Post War 1940 -1960 .



Building Age

* Significant historic structures in the
eastern portion of Grandview

* North of Boulder Creek area presents an
opportunity for increased density
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Building Character

North of Boulder Creek

* War & Post War 1940-1960 — Two to three story garden-style
apartments, including Athens Court and Faculty-Staff Court are built in a
range of modern styles and materials

* Modernism to Postmodernism 1961-1989 —Two to three story
garden-style apartments, including Marine Court and Newton Court are
built in a range of modern styles and materials. Athens North Court a
four story apartment building, is constructed

* 1990’s to Today — The athletic bubble is installed at the
recreation/athletic fields

Athens.Court
War & Post War 137[5:' 9

Marine Court

Modernism to
Postmodernism 1961 - 1989

Newton Court =P

Modernism to
Postmodernism 1961 - 1989
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Building Use

* North of Boulder Creek is primarily a
single-use district; however, given its
proximity to the Main Campus and the
new bridges, it could be considered as
“hugging” Main campus rather than an
isolated district.
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North of Boulder Creek - Master Plan Goals

Sustainability:

* Socially, economically and environmentally stable

Land Stewardship:

* Responsible utilization of urban land, supportive of natural resources
Diversity:

* Create an inclusive community across cultures and generations
Connectivity:

* Encourage linkages to the campus core and other important nodes in the
community. Develop a civic environment that promotes connections to the larger
community

Character:

* Develop a consistent expression of the CU brand in this neighborhood that, without
imitating, relates to main campus architecture though consistent scale, massing
and open space design while being respectful of adjacent properties and other
contextual influences

Flexibility:

* Define the maximum program achievable on the site, and allow flexibility to define
programs for individual projects more specifically as they are initiated

Safety:

* Improve flood water management, provide for pedestrian safety through defensible
space within the neighborhood and at pedestrian/vehicle interface zones

“The vision for the North
of Boulder Creek
neighborhood is to create
a community where
students, statf and faculty
live, learn, work and
recreate together in a
sustainable environment.’
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North of Boulder Creek - Site Plan Principles
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1. Support multimodal circulation —
through and around the site.

Z2ND STREET
FOLEOM STREET

-
-
-
-
-
-
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2. Develop a system of open spaces
that supports pedestrian flow, and
connects people across the
community.

|
I
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3. Establish zones for different levels of
commercial, public and resident
activity based on their intensity of
use.
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4. Feature natural resources adjacent
to the site.

D. Develop green infrastructure system
that supports stormwater and water 0 -
quality management. T \ ey (i i

6. Create a hierarchy of street types | = _ ._ _ :
that respond to the varied db Yo 2 R S v
opportunities and requirements for e ‘
promoting a sense of community, as ' = ' E

well as providing for basic service

and access. KEY
I Housing Trail & Park Parking & Vehicular Roads = = = = Proposed Floodway A /ssumed Primary
. Residential Entrance
I commercial I Faork & Playspace [ ] Service — Proposed High Hazard Zone :

n Active Corner - Athletics Fields [: Future Acquisition Site - Boulder Creek

b

I

!
i

21T STREE

f— Build To Line
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Main Campus
Svynthesis
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I 100 Year Floodplain

=2 500 Year Floodplain

I Flood High Hazard Zone
Wetland Zone

EZ2 Buildings in Floodplain o i
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I 100 Year Floodplain

=2 500 Year Floodplain

I Flood High Hazard Zone
Wetland Zone

1 Capital Planning Projects
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B'ro\adway Ave

Green Corridor
[ Quads and Plazas
mmm Green Campus Spines

--- Views 109
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(® Vehicular Gateway

Mobility Hub

Transit Stop

Connection to East Campus
CINC Express

Athens Express

Marine Street Express

Broadway Ave
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Broadway Ave
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East Campus



East Campus Planning

AES Building Context Plan

+ Sinuous Multi-Purpose path echoes the more natural riparian framewark
+ Can be implemented easier over time

+ Maintains clear path for all existing infrastructure in Discovery Drive ROW
+ Largest AES Building site

- Might retain the ‘memory’ of the curved road

2011 Framework Plan

........ i R, .|

[| ]
I s
L

Y

FLIGHT FIELD

2 s prace ovemuny zone

¥ University of Colorado
Boulder

East Campus Framework Plan

Exhibit V-B-1

CURVE AES Building | University of Colorado Boulder
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Campus Character

Prentup Field

Smiley Court
Housing

Potts Field

Aerospace
Engineering

" Sustainability
Energy and

Biotechnology Environment
Community
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Building Character

years 1990 - today
tai ;j. ty, Energy and Environment Community

il (2T
-
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* War & Post War 1940-1960 — Property is acquired for East Campus. Early research
buildings are constructed north of Boulder Creek in a modernist/functionalist style.

* Modernism to Postmodernism 1961-1989 —The three story garden-style apartment
complex, Smiley Court is built at the corner of 30th Street and Colorado Ave

* 1990’s to Today —

1961-1989
Smiley Court Apae

Current years
Caruthers Biotechnology
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No Data

Il Early Years (1875 — 1917)

B Klauder Years (1918 — 1939)

[ War and Post-War Years (1940 — 1960)
Recent Years (1961 — 1989)

Current Years (1990 — 2019
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————————

* Consider long-term location of facilities el e
north of the creek, particularly those in ¥ = -
poor condition

N©
Naﬁ)a‘(\oe #

Good Condition l <10%
B 10-25%
25 -40%
40 — 55%
55 -70%
B 70 -85%
Critical Condition Il > 85%
Not Assessed
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* District is characterized by series of
mostly single-use zones; opportunity for
greater integration
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Generally, there is a lack of campus life
amenities on East Campus. Following
the SFV typologies, new facilities will
increasingly address this.

pe
2n0°
N‘a‘)

Housing
Cafeteria and Dining Facilities
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————————

* The current road network offers a central

development spine south of the Creek.
How can this road transform into a
pedestrian-friendly campus copgiel®t

BN Campus Bus Route
® Transit Hub

@ Vehicular Gateways
e Surface Parking
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* The Creek trails offer potential
connections between campuses, that
can be complemented b)@ parterni with-7
the City to further enﬁ%pm/e/e/lo a@
other urban connecneﬁ's

&) Pedestrian connections
<:+» Proposed Bike Circulation
€ Existing Bike Circulation
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g, 1 ar ﬂoo‘dp‘lain poses development
- risks; particularly north of the Creek;
500-year floodplain south of the

- Frovod H]Qh
YWetland Zone
Buildings in Floodplain
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Op
* The natural open space system should

play a major role in shaping future
development on East Campus.

I Courtyards
8 Campus Quad
I Green Buffer

B Rec Fields (7
Bl \Water o o
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East Campus
Svynthesis
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Wetland Zone
Buildings in Floodplain
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Transit Hub
Vehicular Entrances
<..>Proposed Bike Circulation
€= Existing Bike Circulation
€ Vehicular Circulation
Green Fingers
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Building Character

irrent years 1990 - today..
#5Williams Village Commons###

War & Post War 1940-1960 — Property is acquired for what will become Williams
Village.

* Modernism to Postmodernism 1961-1989 — Development begins at Williams CI ar )
Village with Stearns and Darley towers representing a formal and material departure WiIIia?n'é VAT ,
from the Tuscan vernacular style. East Apartm;]*ipr

« 1990’s to Today — Six to seven story residential buildings are built at the perimeter of
the Village adjacent to large parking lots. The building designs feature pitched roofs
and a brick selction that is consistent with Stearns and Darley. The Williams Village
Commons is built with a similar material palette but in a contemporary expression.
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Building Use

* Williams Village Commons was a
necessary investment to add much
needed student life amenities to Will Vill;
however, lack of other uses means
dining facility is under-utilized during the s Z
day.

Bl Admin Bl Student Life cumpike
Housing Bl Community penver BoUlde!

I Support B Learning
Research Bl Cultural
Athletics Wellbeing
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Vehicular Network

E Campus Bus Route
@ Vehicular Gateways
Q Surface Parking
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<& +) Pedestrian connections
<:*» Proposed Bike Circulation
€ Existing Bike Circulation
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William Village
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GO yeRicular Entrances

G- Proposed Bike Circulation
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