
UCHealth – University of Colorado Hospital Aurora

Garage 2 Project

University of Colorado Design Review Board

Schematic Design (Revised)

May 14, 2020



Contents

I. Introductions

II. Alternate Studies

A. Overview of Existing Conditions

B. Previous Concept Circulation Studies

C. Alternate Concept Circulation Studies

D. Proposed Solution – Protecting Pedestrians

III. Schematic Design

A. Site & Landscape

B. Building

C. Sustainable Strategies

2



I. Introductions



A/E Team

Pact Studios, LLC – Architectural Design

Martin & Martin – Civil and Structural Engineering

Specialized Engineering Solutions – MEP Design; Low Voltage; 
Lighting Design

Kimley>Horn – Landscape Architecture

Felsburg Holt & Ullevig – Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 

Study

Lerch Bates – Vertical Transportation

Fd2s – Graphic and Signage Design

4



5

Campus Plan



Context of Project – Campus
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Lot 2 Site



I. Alternate Studies



Existing Outpatient Access & Flow to Remain
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Patient Experience – Sense of Arrival
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In healthcare settings, visitors and patients 

require the following fundamentals to optimize 
their experience during a clinical visit:

Clear Visibility of Destination
• Helps reduce anxiety over reason for visit

• Reaching appointment on time reduces stress

Drop-off Near Entry Door/Pick-up Near Exit
• Many visitors have limited mobility

• Extra time is needed to disembark/embark vehicle

• For some, extra time is needed to utilize a wheelchair

Personal Interface with UCHealth
• Efficient valet exchange expected

• Reception near point of entry to provide further 

assistance

Short Walk between Garage and Entrance
• Older and unwell visitors have difficulty managing long 

walks

• Visitors with mobility challenges need proximity

• Less time needed to get to an appointment

Patient Satisfaction
• Drop-off, Pick-up, and parking are the first and last 

impressions of a visit



N/S - Early Circulation Studies

(presented at Concept Design Feb. 13)
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Figure 4
Pros

• Alleviate traff ic at 16th and “Troy”

• Pass through lane for people going 

straight to garage

Cons

• Queuing on 16th Ave

• Entry point is in middle of garage on 

w est/east sides

Figure 4 w/ Boulevard
Pros

• Alleviate traff ic at 16th and “Troy”

• Pedestrians able to cross at north 

side w ithout vehicle conflict

Cons

• Tight turn-around for valet drop-off

• Limited visibility w hen approaching 

the site

• Queuing on 16th Ave

Diagonal
Pros

• Pass through lane for people going 

straight to garage

Cons
• Not enough straight run before 16th

Ave

• Queuing on 16th Ave

• Large island space that is not easily 

accessible



E/W - Early Circulation Studies

(Presented at Concept Design Feb. 13)
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Full-Boulevard
Pros

• Alleviate traff ic at 16th and “Troy”

• Welcoming Boulevard entrance

• Force all garage traff ic directly to 

Aurora Ct

Cons

• Valet needs to directly access 

Garage 3

• Tight turn-around at valet drop-off
• All entrances to garage on north

• Good routes for pedestrians to avoid 

vehicles

Diagonal
Pros

• Alleviate traff ic at 16th and “Troy”

• Pedestrians able to cross at north 

side w ithout vehicle conflict

• Good alignment w ith garage entry/exit 
points

Cons

• Impacts to Garage 3 entry/exit

• Not enough straight drive lane 
connecting to 16th Ave

• Queuing on 16th Ave

Mini-Boulevard
Pros

• Alleviate some congestion at 16th and 

Troy

• Welcoming Boulevard entrance

• Good alignment w ith garage entry/exit 
points

Cons

• Queuing on 16th Ave

• Valet forced to loop around site



Early Circulation Studies

(Not Presented at Concept Design Feb. 13)
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3-Bay Option
3-bay options w ere eliminated due to the reduction in vehicular 

circulation eff iciency imposed by a single ramp.

4-Bay Option
This option w as modif ied in subsequent studies to improve garage 

access, preserve more trees, and reduce grading

Pros

• Alleviate some congestion at 16th and Troy

• Additional surface lot for potential valet staging

Cons

• Queuing on 16th Ave
• 3-bay create ineff icient garage circulation

• Entry/exit on w est side could create turning conflicts

Pros

• 4-bay creates eff icient garage circulation

• Additional surface lot for potential valet staging

Cons

• Does not alleviate congestion at 16th and Troy
• Entry/exit on w est side could create turning conflicts



Alternate Studies - Criteria for Evaluation
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Minimize Pedestrian & Vehicular Conflicts

Provide Drop-off/Pick-up Near Building Entrances

Limit Distance Visitors Must Walk from Garage to Destination

Provide Ample Stacking for Drop-off Lane

Create Intuitive Wayfinding on Site & in Garage

Visibility of Entrances/Destination

Visibility of Primary Elevator Core
Visual Connectivity between Core and Entrances

Develop Drives Navigable for Cars, Fire Trucks, Ambulances, RVs, Box Trucks

Produce Efficient Throughput for Vehicles Circulating in Garage

Promote Efficient Valet Service

Retain Fire Lane Adjacent to AOP

Allow for Future Pedestrian Bridge to ACP

Minimize Loss of Existing Trees

Design within Budget



Turn-Around Criteria
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• Must be able to accommodate current traffic including cars, fire trucks, 

ambulances, RVs, and box trucks
• Must be able to accommodate other vehicles who may have entered drop-off 

drive by mistake

• Existing turnaround on 17th Avenue used for basis of design- overlay above



3-Bay Option 1 (eliminated from further study)*
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Cons

A. No f ire lane access provided on w est side*

B. Long w alk from Elevator Core to ACP & Eye Institute

C. Drop-off length reduced by 50'
D. Elevator Core location has low  visibility

E. Location of elevator core creates long w alk in garage

F. Vehicle entry point from drop-off lanes intersects in 

middle of garage parking

G. Reduction to 1 ramp inside the garage w ill slow  
circulation

H. Merging traff ic difficult on curve

I. Turning traff ic out of merge is dif f icult

J. Valet operations must circulate around entire site to 

access Garage 3
K. Valet staging area is reduced

L. Poor proximity for future pedestrian bridge

M. Setback on the south side is 25’, instead of 50’

N. Most trees on south side of garage w ill be removed

O. Additional Costs:
Snow melt w ill need to be altered

Utility conflicts on south and w est

Increase project scope for additional roads

Pros
1. Reduce pedestrian/vehicle circulation conflicts

2. Additional surface lot for potential valet staging

Surface Lot

No Overlap Between Drop-off and Garage 
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3-Bay Option 1
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Surface Lot



3-Bay Option 2
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No Overlap Between Drop-off and Garage 

Cons

A. New  fire lane access provided on w est side

B. Long w alk from Elevator Core to AOP,ACP & Eye Institute

C. Drop-off length reduced by 50’
D. Elevator Core location has low  visibility

E. Location of elevator core creates long w alk in garage

Poor visibility of core from inside garage

Visitors parking on north side likely to cross traffic

F. Reduction to 1 ramp inside the garage w ill slow  circulation
G. Merging traff ic difficult on curve

H. Turning traff ic out of merge is diff icult

I. Valet operations must circulate around entire site to access 

Garage 3

J. Valet staging area is reduced
K. Poor proximity for future pedestrian bridge

L. Setback on the south side is 25’, instead of 50’

M. Most trees on south side of garage w ill be removed

N. Additional Costs:

Snow melt w ill need to be altered
Utility conflicts on south and w est

Increase project scope for additional roads

Ineff icient parking layout

Pros
• Reduce pedestrian/vehicle circulation conflicts on w est

• No drop-off and garage overlap
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3-Bay Option 2
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4-Bay Option 1
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Drop-off Circulates Underneath Portion of Garage

Cons

A. New  fire lane access provided on w est side

Limits length of new  drop-off canopy

B. Long w alk from Elevator Core to AOP,ACP & Eye Institute
C. Drop-off length reduced by 100’

D. Elevator Core location has low  visibility

E. Location of elevator core creates long w alk in garage

Poor visibility of core from inside garage

Visitors parking on north side likely to cross traffic
F. 17'-0" f loor to f loor required for vehicles to pass under NW 

corner of garage

G. Merging traff ic difficult on curve

H. Turning traff ic out of merge is diff icult

I. Valet operations must circulate around entire site to access  
Garage 3

J. Valet staging area is reduced

K. Poor proximity for future pedestrian bridge

L. Setback on the south side is 25’, instead of 50’

M. Most trees on south side of garage w ill be removed
N. Additional Costs:

Snow melt w ill need to be replaced

Utility conflicts on south 

Increase project scope for additional roads

More sitew ork needed for regrading at garage access

Pros

1.   Reduce pedestrian/vehicle circulation conflicts on w est

2.   Familiar visitors can enter the garage from 16th Ave
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4-Bay Option 1
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4-Bay Option 2
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Drop-off Circulates Underneath Portion of Garage

Cons

A.  New  fire lane access provided on w est side

Limits length of new  drop-off canopy

B.   Long w alk from Elevator Core to AOP,ACP & Eye Institute
C.  Drop-off length reduced by 150’

D.  Elevator Core location has low  visibility

E.  Location of elevator core creates long w alk in garage

Poor visibility of core from inside garage

Visitors parking on north side likely to cross traffic
F.  17'-0" f loor to f loor required for vehicles to pass under NW    

corner of garage

G.   Merging traff ic difficult on curve

H.   Turning traff ic out of merge is dif f icult

I.    Valet operations must circulate around entire site to 
access Garage 3

J.   Valet staging area is reduced

K.   Poor proximity for future pedestrian bridge

L.   Setback on the south side is 25’, instead of 50’

M.  Most trees on south side of garage w ill be removed
N.   Additional Costs:

Snow melt w ill need to be replaced

Utility conflicts on south

Increase project scope for additional roads

More sitew ork needed for regrading at garage access

Pros

1.   Reduce pedestrian/vehicle circulation conflicts on w est

2.   Familiar visitors can enter the garage from 16th Ave
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4-Bay Option 2
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Summary of Alternate Studies
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After revisiting conceptual site layouts for the UCHA Garage 2 project, the Design Team does not 

recommend proceeding with an option that creates a 'U-turn' style drive configuration on the north side 
of the garage.

While this layout does serve to help minimize pedestrian & vehicular conflicts, it does not eliminate 
those conflicts entirely and creates significant challenges for the solution in other areas including:

• Distancing Drop-off/Pick-up from Building Entrances
• Increasing Distance Visitors Must Walk from Garage Core to Destination
• Decreasing Stacking for Drop-off Lane

• Confusing Wayfinding on Site & Inside of Garage
o Reduction of Visibility of Primary Elevator Core from Arrival

o Reduction of Visual Connectivity between Core and Entrances
o Complication of Vehicular Navigation due to Garage Entrances and Building Geometry

• Aggravating Valet Service Circulation/Increasing Total Trip Times

• Eliminating Potential for Future Pedestrian Bridge to ACP (Level 2 AOP is not appropriate access)
• Increases Loss of Existing Trees

• Exceeding Project Scope and Construction Budget
• Complicating Operations During Construction

For these reasons, the Design Team recommends continuing to develop the site layout previously 
approved at the Concept Review on February 13, 2020, which retains existing driveway drop-off and 

circulation that currently serves all access points for outpatient services.
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Proposed Solution – Overall Project Site Plan



Protecting Pedestrians from Vehicles
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Click to add text



Core Location
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Key drivers for core:

1. Keeping core further 

west allows for longer 
fire lane access to be 

provided

2. By not aligning doors 

with crosswalk, there is 
more space for queuing 

around doors at areas 
away from vehicles

3. Due to the east/west 
orientation of garage, 

preference is to locate 
the core furthest west to 

help with way finding

4. Location of core is 

closest accommodation 
for future pedestrian link

1

3

2

4



Feedback from March 13 DRB Review
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1. Review access and Circulation
A. Study traffic impact at intersection of Aurora Court and Drop-off Drive
B. Study traffic impact at intersection of Drop-off Drive and north entrance/exit of garage

2. Refine urban design solution
A. Reconsider garage materials
B. Reconsider landscape design

3. Refine architectural mass
A. Study moving primarily vertical circulation core away from corner
B. Locate on north side with more direct access to northeast crosswalk

Site Plan with key areas to address indicated



28

Feedback from March 23 DRB Work Session

1. Review access and circulation
A. Lot 1 Concept
B. Traffic Study

2. Refine urban design solution
A. Overall Design
B. North Side
C. West Side
D. Northwest Corner
E. Landscape Walls

3. Refine architectural mass
A. New Elevator Core Location and Configuration
B. Façade Design
C. Sustainable Concrete Mix

New Landscape Concept shared during Work Session 

New Architecture Concept shared during Work Session New Architecture Concept shared during Work Session 



III. Schematic Design
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Grading Plan
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Utility Plan
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Traffic Study

Existing Traffic Volumes Anticipated 2025 Traffic Volumes

Lot 2 Site Garage 2 Site
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Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation
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Overall Project Site Plan
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Planting Plan



Enlargement Plan
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Landscape Section
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North Plaza Perspective Views
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Enlargement Plan
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Landscape Section
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Landscape Section
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West Plaza Perspective Views
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Inspiration 
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Façade Studies
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Option 2A Selected for Further Study during March 23 DRB Work Session



Flat Screen Fade

Façade Vignettes – Screen Articulation
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Steel Return at Opening Recess at Opening Proud at Opening

Perpendicular Screen Fade Combo Fade



Core Floor Plan
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Preferred Elevator Core and Stair Concept

Initial Elevator Core and Stair Concept
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Aerial Plan

Aerial Plan



South & East Elevations

Aerial View Looking Northwest
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North Elevation

Aerial View Looking Southwest
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North & West Elevations

Aerial View Looking Southeast



South & West Elevations

Aerial View Looking Northeast
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Schematic Design - Elevations
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South Elevation

North Elevation West Elevation

East Elevation



Schematic Design - Elevations
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North Elevation



Schematic Design - Elevations
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West Elevation



Schematic Design - Elevations
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South Elevation



Schematic Design - Elevations
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East Elevation



Schematic Design - Perspectives
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Street View at 16th Ave & Aurora Court Looking Northwest



Schematic Design - Perspectives
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Street View at Entry Drive & Aurora Court Looking Southwest



Lighting Concept
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Ground Level Floor Plan
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Levels 2-4, Typical Floor Plan
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Level 5 Floor Plan
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Level 6 Floor Plan
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Energy Design Consideration Summary

Notes:

1. US Energy Star does not provide Energy Use Intensity (EUI) data for parking garage projects.

2. This list is adapted from NREL guidelines for Low-Energy Parking Structure Design.
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Concrete Mix
Notes:

Design team is using the 

EC3 website as a tool for 

selecting a concrete mix.  

Other variables will need to 

be considered and 

evaluated to ensure the 

proper concrete mix is 

selected.

EC3 Online Tool for Material Comparisons

Example of Concrete Mix that would fall below the Carbon Leadership Forum 

(CLF) baseline for Ready Mix concrete, which is 458.73



Thank you



Appendix
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Site Furnishings
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Hardscape and Material Finishes
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Plant Palette
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Plant Palette
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Plant Palette



74

Precedent Images



Site Lighting
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Lighting Fixtures
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Campus Standard Fixtures

Discontinued



Total Parking Counts and GSF
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Statistic Per Level

Level 6 164 spaces 45,808 GSF

Level 5 252 spaces 64,592 GSF

Level 4 241 spaces (35 ADA) 77,565 GSF

Level 3 242 spaces (36 ADA) 77,565 GSF 

Level 2 242 spaces (36 ADA) 78,354 GSF

Level 1 169 spaces (2 ADA/22 van) 78,250 GSF

Totals

1,179 typical spaces

22 Van spaces

109 ADA spaces

Grand Total

1,310 spaces 422,134 GFA (322 SF/stall)



Building Sections
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East/West Section

North/South Section



Perforated Screen

79



Perforated Screen
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Concrete Texture
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Updated Core
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