CITYOFBOULDER
PLANNING BOARD AGENDA ITEM
MEETING DATE: November 5, 2015

AGENDA TITLE: Concept Plan (case no. LUR2015-00071) for redevelopment of the 15.77-acre Boulder
Community Health site at 311 Mapleton Ave. with a Congregate Care Facility consisting of a total of 16
buildings connected by pedestrian walkways or bridges, including 67 dwelling unit equivalents, with 150
independent living units and 83 single assisted living areas, short-term rehab/skilled nursing rooms, and
memory care rooms. Proposed parking to be a mix of 199 structured garage spaces and 208 surface parking
spaces (407 spaces total).

Applicant: Michael Bosma
Property Owner: Mapleton Hill Investment Group

REQUESTING DEPARTMENT:

Planning, Housing and Sustainability

David Driskell, Executive Director

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager
Chandler Van Schaack, Planner ||

OBJECTIVE:

1. Planning Board hears applicant and staff presentations.

2. Hold Public Hearing.

3. Planning Board to ask questions of applicant, the public, and staff.

4. Planning Board discussion and comment on Concept Plan. No action is required by Planning Board.

SUMMARY:

Proposal: The proposed congegate care facility would consist of a total of 16 buildings connected
by pedestrian walkways or bridges, including 67 dwelling unit equivalents, with 150
independent living units and 83 single assisted living areas, short-term rehab/skilled
nursing rooms, and memory care rooms. Proposed parking to be a mix of 199 structured
garage spaces and 208 surface parking spaces (407 spaces total).

Project Name: The Academy at Mapleton Hill

Location: 311 Mapleton Ave.

Size of Tract: 15.77 acres (686,941 sq. ft.)

Zoning: Public (P) and Residential - Low 1 (RL-1)

Comprehensive Plan:  Public
Key Issues: Staff has identified the following key issues:

1. Is the Concept Plan proposal compatible with the goals, objectives and recommendations of the Boulder
Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)?

2. s the proposed project compatible with the surrounding neighborhood?
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

PROCESS

The project is required to complete Concept Plan and Site Review because the site meets the minimum thresholds in both
the P and RL-1 zone districts. Projects that contain 100,000 square feet of floor area in the P zone district and projects over
3 acres or 18 dwelling units in the RL-1 are required to complete a Concept Plan Review and Site Review.

The purpose of the Concept Plan review is to determine the general development plan for a particular site and to help
identify key issues in advance of a Site Review submittal. This step in the development process is intended to give the
applicant an opportunity to solicit comments from the Planning Board as well as the public early in the development process
as to whether a development concept is consistent with the requirements of the city as set forth in its adopted plans,
ordinances and policies (section 9-2-13, B.R.C. 1981). Concept Plan review requires staff review and a public hearing
before the Planning Board.

BACKGROUND

The 15.77-acre project site is located at the
northwest corner of the intersection of
Mapleton and 4t Street, just east of the Mount
Sanitas trailhead. The site is currently the
location of the Mapleton Medical Center. The
site has had a long history of medically related
uses, starting in 1895 when the Boulder
Sanitarium was established on the site and
continuing with the establishment of the
Boulder Memorial Hospital on the site in 1957.
In 1989, the Boulder Memorial Hospital
Campus was sold to Boulder Community
Hospital and renamed the Mapleton Center.
Refer to Attachment B for the applicant’s full
Historical Assessment Memorandum.

Currently, the Mapleton Center operates as
medical office space and provides outpatient
rehabilitation and therapy services. Unique to
Boulder, the Mapleton Center currently
operates a warm water therapy pool, and
offers a variety of therapy and fitness classes
as well as open swim hours for the public.

To the south and east is the Mapleton Hill
Historic Neighborhood and to the east and . — —_—
north is the Newlands Neighborhood. Both Figure 1: Aerial View of Existing Site
neighborhoods represent some of the oldest neighborhoods in Boulder and were developed predominantly as low-density
residential neighborhoods. To the north of the subject site is the Trailhead Development site, formerly known as the Boulder
Junior Academy site. Currently under construction, the Trailhead development was approved by Planning Board in 2012 for
23 single-family homes in accordance with the adopted Junior Academy Area Plan. The project site is bounded on its west
side by City open space, with the Mount Sanitas trailhead and parking area roughly a quarter mile to the west.

)

BVCP Land Use Designation
As shown below in Figure 2, the majority of the project site has a BVCP land use designation of Public, which is defined in
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the 2010 BVCP as follows:

“Public/Semi-Public land use designations encompass a wide range of public and private nonprofit uses that
provide a community service. This category includes municipal and public utility services such as the municipal
airport, water reservoirs, and water and wastewater treatment plants. Public/Semi-Public also includes: educational
facilities, including public and private schools and the university; government offices such as city and county
buildings, libraries, and the jail; government laboratories; and nonprofit facilities such as cemeteries, churches,
hospitals, retirement complexes and may include other uses as allowed by zoning.”

There is also an area of property with a land use designation of Open Space — Other, which is defined as “public and
private land designated prior to 1981 that the city and county would like to preserve through various preservation methods
including but not limited to intergovernmental agreements, dedications or acquisitions.” There are no development
restrictions associated with this designation; rather, the designation indicates ‘that the long-term use of the land is planned
to serve one or more open space functions. However, Open Space designations may not reflect the current use of the land
while in private ownership.” The reason for the application of the Open Space — Other designation to a portion of the project
site is somewhat unclear, as the land use designation was applied in the 1970’s prior to parcel-based mapping; however,
the proposed project presents an opportunity to evaluate whether there is any value in maintaining the existing land use
designation or whether it should be changed as part of this process. Because the subject property is privately owned and
already fully developed, the Open Space land use designation does not impact the types of development allowed on the
subject parcel. See Figure 2 below for a BVCP Land Use Map of the subject property.
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Figure 2: BVCP Land Use Map
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Site Zoning.
The project site is split-zoned, the with majority of the site being zoned Public (P), and a roughly 40,000 sq. ft. (.91 acres)
portion of the site zoned Residential - Low 1 (RL-1). The P zone district is defined as “public areas in which public and
semi-public facilities and uses are located, including without limitation, governmental and educational uses,” and the RL-1
zone is defined as: “Single-family detached residential dwelling units at low to very low residential densities” (section 9-5-
2(c), B.R.C. 1981). Please see Figure 3 below for a zoning Map of the site and surrounding area. Per section 9-6-1, B.R.C.
1981, congregate care facilities are allowed within the P zone district if approved through the Use Review process, and are
currently prohibited in the RL-1 zone. As part of the redevelopment of the site, the applicant has indicated that they intend
to request a rezoning of the RL-1 portion of the site to P in order to bring the entire site into conformance with the underlying
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Figure 3: Zoning Map

Additional Site Characteristics

The project site has a number of unique characteristics that will need to be taken into consideration during the Site Review
process. Being situated at the base of Mount Sanitas, the site is impacted by very steep grades, as shown in the
topographic map provided as Figure 4 below. Related to the steep grade, the site is located within a Geological
Development Constraint area, specifically a Potential Mass Movement Hazard and Consolidation/ Swell Constraint area as
well as a Swell Potential Constraint area (see Figure 5 below). These designations are assigned to several areas in the city
that are affected by geologic constraints such as unstable soils or steep slopes. Redevelopment of properties affected by
these designations requires studies to demonstrate that such properties are safe for development. At time of Site Review, a
preliminary Soils Report as well as a preliminary Grading and Drainage Report would be required. Additional characteristics
of the site which will inform future discussions include the Silver Lake Ditch which runs along the western property boundary
as well as a soft surface trail running across the northwestern portion of the site and eventually connecting to the main
Mount Sanitas trail (See Figure 6).
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Figure 5: Geological Development Constraint Map
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Il. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The proposed Concept Plan is for redevelopment of the 15.77-acre Boulder Community Health site at 311 Mapleton Ave.
with a Congregate Care Facility consisting of a total of 16 buildings connected by pedestrian walkways and bridges,
including 67 dwelling unit equivalents’, with 150 independent living units and 83 single assisted living areas, short-term
rehab/skilled nursing rooms, and memory care rooms. Parking is proposed to be a mix of 199 structured garage spaces and
208 surface parking spaces (407 spaces total).

As shown below in Figure 6, the proposed site plan is intended to honor the existing campus-like setting of the Boulder
Community Hospital Mapleton Center. The primary access would remain on Maxwell Ave., and the existing surface parking
area located on the southeast corner of the site would remain (per the applicant’s written statement, this is due to an
existing shared parking easement serving the adjacent church).

Refer to Figure 7 for the proposed site plan superimposed onto an aerial and Figures 8-14 for architectural renderings of
the proposed project. Refer to Attachment A for project plans and the full applicant submittal.

! Pursuant to section 9-8-6(f), B.R.C. 1981, In congregate care facilities, five sleeping rooms or accommodations without kitchen facilities constitute
one dwelling unit, three attached dwelling units constitute one dwelling unit, and one detached dwelling unit constitutes one dwelling unit. See chart on
Pg. 3 of Concept Plan package in Attachment A for applicant’s occupancy equivalency calculations Agenda Item 5A  Page 6 of 111
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Framing the Maxwell Ave. entrance on the north are five “cottage” buildings housing eight independent living apartments
each, contstructed over 79 partially below-grade structred parking spaces. The mass and scale of the proposed cottage
buildings is intended to provide a transition between the larger buildings to the west and the existing single-family residential
context to the east, and the building forms are characterized by craftsman-style architecture incorporating traditional building
references such as gabled roofs and dormers, wrap-around covered porches and stone masonry . Figure 8 below illustrates
the proposed cottage elevations as seen from Maxwell Ave. to the south.

Figure 8: Cottage Elevations from Maxwell Ave.

The main “Lodge” buidling (Building A) is situated in the southwest corner of the site in the location of the existing hospital
building. The 3-story building is broken up into a main building, an “East Annex” connected by a bridge, and a single-story
“West Annex” wing on the south side that encloses a landscaped courtyard. The building sits atop a below-grade parking
structure providing 41 parking spaces, which is accessed via a garage entrance on the south east corner of the building,
shown below in Figure 9.

The ground flooor of the main building contains the primary group facilities such as the main kitchen and dining rooms, a
coffee shop, a bar, the grand recpetion hall and employee lounge, while the single-story west annex building contains a new
therapy pool, sauna and exercise rooms and massgae/ yoga rooms, centered around the courtyard (see Pg. 12 of Concept
Plan package included as Attachment A for floor plans). The east annex building and upper two stories of the main building
contain 57 total independent living units, with 18 one bedroom units and 39 two-bedroom units.

= W k30 33
2 s ly A - ANNEX WEST 2 ly A - ANNEX EAST z8
POOL, EXERCISE, MASSAGE THERAPY AREAS SENIOR LIVING RESIDENCES OVER
SINGLE-STORY TRANSITIONS TO ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURED PARKING

SOUTH ELEVATION — BUILDING A & CHAPEL

Figure 9: Building A South Elevation

As shown below in Figure 10, the architecture of Building A utilizes many of the same traditional references incorporated
into the cottages, although the scale is significantly larger. The materials as shown along the east elevation are a blend of
buff sandstone, different shades of wood siding and trim and concrete tile roof shingles. The main building reaches a height
of 53 feet as measured by the city land use code, although the building is roughly 45'6” measured from adjacent grade.
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Figure 10: Building A East Elevation

It is worth noting that the current proposal would involve a request for a height modification to allow for several of the
building s to exceed the 35 foot height limit for the P zone district. This request is predicated on Section 2 of the_height
ordinance adopted by council on April 2015, which allows projects to request a modification to the maximum principal
building height “in all zoning districts, if the request is to allow the greater of two stories or the maximum number of stories
permitted in section 9-7-1 in a building and the height modification is necessary because of the topography of the site.”
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Figure 11: Building A North Elevation

As shown above in Figure 11, the primary entrance to Building A is located on the north side of the building off of a cul-de-
sac at the terminus of the Maxwell Ave. entrance. The buff sandstone base element continues along the northern fagade,
with the upper story material changing from wood siding to stucco. A metal accent roof frames the entry and central spine of
the building, with large entry windows framed by stucco and painted half timber trim. Figure 11 also illustrates the proposed
bridge connecting Building A to a new chapel building perched on the hillside to the west. An at-grade covered pedestrian
walkway connects the Lodge Building to Building B to the north, continuing the open verranda element between buildings.
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A small parking area above a “campus green” pocket park extends off the north side of the cul-de-sac and provides the
main access to Building B. Similar to Building A, Building B is a single structure broken into three parts which frame a
central landscaped courtyard. The materials are largely a continuation of the materials comprising the north elevation opf
Building A (shown in Figure 11 above), with buff snadstone along the base and stucco with wood trim on the upper two
stories. Given the slope of the site, Building B is arranged so that the eastern side of the building (see Figure 12) presents
itself as 3 stories with administrative office functions, a salon, a common room and laundry and stroage facilities on the
ground floor with 2 stories of residential units above, while the “north annex” and “south annex” portions of the building are
two stories from grade above an underground parking structure providing 60 parking spaces. There are a total of 41
independent living units proposed in Building B.
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Figure 12: East Elevation of Building B

To the north of Buildings A and B across the campus green lies the “Senior Wellness Quad,” or Buildings C,D and E. This 3-
story building complex includes an at-grade parking garage providing 19 parking spaces, and includes 83 assisted living
units. The Wellness Quad will also provide short-term rehabilitation, skilled nursing, memory care facilities, activity rooms
and a library as well as a separatye kitchen and dining facilities.

Figure 13: Rendering of view to the north across cul-de-sac from Building A entrance
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The design of the Wellness Quad is intended to provide safety and privacy for older and disabled residents, and includes
two courtyards on the east and north sides of the building, respectively. To the west of the Wellness Quad is the existing
historic nurses’ dormitory, which the applicant is proposing to adaptively re-use for 12 additional independent living units (to
be known as Annex L). Figure 13 above illustrates a view of the Wellness Quad as seen from the cul-de-sac at the
entrance to Buildings A and B., and Figure 14 shows the east elevation of the Wellness Quad with the Annex L building in
the background. As can be seen below, the Wellness Quad buildings utilize the same material pallette found in the other
buildings, including buff sandstone, wood siding and window trim, and stucco siding with concrete tile roofing.

’
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Figure 14: East Elevation of Wellness Quad

In terms of preservation of historic resources, the current proposal is to adaptively reuse two existing buildings in place (the
former nurses’ dormitory aka “Annex L” and “Cottage D” which lies northwest of the existing main building and currently
houses medical office space), and to relocate an existing historic cottage structure (“Cottage A”) from its current location
between the nurses’ dormitory and the powerhouse to the southern entrance of the site. Per the applicant’s written
statement, the relocated cottage is intended for a potential historic education program and may serve as a mini-museum
with historic maps and photographs. See Figure 15 below for proposed locations of existing and relocated historic
structures. Refer to Attachment B for the Applicant’s full Historical Assessment Memorandum

Also shown in Figure 15 is the proposed vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation through the site, including proposed
bicycle parking locations. As shown, bicycle circulation would largely follow the proposed vehicular circulation network, with
bike parking proposed at various locations throughout the site including at the southern and eastern entrances and adjacent
to the “campus green” pocket park to the west of the proposed cottages. There is a network of pedestrian walkways
providing connectivity between the various buildings and providing access to the courtyard areas (Please refer to pages 32-
34 of the Concept Plan package included as Attachment A for detailed drawings of proposed courtyards). There are also
several paths proposed to connect to the existing Mount Sanitas trail system to the west. Related to this, the applicant has
indicated that they intend to provide public parking for trailhead users along the south side of the site.
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lll. Concept Plan Review Criteria for Planning Section 9-2-13(e), B.R.C. 1981

The following guidelines will be used to guide the planning board's discussion regarding the site. It is anticipated
that issues other than those listed in this section will be identified as part of the concept plan review and comment
process. The Planning Board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments on a concept plan:

(1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including, without limitation, its location, surrounding
neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural features of the site including, without
limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, depressions, steep slopes and prominent views to and from the site;

As shown in Figure 16, The 15.77-acre project site is located at the corner of Mapleton and 4t Street, south of Dewey
Street and the currently under construction “Trailhead” Development. The site is currently the location of the Mapleton
Medical Center. The site has had a long history of medically related uses, starting in 1895 when the Boulder Sanitarium
was established on the site. The Boulder Sanitarium was incrementally expanded between 1895 and 1957, at which
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time the original main sanitarium building was demolished and replaced with the Boulder Memorial Hospital building.
The Boulder Memorial Hospital was expanded several times between 1957 and 1980, at which time the last historically
significant element of the main building was demolished. In 1989, the Boulder Memorial Hospital Campus was sold to
Boulder Community Hospital and renamed the Mapleton Center. Please refer to Attachment B for the applicant’s
memorandum on the history of the site.

To the north of the subject site is the Trailhead Development site, formerly known as the Boulder Junior Academy site.
The site was developed in the early 1950’s as a private elementary school serving the Seventh Day Adventists
community. It operated as an elementary school for nearly 50 years. The school was demolished in 2008, and in 2012
Planning Board approved a redevelopment proposal for 23 single-family homes in accordance with the adopted Junior
Academy Area Plan. The area plan was adopted in 2009 and was intended to inform the general land use, architectural
character and access to the site. To ensure compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods, the plan concluded that
low density residential development (two to six dwelling units per acre) would be appropriate for the site and set up
general guidelines about how the architecture should relate to the historic context of the area.

To the south and east is the Mapleton Hill Historic Neighborhood and to the east and north is the Newland
Neighborhood. Both neighborhoods represent some of the oldest neighborhoods in Boulder and were developed
predominantly as low-density residential neighborhoods.

The neighborhoods are built largely on a grid system with alleys. Most lots range from below 4,000 square feet to over
10,000 square feet. Lot widths range from less than 30 feet to up to 100 feet. Most properties, however, appear to have
frontages closer to 50 feet. As the neighborhoods were largely developed before and around the turn of the 20t
Century, some homes are situated closer to front lot lines than that seen in more suburban areas of Boulder.

City-owned open space exists to the west of the site and is accessible by a trail immediately north of the site. This trail
crosses onto the subject site and is partly within a public access easement. Silver Lake Ditch exists just west of the
site. Views to the mountains are prominent from and towards the site. As an edge property, the site has an interesting
and somewhat challenging interface between the city’s established urban edge and the foothill.
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2) Community policy considerations including, without limitation, the review process and likely
conformity of the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and other
ordinances, goals, policies, and plans, including, without limitation, subcommunity and subarea
plans;

Land Use Designation: The Site Review criteria of the land use code section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981, will be
used to evaluate a project and to make findings for any future Site Review approval. Among the findings that
must be made is a project’s consistency with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies and Land Use
designation. The BVCP land use designation for the site is split between Public on the majority of the site
and Open Space Other on the northwest portion of the site bordering the city open space.

Per the 2010 BVCP, the Public/Semi-Public land use designations “encompass a wide range of public and
private nonprofit uses that provide a community service. This category includes municipal and public utility
services such as the municipal airport, water reservoirs, and water and wastewater treatment plants.
Public/Semi-Public also includes: educational facilities, including public and private schools and the
university; government offices such as city and county buildings, libraries, and the jail; government
laboratories; and nonprofit facilities such as cemeteries, churches, hospitals, retirement complexes and may
include other uses as allowed by zoning.” Given that the intent of the land use designation specifically
mentions hospitals and retirement complexes, both of which are closely related uses to the proposed
congregate care facility, staff finds that the proposed use is consistent with the intent of the BVCP land use
designation.

The Open Space Other land use designation is applied to “Other public and private land designated prior to
1981 that the city and county would like to preserve through various preservation methods including but not
limited to intergovernmental agreements, dedications or acquisitions.” There are no development restrictions
associated with this designation; rather, the designation indicates “that the long-term use of the land is
planned to serve one or more open space functions. However, Open Space designations may not reflect the
current use of the land while in private ownership. Although the subject property is privately owned and
already largely developed, the Open Space land use designation applying to the northwestern portion of the
site warrants further discussion as the project moves forward in terms of potential open space-related
opportunities and/or constraints.

As mentioned above, the site is split zoned between P and RL-1, and the applicant intends to request a
rezoning of the RL-1 portion of the site to P. Given that congregate care facilities are allowed in the P zone
district through the Use Review process, staff finds that the proposed use would be consistent with the
overall intent of the P zone district and the goals and policies related thereto. At time of Use Review, the
Applicant would be required to demonstrate compliance with all of the Use Review criteria found in section 9-
2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981, including those pertaining to compatibility with the surrounding area, mitigation of
adverse impacts and preservation of area character.

Overall, staff finds the proposed development to be consistent with several BVCP policy goals as well as the
ordinances and goals implemented by the Boulder Revised Code; however, additional refinement would be
required to be compliant with the full spectrum of BVCP policies that relate to redevelopment of this site.
Refer to Key Issue #1 below for staff's analysis of specific BVCP policies.

3) Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review;

Once the Planning Board has reviewed a Concept Plan application and provided comments at a public hearing
as required by section 9-2-13(f), B.R.C. 1981, the city council may call up the application within 30 days of the
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board’s review. Any application that it calls up, the city council will review at a public meeting within sixty days
of the call-up vote or within such other time as the manager or council and the applicant mutually agree.
Following the final review of the Concept Plan, the applicant will be required to submit for a Site Review.
Submission requirements would be the same as any other Site Review and would have to satisfy the
requirements of sections 9-2-6 and 9-2-14(d). Development of the site would also have to be found consistent
with the Design and Construction Standards (DCS).

The Site Review process would follow a standard three-week review track where comments or a decision
would be rendered at the end of that time. If revisions were required, additional review tracks could be
scheduled. Ultimately, if the project is designed to include a height modification request, a public hearing and
final decision by the Planning Board would be required. Any decision made by the Planning Board is subject to
a 30-day city council call-up period.

4) Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed prior to,
concurrent with, or subsequent to site review approval;

Following Concept Plan Review, the applicant will be required to submit a Site Review application. A Use
Review is also required for the proposed congregate care use per section 9-6-1, B.R.C. 1981. A Use Review
would also be required in order to allow for a parking lot as a second principal use (i.e., if the southern lot is
intended to be public parking for the trailhead). These may be processed as one Use Review and submitted
concurrent with the Site Review application. The applicant has also indicated that they wish to rezone the
portion of the site currently zoned RL-1 to be consistent with the underlying “Public” land use designation as
well as the existing P zoning elsewhere on the site. This may be submitted prior to or concurrent with the Site
and Use Review applications.

Following Site and Use Review, the applicant is required to submit an application for Technical Document
(TEC doc) Review prior to application for building permit. The intent in the TEC doc review is to ensure that
technical details are resolved such as drainage and transportation issues that may require supplemental
analyses. A TEC Doc review process will also be required for dedication of any necessary easements and
right-of-way.

5) Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including, without
limitation, access, linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation system
capacity problems serving the requirements of the transportation master plan, possible trail links, and
the possible need for a traffic or transportation study;

Traffic/Access/Connections: The site is located within an established, historic neighborhood and therefore,
there is no adopted transportation connections plan for new connections in the area. The site is on the western
edge of the city adjacent to protected open space and mountain slopes. Therefore, no vehicular connections
through the site are necessary. Based on the number of dwellings and trips expected, a full traffic study is
required at the time of Site Review.

Open space trail: an existing open space trail traverses through the northwestern corner of the site. As the trail
is not completely within a public access easement, there is an opportunity through the Site Review process to
dedicate a new public access easement.

6) Environmental opportunities and constraints including, without limitation, the identification of

wetlands, important view corridors, floodplains and other natural hazards, wildlife corridors,
endangered and protected species and habitats, the need for further biological inventories of the site
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and at what point in the process the information will be necessary;

Given the site’s unique location on the boundary between an established historic residential neighborhood and
city open space, there are numerous environmental opportunities and constraints on this site. The site design
should accomplish an appropriate transition from a developed area to open space, and should protect existing
viewsheds to the extent possible. Development of the site is also an opportunity for enhanced fire access to
the mountain slope in the western portion. The site is also located in a Potential Mass Movement Hazard/
Consolidation Swell zone on the western portion of the site and a Swell Potential Constraint area on the east
side of the site; therefore, the site review package should address how these factors will be mitigated through
construction and site design techniques. Given the site’s proximity to open space, special attention should also
be paid to human/ wildlife interactions as well as access to the Sanitas Trailhead.

7) Appropriate ranges of land uses;

The proposed range of land uses appears to be consistent with the intent of the Public Land Use Designation
as well as several BVCP policies pertaining to the provision of services and facilities for the elderly and
populations with special needs. As discussed above, congregate care facilities are also allowed in the Public
zoning district if approved through a Use Review. Given the site’s history of medically-related uses, the
proposed congregate care facility appears to be in keeping with the historic use of the site in terms of scale
and intensity; however, given that the site is proposed to go from primarily outpatient services to more of a
residential use with numerous proposed accessory uses (i.e., restaurant, coffee shop, massage parlor, yoga
studio, therapy pool), additional information will be required to determine whether the proposed operating
characteristics will have any additional impacts on the surrounding area. In particular, the applicant will be
required to provide additional details on the existing and proposed operating characteristics of the therapy
pool, as this is considered a legal nonconforming use under the land use code.

8) The appropriateness of or necessity for housing.

The growth in the senior population is recognized as an emerging trend in the 2010 BVCP. In addition, the
draft trends report for the 2015 BVCP Update indicates that the current population of people in Boulder County
that are 65 or older (40,168) is expected to more than double by year 2040 (88,829). The BVCP includes
several policies pertaining to provision of housing and services for the elderly, including Policy 7.03,
Populations with Special Needs; Policy 7.06, Mixture of Housing Types; Policy 7.09, Housing for a Full Range
of Households. Section 8 of the BVCP states “The city and county proactively anticipate and plan for emerging
demographic trends and social issues, including needs of a growing older adult population and their family
caregivers.” Policies 8.04, Addressing Community Deficiencies, and 8.10, Support for Community Facilities
both speak further to these goals as well.

Key Issue #1: Is the proposed concept plan compatible with the goals, objectives and recommendations of
the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP?

Overall, staff finds the proposed Concept Plan to be largely consistent with the goals, policies and objectives of
the 2010 Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP). Specifically, the proposed project meets a number of
policies pertaining to the provision of services and facilities for the elderly and populations with special needs.
The tables below offer an initial analysis of the project’s consistency with BVCP policies, and are intended to
provide potential discussion points for the Planning Board during their review of the project.
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BVCP Policy

Excerpt from BVCP

How the Proposal is Consistent with BVCP Policies

2.09 Neighborhoods
as Building Blocks

“foster the role of neighborhoods to establish
community character, provide services
needed on a day-to-day basis, foster
community interaction, and plan for urban
design and amenities. All
neighborhoods...should offer unique physical
elements of neighborhood character and
identity, such as distinctive development
patterns or architecture; historic or cultural
resources; amenities such as views, open
space, creeks, irrigation ditches, and varied
topography: and distinctive community
facilities”

The current proposal meets the intent of certain elements
of this policy, particularly in terms of maintaining the
historic character of the site as a medically oriented land
use with community serving functions (i.e., the therapy
pool, which is currently a highly valued community
resource that the applicant intends to keep following
redevelopment of the property). There are other elements
of this policy, discussed below, that the project should
continue to improve upon in order to fully meet the intent
of this policy.

2.21 Commitment to a
Walkable and
Accessible City

“Promote the development of a walkable and
accessible city by designing neighborhoods
and business areas to provide easy and safe
access by foot to places such as
neighborhood centers, community facilities,
transit stops or centers, and shared public
spaces and amenities.”

The location of the project site adjacent to an established
residential area and within a few blocks of the west Pearl
district will allow a high degree of walkability and
accessibility, both for residents of the proposed
development as well as visitors and people using the
public facilities. The design of the project is also highly
walkable, with strong connectivity provided by paths and
walkways.

2.32 Physical Design
for People

“To ensure that public and private
development and redevelopment be designed
in a manner that is sensitive to social, health
and psychological needs. Broadly defined,
this will include factors such as accessibility
to those with limited mobility...”

The proposal to construct a congregate care facility with
150 independent living units and 83 assisted living units
including skilled nursing and rehabilitation services is
consistent with this policy.

2.37 Enhanced Design
for Private Sector
Projects (a, e & f)

a) The context. Projects should become a
coherent part of the neighborhood in which
they are placed.

e) Permeability. Projects should provide
multiple opportunities to walk from the street
into projects

f) On-site open spaces. Projects should
incorporate well-designed functional open
spaces with quality landscaping, access to
sunlight and places to sit comfortably

a) The applicant has held several neighborhood meetings
to receive feedback on the project, and has shaped the
project based on neighborhood feedback regarding
desired intensity and land use

b) The project has numerous opportunities to walk into the
site from the street, and may also provide public parking
for the Mount Sanitas trailhead

c) The project has a variety of functional open spaces,
both public and private, that will meet the intent of this
section

7.03 Populations with
Special Needs

“Encourage development of housing for
populations with special needs including
residences for people with disabilities,
populations requiring group homes or other
specialized facilities, and other vulnerable
populations where appropriate. The location
of such housing should be in proximity to
shopping, medical services, schools,
entertainment and public transportation...”

The proposed project is intended specifically to provide
additional housing for the elderly, and will include
specialized facilities both for independent living as well as
skilled nursing, memory care and other facilities for elderly
persons with disabilities and specialized needs.

7.09 Housing for a Full
Range of Households

“Encourage preservation and development of
housing attractive to current and future
households, persons at all stages of life and
to a variety of household configurations. This
includes singles, couples, families with
children and other dependents, extended
families, non-traditional households and

The proposed project would provide additional housing
options for seniors and elderly persons with disabilities in
a protected living environment. The proposed facility
would meet a unmet market demand for this type f
housing and would further diversify the range of housing
options within the city.
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BVCP Policy

Excerpt from BVCP

seniors.”

How the Proposal is Consistent with BVCP Policies

Community Well Being

“The city and county proactively anticipate

The proposed congregate care facility is intended largely

(Core Value #8) and plan for emerging demographic trends to respond to the needs of Boulder’'s growing older
and social issues, including: Needs of a population and their caregivers.
growing older adult population and their
family caregivers”
8.10 Support for “Recognize the importance of educational, The proposed facility will be run by The Academy, which

Community Facilities

health and non-profit community agencies
that provide vital services to the residents of
the Boulder Valley and will work
collaboratively with these agencies to
reasonably accommodate their facility
needs...”

currently operates two other facilities in Boulder providing
independent and assisted senior living as well as in-home
medical services.

While the proposed project is found to be consistent with the BVCP policies listed above, there are a number of
other policies that will also be used to evaluate the project during Site Review and which the applicant should
therefore take into consideration as project plans progress. Specifically, staff finds that the current project may
be inconsistent with some BVCP policies related to site and building design and neighborhood compatibility,
and that there are certain other policies pertaining to the physical and locational characteristics of the site itself
which may impact the design of the project moving forward. These policies are listed below along with a brief
description of staff’s initial findings.

BVCP Policy

Excerpt

How the Proposal is Inconsistent with BVCP Policies

2.09 Neighborhoods
as Building Blocks

Foster the role of neighborhoods to establish
community character, provide services
needed on a day-to-day basis, foster
community interaction, and plan for urban
design and amenities. All
neighborhoods...should offer unique physical
elements of neighborhood character and
identity, such as distinctive development
patterns or architecture; historic or cultural
resources; amenities such as views, open
space, creeks, irrigation ditches, and varied
topography; and distinctive community
facilities”

As mentioned in the staff review comments to the
applicant (Attachment D), staff finds that the architecture
of the proposed development is in places somewhat out of
context with the surrounding neighborhood. In particular,
the massing and materiality of the larger buildings makes
the larger buildings appear more resort/ chalet-like and
less traditional/ historic. While the Junior Academy Area
Plan does not apply to the project site, the applicant may
wish to consult the design considerations included therein
as they refine their building designs to ensure compatibility
with the surrounding area

2.10 Preservation and
Support for Residential
Neighborhoods

“...The city will seek appropriate building
scale and compatible character in new
development or redevelopment,
appropriately sized and sensitively designed
streets and desired public facilities...”

As mentioned in the staff review comments to the
applicant (Attachment D), staff finds that while the current
proposal includes traditional referencing and responds to
some of the nearby homes in terms of building form, the
scale and the composition of the larger buildings start to
feel out of character and somewhat imposing when
perched on a hill.

Agenda Iltem 5A  Page 19 of 111



BVCP Policy

2.24 Preservation of
Historic and Cultural
Resources

Excerpt

The city and county will identify, evaluate and
protect buildings, structures, objects,
districts, sites and natural features of historic,
architectural, archaeological, or cultural
significance with input from the community.
The city and county will seek protection of
significant resources through local
designation when a proposal by the private
sector is subject to discretionary
development review.

How the Proposal is Inconsistent with BVCP Policies

As mentioned in the staff review comments to the
applicant, staff finds that several of the buildings and
structures on the property proposed for demolition,
including the smokestack, the stone walll, cottages A & D,
and the nurses dormitory are all eligible for landmark
designation and should be appropriately preserved. To this
end, a condition of Site Review approval will require the
applicant’s submittal of a completed application to
landmark these identified resources

2.30 Sensitive Infill
and Redevelopment

“..design quality to avoid or adequately
mitigate negative impacts and enhance the
benefits of infill and redevelopment to the
community and individual neighborhoods.
The city will also develop tools, such as
neighborhood design guidelines, to promote
sensitive infill and redevelopment.”

See notes above regarding the project’s compatibility with
the surrounding area. While there are no design guidelines
that directly impact the project site, staff has
recommended that the applicant take the existing
guidelines affecting the surrounding area into
consideration, including the Junior Academy Area Plan,
Mapleton Hill Historic District Guidelines and General
Design Guidelines for Boulder's Historic Districts.

3.09 Management of
Wildlife-Human
Conflicts;

3.17 Hillside
Protection

3.18 Wildlife
Protection and
Management.

“...minimize (wildlife) conflicts with residents
and urban land uses...”

“...development in such (Geologic Hazard)
areas will be carefully controlled...”

“...guard against the danger of fire in
developments adjacent to natural lands...”

Overall, there are a number of physical characteristics of
the site that should be taken into careful consideration as
the project moves forward. Wildlife-human conflicts,
geologic hazards and wildfire are all potentially very real
threats to an elderly and/or disabled population, and the
applicant should take clear measures to address these
issues in their Site Review package.

Key Issue #2: Would the project be compatible with the character of the surrounding area?

Overall, while the proposed congregate care facility seems largely in keeping with the existing character of the
site in terms of use and overall scale, given that this proposal presents a more or less full redevelopment
opportunity for the site, the applicant should strive to find ways of improving the site’s compatibility with the
surrounding area rather than maintaining the existing level of compatibility. The comments below are taken
from staff’s initial review comments to the applicant (Attachment D), and represent staff’s initial findings
regarding various aspects of the project's compatibility with the surrounding area, including mass and scale,
site design, building materials, fenestration, roof forms and other design considerations. These comments are
intended to provide the planning Board with a starting point for further discussions regarding project

compatibility.

Mass and Scale

Given the surrounding historic residential context as well as the new “Trailhead” development currently under
construction to the north of the subject site (which is subject to the adopted Junior Academy Area Plan),
special consideration should be given to making building forms, composition and architecture as compatible
with the surrounding area as possible. Staff finds that while the current proposal includes traditional
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referencing and responds to some of the nearby homes in terms of building form, the scale and the
composition of the larger buildings start to feel out of character and somewhat imposing when perched on a
hill. There should be an effort to simplify the facades and diminish the scale. Reducing the massing and scale
is especially important along the Mapleton and 4t Street frontages, where the development interfaces with the
existing single-family homes surrounding the site.

Building Materials

In addition, while staff recognizes buff sandstone as a high-quality building material that used in some nearby
buildings including the church, the heavy use of sandstone banding on all of the large buildings appears
somewhat out of context, and in combination with the stucco on the upper floors makes the larger buildings
appear more resort/ chalet-like and less traditional/ historic. The applicant should seek to minimize the use of
stucco (wood lap siding may be a more appropriate reference), and should also explore using brick instead of
sandstone for the base material of the larger buildings.

Site Design

While overall the proposed site plan includes many high quality and well thought out design elements, staff
has concerns regarding the site plan as proposed. Specifically, both the eastern and southern street frontages
as currently shown are dominated by large expanses of surface parking, which staff has found would appear
visually inconsistent with the more traditional streetscapes in the neighborhood, and would be inconsistent with
several of the Site Review criteria, including:

o Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(E)(iii), Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the
project, adjacent properties and adjacent streets;

e Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(i), The building height, mass, scale, orientation, architecture and
configuration are compatible with the existing character of the area or the character established by
adopted design guidelines or plans for the area;

e Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(v), Projects are designed to a human scale and promote a safe and vibrant
pedestrian experience through the location of building frontages along public streets, plazas,
sidewalks and paths, and through the use of building elements, design details and landscape
materials that include, without limitation, the location of entrances and windows, and the creation of
transparency and activity at the pedestrian level;

Staff understands that the proposed site plan is somewhat constrained by the existing Ingress & Egress
Easement shared with the neighboring Seventh Day Adventist Church located to the southeast of the site.
However, given the prominence of the site as well as its adjacency to the established Mapleton Hill Historic
District, additional efforts should be made to work with the church to vacate or modify the existing parking
easement so that alternative site layouts can be explored while maintaining the necessary amount of parking
to serve each of the uses. Ideally, the site plan should attempt to mirror the existing development patterns
across Mapleton and 4t Streets to the extent possible, which would mean bringing buildings closer to the
street and creating a more pedestrian-scale, fine grid development pattern along those frontages. Parking
should be located within the project interior, behind buildings to the extent possible. The applicant should
consider adding buildings along the eastern portion of the site along 4t Street.

The following is an excerpt from the Mapleton Hill Historic District Guidelines, which applies to the areas north
of Mapleton Ave. While not mandatory, the applicant should consider the guidelines below along with any
other relevant guidelines found within the Mapleton Hill Historic District Guidelines when designing the
streetscape along 4t Street:
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North of Mapleton Avenue

Many of the elements that make up this part of Mapleton Hill are the same as those of Mapleton Avenue and
south, such as typical alignment and spacing, open lawns in front of the house, and houses of a similar size.
However, the differences in this section of the district are important:

e Houses are generally smaller and simpler in detail than those south of Mapleton Avenue.

Lots are generally smaller.

Side yards are generally narrower.

Houses are generally placed closer to the street.

Streets are narrower.

Guidelines:

1. Preserve the general alignment along the street. Porches, if appropriate to the house and designed
according to the appropriate guidelines, are encouraged even if they encroach into the existing
alignment. (See Section E. and Section L. for building alignment and porches)

2. Maintain the same spacing between houses. Additions to existing houses should be set back from
the front facade so the visual quality of spacing is preserved.

3. Maintain the openness between the street and the house. Front yard fences are not traditional and if
used should be open in character and appropriate in material. Wrought iron and wood pickets are
traditional fence materials (see Section O. under fences).

4. Maintain the overall sense of size of the building when additions to a house are being made. When
adding upper stories on smaller, one-story houses, a full second story is generally not appropriate.
(See Section T. for additions)

5. Maintain the traditional approach to the house from the street front. When desirable for reasons of
internal design and when the entry facing the street is still maintained, other entry points may be
considered.

6. Itisimportant in the area north of Mapleton Avenue that the same elements be preserved as outlined
above, although it is most important in this case to observe, when appropriate, the smaller size and
simpler detail.

In addition to modifying the 4t Street streetscape, the applicant should consider “switching” the locations of
Building A and the parking lot shown on the south side of the site so that the building fronts Mapleton and the
parking lies to the north of the building on the site interior. The applicant should also consider ways of creating
a more open site line from the eastern entrance off of 4t Street to the open space to the west. Currently the
proposed connection between Buildings A and B serves to terminate the site line as one enters the site.

Fenestration

In terms of fenestration, while staff appreciates the visual patterning and transparency created by the large
format windows on the larger buildings, the abundance of large, multi-mullioned windows on several of the
elevations creates somewhat of an institutional feel. The applicant should explore ways of incorporating more
residential-scaled windows into the larger buildings in order to provide more of a reference to the historic
single-family homes nearby.

Roof Forms

Regarding the roof forms, while hierarchal roof massing is important and gable, gambrel, hipped and lift-up
dormers may be appropriate roof forms for some of the buildings, the applicant should be careful about the
over-use of such elements on the taller buildings, and should seek to simplify the visual patterning of the roof
elements. Taken as a whole, the rooflines of the proposed development are currently slightly closer to “resort”
than to “residences.”
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Other Design Considerations

While the Junior Academy Area Plan does not apply to the project site, the applicant may wish to consult the
design considerations included therein as they refine their building designs to ensure compatibility with the
surrounding area. Specifically, staff finds the following design considerations (included on pg. 5 of the Junior
Academy Area Plan) to be relevant to the current proposal:

e Front porches, defined entries and active rooms must face the street;

e Hierarchical roof massing with a clear expression of primary and secondary masses should be
provided. To be visually compatible with the existing character of the Mapleton and Newlands
neighborhoods, gable, gambrel, hipped and lift-up dormers are encouraged, and

e [n addition to building forms, architectural elements and materials should also be consistent with
surrounding historic neighborhoods.

Ultimately, the proposed project is not required to meet the Junior Academy Area Plan; however, the intent of
the plan to “support and strengthen the surrounding neighborhood through appropriate building scale and
height...and compatible character, architecture, site design and density” appears relevant and applicable to
this site.

Historic preservation staff also encourages the applicant to take steps to design the development in a manner
that is consistent with the historic character of the historic sanatorium and early hospital facility providing for a
series of smaller buildings designed in a simplified manner compatible with the character of this era and in
keeping with the adjacent Mapleton Hill Historic District. Historic preservation staff recommends that the
applicant consult the Mapleton Hill Historic District Guidelines and General Design Guidelines for Boulder’s
Historic Districts as it continues with the design development process.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND PROCESS:

Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within

600 feet of the subject site and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of
section 9-4-3, B.R.C. 1981 have been met. Please refer to Attachment C for all correspondence received.
The development team has made it a priority since the acquisition of the property to make the public process a
critical part of the process. To date, the development group has hosted five meetings with the Mapleton
neighborhood and greater Boulder community, four prior to Concept Plan submittal and one post-submittal.
Details of these meetings can be found in the written statement included as Attachment A.

STAFF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION:

No action is required on behalf of the Planning Board. Public comment, staff, and Planning Board comments
will be documented for the applicant’s use. Concept Plan Review and comment is intended to give the
applicant feedback on the proposed development plan and provide the applicant direction on submittal of the
Site Review plans.

Department of Community Planning and Sustainability
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ATTACHMENTS:

A: Concept Plan Submittal

B: Historical Assessment Memorandum

C: Correspondence Received

D: Initial Staff Review Comments to Applicant
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THE ACADEMY AT MAPLETON HILL

MAPLETON HILL INVESTMENT GROUP
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Campuz Groen, ars flvs emellsr buiings which houss eighl independsal lving aaerimsanis sach. They helz sncloss
the Campus Green and step dosn the geade a2t Maswel) Avenve, cresling & dwihm of dommersd bulkiing
porches wragping the comers. The cotlages ave grouped B comiman courtyards witich can semve mutipls t”" .
SUTH 85 gai‘de.‘.l}‘ sittnig, and guiet enletainment, for Toliage residerts. Al parlung is provided undergrounid mth
supplemamal slorage for ownors use Those “mrl""nc:e a2l as buffors to ouictly frarsition fo the Mapleine Hill
neighborhood and are designed to Mimic in mass anag scale some of the established historc homes and buildings
found in e arsa.

Autonobilg parking has e Mdden underground as mueh ag possile o
parking of this site.  Coosideration was given to using good sile dasign principles and taking advantage of the
hillside slope to mask the lower level parking garages. Surface parking has heen eveniy distribuled throughaout the
siie n parallel, angled, and head-in configurations o accommodate sie parking needs. Allhcugh the articipated
seEnior Iving facility use Bas an sntcinated decragse in need for oresite saliong, s sonosal doas rot reguire
parking restnctions.  Sunplus perking will be ullzed for wistdor, employes, and publie parling for ndividuals
interesied in wtilizing the nearby apen space.

Circutation for aulomachiles, bikes, and pedestians bas been ssiablished along & spine numing narh soul. Thiz
design acts 1o further orgamze the sitg, giving the residents an organized campus satling feeling. The landscapging
dasign principles ol st by furthenng (his spane »wath 2 open eampus setting reflecting the higlory of thiz sike.

Koy Soncopts for Gvorall Silo Flan Intont;

~Greate a campus, with groupings of smaler buildings connected by walks and bridges SWmounding imenos
courlyands

«Creale strong circulation hrougn an enfrance drive that creates iong view vistas inio the site.

«PFrovide balance of surface parking, structured parking, and bicwcke parking. Encowrage public trensporiabion,
bike usage, and shaved velizle parfung areas. 0 addhlion, the ubhzation of prvate facilily bus ansporiation ae
expected o be a minimizing impact to site trafic ntersity,

= The use of gabled and hipped roof shapes, accented donmers, and eyel windoas, are used to help mitigate
puilding massing. It is these design elements thal complement the architecture of the surounding
ngighborhood

sDigatng sovel susEinalndy’ s aoinevel DY pioviding SnnshiSs SOunyEs SOMIMon Spaces & eadh buliding, &

Campus Green, a community garden for food praduction, resident decks, and private bus service to and from he
site.

= Marmrow drive lanes per city code fo promote slow responsinle driving

* E\Q.]l..ll%?el}s miistrimute perking between pamaliel paking, cervenkant for guick tips, wih seeure unmderground peiking
T tongerhenm residential and emploves users

=Establish s sirong edoe o e neighbarhood and o Bow'der as it ransilions wesi

« Tree lawns are typically al § wide, sidewairs are 8 wide along the perimeter of major cieculation routes, and 8

5 kmnn.sfr‘ at guister cirouiation routes. Anglec and paraliel parking line the streets 1o allow for sharbtarm

y distiibtes surfeos paang throughoot the site. Landsesping snd povches shut the

i de.wama establishing an aclive edge for buildings

Key Concepts To LayoutiChasacter:
~Create a campus feel reflective of the original Mapleton Sanitarium. A plan Incorporating long sight lines and
views within the project.  This project 5 \5) become 2 beacon and focal point for botn the Mapleton Hil
reighbarhiood and (he resdents of Bol
» Frovide strong “waikainility” cieculation w nhm {he site iar the senior living residents
~Provide sensitive urlan soalg
=Pull parking inty structures to better utilize the snace for ouldoor uses
= s err gviep £ eats, off fa
«Creale 8 cwster of buildings b ring « 1 A MESSinG ;
«Cennect buildings with imteresting sedestrian wa
Humring effect betweeo iedoor and ouldoor spaces
. Reserve argas throughout the site for both short and long term bicycle parking.

ned sealke of redibonsl senion living facihilies

. werandss, pooches, snd oourlyvards, o achiove 3

ARCHITECTURE

The .&a..auc.r\’t_y at Mapleton Hill campus of buildings takes a nod from the original structures onoe present on the site,

winere & um-afine-canl wairig of 4 &t fonge-stlan puldings served & & Reaith-rminded samisrum.

Tne gesign infsat is to create oun,cmgb that are extensions of the ddjacenr neighborhood in architsctural character,
peroered Io be smaller v soale by using @ palette of metenials that hold the buildings logether, einforing the
CRMpUS charactar

Thers iz gn urdedining harmsmiog wle or tevturg (2 the buildings, vsirg materisls such sz ledoe stone, woad siding,
metal roofs, tle or high-profie iz t'&t., asphalt rooks, and half bmber sluceo ta At info the ::mm of the highoriz
adjacent neighborhood. The original sanitarum campus was a grouping of buildings ranging in sizc fram a haspital io
outbuildings and coliages. This proposed project uses the same variety of struciure size io recreate the campus feel.

Loy wErRAYE ‘ii"ﬁi F'J
v rretal sanap
it mmaller w .
{k.m oht dhrough, causing the oo to iss u,‘, ﬂ”. Bl l!""lF‘id b rin W
detailing is seen in clean banding at floar lines and doorfwindow heads .urther accented by puasters or arched stcme
apgrings. Getal rodTe are uset 8% sotenls orading sldbomal anchiteciural defs.

The awhistiue of The A@adam & Magiston HIT ovslact 18 & vodens intevetation of this stye of cegimn.  Some
desgian s mgrs Dtera) whde shy of imitstion, bul 20 are deamed “imgless” s belr acknosiedgement of recognizabls

s :u*"*“uz:a e-mm.r;h 1311 glas fenestiaigg hm JLEgr if—‘*; m‘ W i B! r"ff:la:img, BUCTies
' : ] i g Arg ke

SOCIAL SUSTAIMABILITY

In geidiion 1o folowing raditiongl fonne of sustainasle development, such 23 usas of Solar panels, alemative maans
of brangpodation, asd recuding, thanw iz & odia sustainahiify within the dosigr This can ba soon 10 e peoviaien oF
shaved and commicn Spaces. Hosdents and the general pushs can cofmingle and enjoy the sommunily gathenng
spaces and pedestrian walkways

The Campus Green is in the heart of the site; its design is pas‘sivc and open, creating a flexibility in its phvsical nature
that is meanl o sncouraoe meraslion. The “groon” seace 5 el unadormnsg, Tned By o rowes of ress. AL the norlh
end there is provision for 2 stage or pavilion and seating can be found on the stonewall or in cafe seating next ko the
cafe in duilding C.

Ag can he seen on the landscape architecture plan {add page), as a peint of interest, 8 community garden and tree
archand is planned, The gardon s to be @ sourco of food produchion for the facility and 2 divoct link back to the onginal
sanifanum's past. The garcen also crestes an area of inlerest for both resicents and Boulder communily memberns o
interact. As a sourcs of food production this area satisfies & direct objective cutlined in secticn 3.0% and 3.6 of the
Buuider Walley Cafmprehensive Mar.

Courtpards found in both Buiding A and B are meant to provide bat open and public ensces mived with more infimaie
quiet spots for reading ar sitting. A more intimate garden space is provided for both visual pleasure and therapeutic
gardening. There iz a fire pit or firewall, whene more social conversation may ooour.

Adonn with provisions Seen in comiman specss, the residents have uss of sisctric car chargers i all structurad by
areas, an overabundarce of bicycle racks both pvate and public, intenor long term bike parking arsas, and g
'moations,

O all resdential buidings, the massing s slepped to creale resident common ouldoor spaces and Io increase the
social sustainability of the projact.

Cryarall Building Design Intent:

Lise materialz and selocs that contslement the fisinds Mapetsn H aeiok bedrand; galvanized metzl oot wond
siding, metal siding, stone and cencrete masonry, metal canopies, wood Wellises, long wide porches for shading
and areas (o gatnar, matal aocents, and intaresting window natisms

~K£'ﬂr! hnulque mmﬂ"!ahlf'- in seale and annmnﬂat{? ta neighborhosod fabric- sloped mofs with gabled or hipped

aooant

= Hlur i‘ne lines betwaern m:i:m; and ouidoor Spaces with & ot of glass, rolling garags doars, anchied passanewiays
leading fom the street intd cowtyartds, abundance of outdoar dining areas, oy planter and retaining wails 1o
hepams saat walls

=Uss rocitop sokr pancls for orongy capturc

«Design structured p=mrg enfrances for casy navigation and accoss fiom at-grade conditions because of the

Creste 8 signags pogranm, Both directicnal and restictive thet complemems the character of the progect

CGesign Charactenstics OF Units:

= Interinr ‘hﬂve parking
«High cailings
~Cpen decks
« Close adjacency to amenities
= Strustured, secure parking
» Rasident shigres! oultloor tecks and gardens
» Langsoane bufier with sof walking paih
=Amenities such as therapy pool, dining, mocung ooms, massage and exercise facilities, acivity rooms, courlyards
st cubdooT arsas for ainiig, lounging, readi

NARRKFFVE Page por11 )



PROGRAR] B

UNIT COUNT

USE Building A Building B Building F Building G BuildingH BuildingJ Building K AnnexL Nellness Quac TOTAL

Guest Rooms (No kitchens provided) 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 87

1 Bedroom 18 20 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 44

1 Bedroom + Den 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 8

2 Bedroom 39 15 8 8 8 8 8 0 0 94

Total Independent Living Dwelling Units 57 41 8 8 8 8 8 12 150

Total Welliness Center Rooming Units (No kitchens provided) 83 83

Total Congregate Care Equivelant Dwelling!  19.00 13.67 267 267 267 267 267 4.00 16.60 67

MOTOR VEHICLE PARKING

Use Required Ratio Area/Number Reqd Spaces

Visitor parking assumed 45

Employee Parking 60 max. shift 60

Wellness Rooming Units 1 per 1-Bed™ 83 83

Residential - Studio 1 per 1-Bed* 4 4 *per BRC, we are making an assumption of 1 parking

Residential - 1 Bedroom 1 per 1-Bed* 52 52 space per unit, as the residents of this facility have

Residential - 2 Bedroom 1 per 2-Bed* 94 94 limited driving habits and a majority do not own cars.

Total 233 for units 338

Provided Garage Parking Building A BuildingB  Wellness Quad Building F  Building G Building H Building J Building K Annex L TOTAL

Standard Parking Spaces 39 56 17 9 9 ] 9 9 0 157

HC Spaces 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 18

Compact Spaces 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Common Area Buildings F, G, H, J and K = 24 common spaces 24 0 24

Total Structured Pkg Spaces 41 60 19 11 11 11 1 35 0 199

Provided On-Street Parking 208 spaces total surface parking spaces 208
407

BIKE PARKING

Required Ratio # of Spaces Reqd Spaces Long Term Short Term

Residential " 150 i 50 100

*As with auto parking, we are making an ption that the resid of this facility have limited bicycle use.

We provided short-term parking for employee and visitor use, and for those using the adjacent Mount Sanitas trails.
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THE ACADEMY AT MAPLETON HILL

-

%ﬁﬂ‘{; WANT [ . el

HISTORIC MOUNT SANITAS SANITARIUM

HISTORICAL ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER INSPIRATION

i ol e b PRy TVEY
LOOKING SOUTHEAST ACROSS THE COMPLEX AND EARLY BOULDER

LOOKING NORTHEAST TOWARD THE NEW SOUTHERN WING ADDITION, 1919

CONCEPT REVIEW |

ARCHITECT: THE MULHERN GROUP, LTD.
DEVELOPER: MAPLETON HILL INVESTMENT GROUP

JULY 20TH, 2015

MAPLETON HILL INVESTMENT GROUP

HISTORIC MOUNT SANITAS SANITARIUM

e e -

NEW CONSTRUCTION REPLACES THE ORIGNAL SANITARIUM BUILDING, 1957
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INTERIOR LIVING INTERIOR LIVING INTERIOR LIVING

LIFESTYLE LIFESTYLE LIFESTYLE
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VIEW NORTH UP TOWARD NURSES’ DORMITORY [ANNEX L]

VIEW NORTH TOWARD ANNEX ACCESS DRIVE

VIEW OF EXISTING HOSPITAL FROM MAPLETON AVENUE VIEW WEST FROM MIDPOINT OF SITE [SANITARIUM NURSES' DORMITORY BEYOND] VIEW LOOKING EAST ALONG MAXWELL AVENUE TOWARD NEIGHBORHOOD
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FZONING MAP LAND-USE MAP TRANSPORTATION MAP

AN ZONING LEGEND A\ LAND-USE LEGEND A TRANSPORTATION LEGEND
v ] 100" 200" 400 v 0 100" 200 400" v L] 1000 2000 400°
NORTH e e [0 RL-1: RESIDENTIAL - LOW 1 (LR-E) NORTH e VERY LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL NORTH e — - ON-STREET BIKE PATH

B RMX-1; RESIDENTIAL - MIXED 1 (MXR-E) LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL | OFF-STREET BIKE PATH

O P:PUBLIC (P-E)

=+ =CITY LIMITS

&" MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE, ACQUIRED
#" OPEN SPACE, OTHER

| w= BUS ROUTE

I =500 NECO PASS NEIGHBORHOOD
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CHAPEL
F.FE. 5528

CABIN
EXIST. FF.E. +5551'

_

BUILDING A
1STFLR. FFE. 5517
GARAGE F.F.E. 5,505!

BUILDING B
1ST FLR. FFE. 5,527
GARAGE FFE. 5517

COTTAGES J-K
1STFLR. FFE. 5492’
GARAGE F.FE. 5,482

THE ACADEMY AT MAPLETON HILL

EONCORD AVENUE

BUILDING C-D-E
1ST FLR. FFE. 5525’

GARAGE FF.E. 5,515

MAPLETON HILL INVESTMENT GROUP

DEWEY AVENUE

FINISH FLOOR ELE VABIONS Pace spof 111
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NORTH SCALE: 3/64"=1-00

BUILDING A “THE LODGE"” - SECOND FLOOR PLAN
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%) 0 & 12 2

NORTH  SCALE: 364" = 1-07

BUILDING B - GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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historic site

b : HISTORIC RELEVANCE: SITE CIRCULATION:

EXISTING SITE LEGEND: _ -

In the 1890’s, the Boulder Sanitarium location was inspired by Following historical form, a strong building and pedestrian axis is set
SITE EXISTING: ‘ EEEEN ’ : vehicular traffic the relief experienced by John Fulton in wanting to improve his south to north, moving cross slope ensuring ease of movement between
The site is situated at the foot of Mount . health via the fresh air of the rocky mountains. Among typical buildings. Acting as a spine, this path connects the various rooms scaling
Sanitas and has historically acted as : pedestrian traffic treatments at other Sanitariums, Boulder would stand out for from intimate to large gathering areas.
a primary public access to its trails. its inclusion of sunlight, fresh air, exercise, and healthy eating.
The community therefore inherits a The site was established in 1894 capping University Hill. The KEY SITE ATTRACTIONS:
responsibility of threshold to this Sanitarium, cottages and a bakery were aligned to ensure ease of * MT. SANITAS TRAILHEAD
public activity and space. movement between buildings cross slope. With food production « THERAPY POOL

on site, the bakery took strides in healthy lifestyle, experimenting « CAFE /LIBRARY

with healthy alternatives to the standard diet of the times. * CAMPUS GREEN /PLAZA

Eventually, this site became what it is today as the Sanitarium was « COMMUNITY GARDEN AND ORCHARD

converted to the Boulder Memorial Hospital in the 1950’s. « ARBORETUM

LEGEND:

Several existing buildings are being retained or relocated as a

historic foundation to the site. Cot.tage A for example, is relocated ‘ EEEEE ’ . vehicular traffic
to the southern entrance for potential program such as a museum
featuring historical maps and photos. Landscape areas throughout - * : bicycle traffic
the site are considered to include program speaking to historical

] uses including food production and well being. ... : bicycle parking
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OVERALL LANDSCAPE CONCEPT THE ACADEMY AT MAPLETON HILL

MAPLETON HILL INVESTMENT GROUP

CONCEPT:

An iconic wall runs through site, tracing the main campus
axis creating a threshold and connecting the various spaces
and elements within the campus. On a steep slope, this central
spine forms a bench, which terraces and creates nodes of
connectivity. Like water flowing downhill, this wall retains
activity and terrain, bringing nature and man together.

s _:_ 4 Reoala i SR e
Materials and features will bring continuity to the site at
pedestrian and vehicular scales.

PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY:

EXISTING
CHURCH

NATIVE PLANTING PALLETE:

# N

STREETSCAPE PROGRAM THEMING/STYLE
+ MONUMENTATION / WAYFINDING + ARCHITECTURE: COUNTRY / PRAIRIE LODGE
+ SIGNAGE NOTING DAYTIME ACCESS + PLANTING SWATHS MIMIC NATIVE PRAIRIE FOOTHILLS
ah « PAVING EMPHASIZING: “A GATEWAY TO SANITAS” * VISUAL CONNECTIVITY GUIDING ACCESSIBILITY TO
RE + PEDESTRIAN STREET LIGHTS VARIOUS ROOMS
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BUILDING A - COURTYARD
LODGE, EXERCISE, YOGA, DINING,
COMMUNITY POOL, GRAND HALL, LIVING

CHAPEL

ACCESS BY 2ND FLOOR
PROGRAM

*« PRAYER GARDEN

* BENCHES

* VIEWS TO HILLSIDE

* SUNDIAL

« SEASONAL GARDEN

EXERCISE]
YOGA

PROGRAM
* RESIDENT’S POOL
* FLEX LAWN SPACE
» COVERED DINING
* CELEBRATION LIGHTING
* STONE SEATWALLS
* POSABLE SEATING / TABLES
e FIRE PIT
 URBAN GARDENING /
FOOD PRODUCTION
» INTIMATE SEATING IN PLANTING
* PLANTING: HERBS/AROMATICS " -
« FLORAL POTS = & : § o RESIDENCES
* TREE GROVE : iR

intimate and social seating areas formal vegetation and visibility to lounge and social space with historic shelter for intimate garden
various rooms (i.e. dining, seating) umbrellas space

BUILDING B - COURTYARD
LIVING QUARTERS, PARKING BELOW
ROOFTOP COURTYARD

ol g
KL

PROGRAM

* PERGOLA/VERTICAL STRUCTURE

* @ GRADE & RAISED PLANTING

* GRILLING STATION

» SEATING / SOCIAL NODES

» FIRE FEATURE

« URBAN GARDENING

» TRELLICE / LATTICE

* PLANTING: BUTTERFLY / BIRD
GARDEN

* INTIMATE LIGHTING

* PARKING LOT LIGHT WELLS

rooms can be created with intimate and gathering lighting for native planting softens edges and architecture and feature element

plantings, walls, or a minor change various activities rooms while inviting butterfly/birds frame Mount Sanitas Landscape
in elevation into the space
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BUILDING C, D, E
C- SHORT / LONGTERM REHAB/THERAPY POOL
D- SKILLED NURSING AND ASSISTED LIVING

E- MEMORY CARE

visual cues for recognizable organic planting and various
destinations walking surfaces

PROGRAM

+ ORGANIC PATHS / SECONDARY TRAIL

« SHADE STRUCTURE / GAZEEBO

+ GAME TABLES

« PHYSICAL THERAPUTIC FEATURES

+ MOBILITY COURTYARD: RAMPS, STAIRS,
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« WATER WELL
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« TURF AREA FOR ACTIVITIES TO CAMPUS

+ EDIBLE AND FLORAL PLANTINGS GREEN

+ WATER QUALITY

courtyard garden interactive elements for
physical therapy

BUILDINGF, G, H, J, K

INDEPENDENT LIVING

vertical shade structure features create partitions for
independent rooms and privacy
G T

PROGRAM

+ SEAT WALLS

« ART/WATER FEATURE
« FIRE PIT (GAS)

+ LOUNGE CHAIRS

+ GRILLING STATION

« TRELLIS /P ERGOLA

« LATTICE

+ FLEX UMBRELLAS / TABLE SEATING
« INTIMATE LIGHTING

« RAISED BEDS / POTS

+ URBAN GARDENING

- EDIBLE GARDEN PLANTINGS X af W TR TR e : ; A7 : : e . : . :
* WATER QUALITY outdoor grilling and social spaces vegetative landscape for repose
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ADJACENT BUILDING PROGRAM:
RESIDENCES, CAFE, PARKING, LIBRARY

VILLAGE GREEN
PROGRAM

MULTI-PURPOSE GATHERING:

MOVIE NIGHT, ICE SKATING AND

CONCERT EVENTS

ICONIC MEETING POINT ALONG AXIS

CAFE EXTENTION / PLAZA

POSABLE FURNITURE @ CAFE

PAVILION SHELTER

COMMUNITY BOARD / INFO

CELEBRATION LIGHTING : & § ‘ ; % i : e 149 ;

TREES / BOSQUE SEATING ‘ : gt pos 04 . : ' AT Ay

BIKE PARKING = S . ‘ L - - BAZA co:/}in/AER ;

WATER QUALITY R_MA@\"- SEATING %

PLANTINGS: PRAIRIE FOOTHILLS NG

MASSING / SWAFTS
(MINIMAL AND NATIVE)

TING 8/ ARDENf, L. TO BUILDINGS
) = C,D,E

IDENCES

large turf area for iconic quad and water quality garden seating/initmate areas along turf terrace give flexible cafe extention creates public
multi-purpose space perimeter of quad opportunity for soft seating while seating and destination
raising the landscape
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. HISTORIC OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The Boulder Sanitarium, and later the Boulder Memorial Hospital, were
extremely influential as health centers for the growing City of Boulder. The
Sanitarium was a renowned facility with ties to John Harvey Kellogg and
other notable individuals, and Boulder Memorial Hospital provided health
care services for a half century. The site’s rich history began in the late

1890’s.

EARLY BEGINNINGS

In 1893 John Fulton, an elder in the Seventh Day Adventist Church, was
in Boulder seeking to improve his health in the fresh air of the Rocky
Mountains (Clemons, 1958). Fulton evidently was so impressed with the
health benefits of the area that he contacted fellow church member John
Harvey Kellogg, and urged him to establish a sanitarium in Boulder.

In addition to his grain and cereal company, Kellogg was an enthusiastic
advocate for healthy living. At the time he received Fulton’s letter, he was
the superintendent of the Battle Creek Sanitarium in Michigan. Among
other treatments for sickly guests at his sanitarium, Kellogg recommended
sunlight, fresh air, exercise and healthy eating (Pettem, 2006). Kellogg
heeded the advice of Fulton, and in 1894 the Boulder branch of the
Sanitarium was established in a house on University Hill, near 13th and
Euclid (Austin, 1945). The fledgling Boulder Sanitarium had expanded

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015

R e P N
2. Looking northwest from Mapleton Avenue, 1896

to two private homes by 1895. Still, this additional square footage was
insufficient for the growing patient demand.

1895-1899

In 1895, the General Conference Association of Seventh Day Adventists
appropriated money to purchase and develop roughly 90 acres of land
on the Northwest corner of 4th Street and Mapleton Avenue (Clemons,
1958). The first structures on the site were the brick veneer West and East
Cottages. The West Cottage was finished in August of 1895, and the East
Cottage followed a couple months later. The main five-story brick building
was completed in July of 1896, and the powerhouse, laundry and bakery
building were completed around the same time (Clemons, 1958). While
bricks were sourced from Eugene Austin’s Brick Company (near present
day Casey Middle School), much of the stone for building foundations was
sourced from on-site materials (Austin, 1945). It was quickly discovered that
the draft for the powerhouse was insufficient with the original smokestack.
So, construction crews built an underground brick flue 62’ up the hill to
the west of the powerhouse and constructed a new 40’ smokestack at the
new spot (Austin, 1945). A bakery was also built inside the powerhouse,
which soon became the Colorado Food Company. The Food Company
manufactured cereals and food for the Sanitarium, and later for commerical
sale.

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 2
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3. Looking southeast across the complex and early Boulder

1900-1909

The Boulder Sanitarium became a popular destination to receive treatments
that included dieting, exercise, massage, hydrotherapy and electrotherapy
(Clemons, 1958). Guests were also encouraged to enjoy the fresh cool
climate of Boulder and to hike the trails along the foothills to the west of the
Sanitarium.

The facility expanded quickly. By 1906, seven new cottages had been built
in a line to the north of the East and West Cottages. A laboratory was also
built just to the north of the East Cottage to allow for expanded testing
services.

Already it was clear that the Sanitarium leaders desired an orderly
development of the site, with buildings framing open space. New structures
also tended to follow the topography, ensuring ease of movement between
different buildings.

By 1907 Kellogg’s influence on the Sanitarium was minimal. He was
expelled from the Adventist Church in this year and focused his efforts
instead on the Battle Creek Sanitarium while also serving on the Michigan
State Board of Health from 1911 to 1917 (Schwartz, 1970).
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4. The main building fronted Mapleton Avenue, and additional structures were built
northwards following the topography, 1906
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5. Looking northeast from the foothills over the new southern wing addition, 1919

1910-1919

Up until this point, it had been the Boulder Sanitarium’s mission to accept
all types of patients. As of the late 1900’s, however, the Sanitarium began
to de-emphasize the treatment of tuberculosis because the presence of the
highly contagious patients tended to scare away other potential patrons
(Boulder-Colorado Sanitarium, 1939).

Simultaneously, the facility began to take on a greater array of health
services. In 1919 a new wing was added to the main building. It extended
south and its construction necessitated the removal of two semi-circular
porches which had been prominent features on the original building
(Clemons, 1958). The new wing housed surgical patients, the operating
room, a new laboratory and a pharmacy. Three additional cottages were
built to the west of the line of cottages built in 1906. Additionally, it was
around this time that the smokestack was torn down and moved near its
original location adjacent to the powerhouse.
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7. Looking northeast from the foothills over the complex, 1927

1920-1929

By 1922, nine additional cottages were added to increase patient capacity,
along with a furniture storage building.

The Sanitarium site also expanded significantly northward during this
period. Much of this northward expansion was due to the growth of food
production on site. Although the Sanitarium generally advocated for a
vegetarian diet based on grains, a dairy barn and two hen houses (for eggs)
were constructed on the north end of the site as well as a greenhouse and
ice house (Sackett, 2005).

Since its creation, the Boulder Sanitarium under the direction of Mr. Kellogg
had been manufacturing much of its own cereal and granola products
needed for the dietary component of treatments (Pettem, 2010). However,
the bakery on the grounds of the Sanitarium became its own distinct entity
called the Colorado Sanitarium Food Company as early as 1897 (Shurtleff
and Aoyagi, 2014). The Colorado Sanitarium Food Co. experimented with
health foods, and even received patents for breakfast cereals in 1913 (US
Patent Office, 1913). The Food Company also experimented with peanut
butter (Pettem, 2010). By 1912 the Food Company was distributing its
food products to a health food store in Denver that also had outlets in other
cities (Shurtleff and Aoyagi, 2014).
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8. A new row of cottages was built to the west of the main building, and the Colorado Food
Company expanded its facilities with a dairy barn and hen houses to the north
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9. Aerial view of the Sanitarium ¢.1939

1930-1939

A significant addition to the Sanitarium grounds during this period was a
dormitory building for the nurses who worked in the facility. The three-story
brick dormitory was built in 1930 up the hill on the west side of the site
(Clemons, 1958). Other additions included the garages built to the north of
the furniture storage building, and the fourth iteration of the smokestack.
The Sanitarium’s trend towards becoming a more modern and
mainstream health facility accelerated under the leadership of the medical
superintendent Dr. H.A. Green, who served from 1910-1939. In this time
period, the Sanitarium gained recognition as a quality health facility from
the American Medical Association, the American College of Surgeons, the
Colorado State Board of Nurse Examiners and the Educational Department
of the General Conference of Seventh-Day Adventists (Boulder-Colorado
Sanitarium, 1939). The late 1930’s seem to be a time when the Sanitarium
was taking on its new identity as a hospital, even before the name change
occurred.
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11. New construction replaces the original Sanitarium building, 1957

1940-1959: A TIME OF CHANGE

By 1957, the Boulder Sanitarium had made a full transition to the Boulder
Memorial Hospital. The change in name reflected the complete move
away from holistic medicine and health foods towards a modern hospital.
One of the most visible aspects of this change was the complete demolition
of the original main 1896 Sanitarium building. Only the southern wing that
had been added in 1919 was left (Sanborn Map 1962). An entirely new
hospital was built during this time period. The remaining southern wing
was mirrored with a larger wing to the east, and a central wing connected
the whole building together. While many of the other buildings on the site
remained at this point, the two original 1895 West and East Cottages were
also demolished.

The hospital’s change in identity is further evidenced by the closing of
the Colorado Sanitarium Food Company around 1945 (Shurtleff and
Aoyagi, 2014). The strict vegetarian diet also began to lose emphasis,
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12. New construction replaces the original Sanitarium building, 1957

and patients were given the choice of what type of meal they wanted to
eat (Sackett, 2005). The bakery facility on the site had become a service
and maintenance building by 1962. Also, the dairy and poultry facilities
were demolished and replaced by the Seventh Day Adventist Boulder Jr.
Academy (Sanborn Map, 1962).
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13. Looking southwest at the new hospital wing, c.1969

1960-1979

As Boulder continued to grow, so did the Boulder Memorial Hospital. The
main building continually added square footage with additions in 1962,
1967, and 1971. By 1974, however, Boulder Community Hospital had
grown to nearly twice the size of Boulder Memorial. And by 1978 Boulder
Community had taken over as the principle provider of emergency and
obstetric services in Boulder (Boulder Community Health, accessed June
2015).

Even after the demolition of the original cottages and main building, the site
still retained its principle southern entrance.
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14. The construction of the new hospital facility required a complete demolition of the
original main Sanitarium building, 1962
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15. Looking northwest towards the main building

1980-PRESENT

In 1980, Boulder Memorial underwent a significant expansion, which
included the demolition of the old southern wing that had existed since
1919. This expansion marks the demise of all historically significant
elements of the main building.

Boulder Memorial and Boulder Community functioned for a period of years
as a team and the two hospitals shared services. Boulder Memorial focused
on rehabilitation and pediatrics, while Boulder Community supplied obstetric
and emergency services (Sackett, 2005). Changes in the insurance industry
and ever-growing population eventually made competition inevitable and
by the mid 1980’s the two hospitals no longer shared services.

However, due to in part to its location and facility constraints, Boulder
Memorial soon found that it would be better suited moving elsewhere in the
county instead of trying to compete with the growing Boulder Community
facility (Sackett, 2005). After nearly 100 years as a Seventh-day Adventist
health facility, the Boulder Memorial Hospital Campus was sold to Boulder
Community Hospital in 1989 and renamed the Mapleton Center. The
Boulder Memorial organization then moved to Louisville, where the Avista
Adventist Hospital was established in 1990.

The Mapleton Center was operated for a number of years primarily as a
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16. Looking south towards the main building

sports medicine facility and an outpatient rehabilitation facility. Following
expansions and moves to other locations, Boulder Community Hospital
found that they no longer needed the facility. The property was sold to
Mapleton Hill Investments, LLC. in 2014. Currently on the property, there
are 9 remaining buildings, the smokestack, and a portion of an old stone-
wall along the southern portion of the site fronting Mapleton Avenue. These
remaining buildings and structures will be discussed further in Section IIl.

SUMMARY

The Sanitarium site achieved historic significance during its early years as a
sanitarium and while it was associated with John Harvey Kellogg. Although
Kellogg’s influence was minimal after 1907, the period of significance is
from 1895 through 1939. It is during this time that it was associated with
noteworthy persons and events in the health and nutrition industries.

A second phase, which has some historical interest, dates from 1940
through 1945, at which point the Colorado Sanitarium Food Company
ceased operation. Butin general this was a time during which the sanitarium
functions declined. It is difficult to justify considering this time as historically
significant.
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I. SITE SIGNIFICANCE

17. Looking northeast from the fooothills, 1895

SIGNIFICANCE FOR HEALTH, WELLNESS AND NATURAL FOODS
Since its creation in 1895, the Boulder Sanitarium has always been
associated with healthy living. Although the site and its structures have
changed constantly over the past century, they have all been oriented
towards human wellness.

In the first period of its history, roughly from 1895 to 1939, the Sanitarium
was a holistic healing facility. Through these practices and through its
patron J.H. Kellogg, the Boulder Sanitarium was closely linked to the holistic
health trends of the late 1800’s and early 1900’s that were popularized and
spread in part by the Adventists. The Colorado Food Company that was
associated with the Sanitarium was very significant because in addition to
simply providing healthy food for the facility, it received patents for multiple
breakfast cereal products.

In addition to a healthy diet, doctors at the Sanitarium recommended lots
of sunshine, fresh air and exercise to its patients. This is part of the reason
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18. Colorado Food Company Dairy Barn, 1930

why Boulder was such an ideal site for the Sanitarium.

It's no stretch to say that the values of the Boulder Sanitarium and those
who found recovery there are not all that different from the healthy lifestyle
values that characterize Boulder today.

As the Sanitarium shifted away from Kellogg’s holistic treatments, the built
environment had to transition as well. Although the complete demolition of
the original Sanitarium building in 1957 was an unfortunate loss of history,
the new Boulder Memorial Hospital was needed to accommodate medical
services for a growing city. And through its growth and eventual sale to
Boulder Community Hospital, the site continued to provide health and
wellness services for its community.

Clearly, the Sanitarium had a hugely significant impact on early Boulder’s
values regarding health and wellness.

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment
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ORGANIZATION OF THE SITE

In its early years, the Sanitarium site appears to have reflected an
organizational pattern that was influenced by its relationship to the foothills
and the general topographic contours descending the hillside. It also was
influenced by the connection to the developing Mapleton Hill area, along
Mapleton Avenue itself.

The original main building was oriented to face Mapleton Avenue and was
connected by a semi-circular driveway, which in time was identified by
stone pillars. As new buildings were constructed, they extended the site
northward, first with some larger cottages, and then with rows of smaller
frame cottages. These appeared to follow contour lines along the hillside,
probably to facilitate easy walking between these structures and the main
building. As buildings were added, they often formed clusters with informal
“courtyards” of outdoor space.

The more utilitarian buildings were located at the northern end of the site.
Gardens were located along the northern and eastern edges of the site.
Trees were planted to shade the cottages and a large grove appeared to
the south and east of the main building. These probably provided shaded
areas for walking and sitting. Some early photographs show some seating
and even some shade structures in these areas.

Evidence of these organizational patterns only exists in archival materials.
Today, the site is substantially altered and does not convey its character
from the period of significance.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015

Sanitarium Site ¢.1922

Buildings occupied by guests

and patients - Utility and storage buildings

19. Development of the Sanitarium site tended to follow the topography north-south.
Generally, buildings that were occupied by guests and patients were farther up the hillside
with a better view. Utility and storage buildings were located lower down the hill.
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Il. STRUCTURES

This section evaluates each structure that remains on the old Sanitarium
site. None of them are original to the initial phases of construction in the
1890’s.

STRUCTURE DATE BUILT QUICK NOTES
1 [ Smokestack 1920’s Structure is
somewhat
deteriorated
2 | Stone Wall 1920’s Only a fragment of
the wall remains
3 | Furniture Storage |c.1922 Building is very
deteriorated
4 |Cottage A €.1922; moved in 1931 | Building has some
alterations
5 | Nurse Dormitory | 1930 Building has minimal
alteration
6 | Garage c.1931 Building is very
deteriorated
7 | Cottage B Between 1931 and 1962 | Building has some
alterations
8 |Cottage C Between 1931 and 1962 | Building has
substantial
alterations
9 | Cottage D c.1940 Building has minor
alterations
10 | Powerhouse 1957 Building has major
alterations
11 [ Main Building 1957-1984 Building has had
over 10 additions
since 1957
Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015 BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 12
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21. The current smokestack is made of re-
enforced concrete and lined with brick

20. Looking south at the smokestack.

1. SMOKESTACK

The current concrete stack is actually the fourth iteration of the powerhouse
smokestack. Originally, the iron smokestack was located adjacent to the
powerhouse building but was moved almost immediately in 1896 after the
builders found that the original stack did not provide adequate ventilation.
It was then moved roughly 60 feet away higher up the hill and was built of
iron. By 1922 the second smokestack was demolished and the third iron
stack was built back down the hill, adjacent to the powerhouse. Based
on the 1931 Sanborn insurance map it appears that this third smokestack
was actually demolished sometime in the mid 1920’s. The fourth and final
iteration of the smokestack was built just south of where the third stack
sat. Unlike the previous versions, this smokestack was built of re-enforced
concrete and lined with brick.
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? Yes, itis associated with the early health,
natural foods and wellness movement in

the area.

Association with a person? No, built after Kellogg’s period of

influence

Embodies distinctive design/| No, the current concrete smokestack
construction of the period? does not resemble the original iron stack

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Yes, the smokestack was built in mid
1920’s during the Sanitarium period

Historic significance?

No, the current concrete smokestack
does not resemble the original iron
stack

Architectural significance?

Environmental significance? No, surroundings and area have
changed greatly

INTEGRITY

U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Location? No, although the current smokestack has existed in its
current location since the mid 1920’s, this is the fourth
different location of the smokestack since 1895

Design? Yes, structure does retain basic design features

Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

Materials? Yes, structure appears to be made of original 1920’s

concrete with some repairs
Yes, structure is intact with minor modifications
No, structure does not convey a historical feeling

No, much of the relationship with the greater site has
been lost

Workmanship?
Feeling?
Association?

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 13
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? Yes, itis associated with the early health,
natural foods and wellness movement in
the area

Association with a person? No, built after Kellogg’'s period of
influence

Embodies distinctive design/| No, stone work is distinctive but does

construction of the period? not exemplify any particular style

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance? Yes, the wall was built during the
Sanitarium period
Architectural significance? No, the wall is only a fragment of its

original extent

Environmental significance? No, the wall is only a fragment of
its original extent and has lost its

22. A portion of the stone wall appears to be original to the 1920’s construction. The left association with the rest of the site
picture dates to c.1929.

INTEGRITY
2. STONE WALL : L :

, . U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation

A fragment of a stone wall runs along the southern end of the site, fronting — —— -
Mapleton Avenue. It appears to reflect periods of construction in the late Locz.atlon. Yes, structure is in original Iolcz?tlon _ :
1920’s when the Sanitarium shifted its main entry to allow for easier | Design? No. As a fragment of the original design, character is
automobile access. Some portions of the current wall appear to be original not retained
to the 1920’s construction, but the western-most extension of the wall Setting? No, much of the site around has changed
appears to be more recent and is distinguishable by a change in the rock Materials? Yes, structure retains most original materials
form, mortar pattern and wall height. . — - ,

Workmanship? | Yes, structure is original with minor changes

Feeling? No, structure is only a fragment of the original wall

Association? No, structure is only a fragment of the original wall and
has lost the relationship with the greater site
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23. The furniture storage building has been substantially changed since its original
construction.

3. FURNITURE STORAGE BUILDING

The small storage building to the northwest of the powerhouse was
constructed c¢.1922 for the purpose of storing unused furniture. The building
has substantially deteriorated and is currently used for storage and as a
workshop.
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event?

No, it is not particularly relevant to the
overall Sanitarium history

Association with a person?

No, built after Kellogg’s period of
influence and not particularly relevant to
the overall Sanitarium history

Embodies distinctive design/ | No
construction of the period?
Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance?

No, although date of construction is
c.1922, the building is not particularly
associated with events on the site

Architectural significance?

No, does not exemplify any particular
architectural style and does not have
artistic merit

Environmental significance?

No, surroundings and area have
changed greatly

INTEGRITY
U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation
Location? Yes, building is in original location
Design? No, building does not retain basic design features
Setting? No, much of the site around has changed
Materials? No, building retains almost no original materials

modifications

Workmanship? | No, building structure has had additions and

Feeling? No, building does not convey a historical feeling

been lost

Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? Yes, it is associated with the early health,
natural foods and wellness movement in
the area

Association with a person? | No, these cottages were built after
Kellogg’s period of influence

Embodies distinctive design/|Yes, although the building does not
construction of the period? exemplify any particular architectural
style, it is consistent with early Sanitarium
cottages

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance? Yes, the two original cottages are the
same design as those built in 1906
Architectural significance? Yes, the two original cottages have a
B ’ unique architectural style that was found
24. The two ends of cottage A were most likely built separately around 1922 and moved in early Sanitarium cottages
to their current location and connected around 1931. However, they clearly resemble the - — -
cottages built on the Sanitarium site in 1906. Environmental significance? | No, surroundings and area have changed
greatly
4. COTTAGE A

The cottage building that sits in between the nurse dormitory and the INTEGRITY
powerhouse was most likely constructed as two separate buildings, but

U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation
connected and moved to its present site around 1931. The two cottages P

that make up the ends of the buildings were likely built around 1922. They  |Location? No, buildings are not in original location

do, however, bear a striking resemblance to the cottages built around Design? Yes, building retains basic design features

1906. The roofing, windows and doors appear to have been replaced fairly Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

recently. However, the siding and window details appear to be original. Materials? Yes, building retains some original materials
Workmanship? | Yes, although building has been added to
Feeling? Yes, building conveys a historical feeling
Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has

been lost
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? Yes, it is associated with the early health,
natural foods and wellness movement in
the area

Association with a person? No, built after Kellogg'’s period of influence

Embodies distinctive design/|No
construction of the period?

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance? Yes, associated with historic events,
has distinction in the development of the
community of Boulder

Architectural significance? No, does not exemplify any particular
architectural style

Environmental significance? | No, immediate site is relatively intact but
greater site has changed greatly

25. he nurse dormitory retains its original brick and architectural features. The only major
change is the addition of the elevator shaft which can be seen as the slightly redder brick

tower feature. INTEGRITY
5. NURSE DORMITORY u.S. D_epartment of the Initer.lor FJr!terla- fF)r EvalueTtlon
The nurse dormitory was built in 1930 to house nurses who had previously | Location? Yes, building is in original location
been living in other buildings on-site or off-site in the surrounding Design? Yes, building retains basic design features
neighborhoods. The three-story brick building stands intact today and is Setting? No, immediate site is relatively intact but greater site
by far the best preserved building on the site. The only major change to the has changed greatly
building is the addition of an elevator shaft on the front of the building. The Materials? Yes, building retains most original materials
building retains most of its original construction materials except for doors Work hin? 1V ’b i tructure is original
and the addition of storm windows. orkmanship? | Yes, building structure is origina
Feeling? Yes, building conveys a historical feeling
Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has
been lost
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26. The garages have deteriorated greatly and have not retained their original building
materials.

6. GARAGE

The garage building to the northwest of the furniture storage building was
constructed ¢.1931. The building still has the 8 separate garage bays it was
built with, but the building has deteriorated substantially.
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event?

No, it is not particularly relevant to the
overall Sanitarium history

Association with a person?

No, built after Kellogg’s period of
influence and not particularly relevant to
the overall Sanitarium history

Embodies distinctive design/ | No
construction of the period?
Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance?

No, although date of construction is
¢.1931, the building is not particularly
associated with events on the site

Architectural significance?

No, does not exemplify any particular
architectural style and does not have
artistic merit

Environmental significance?

No, surroundings and area have
changed greatly

INTEGRITY
U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Location? Yes, building is in original location

Design? Yes, building retains basic design features

Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

Materials? No, building has lost most original materials
Workmanship? | No, building structure has changed

Feeling? No, building does not convey a historical feeling
Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has

been lost
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? No, built after the Sanitarium time period
Association with a person? No, built after Kellogg’s influence

Embodies distinctive design/|No, brick work and architectural
construction of the period? details are somewhat characteristic

of the 1950’s but do not exemplify any
particular design style

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

‘ _ Historic significance? No, the building is not associated with
] ‘ the Sanitarium period
i ‘ { ‘ H l ’ g ’ ’ i Architectural significance? No, does not exemplify any particular
LK el B ' architectural style and does not have
T o artistic merit
: B = Environmental significance? No, surroundings and area have
— e e L e changed greatly

27. Cottage B resembles a 1950’s single-family home built in the post-WWII modern

architectural style. INTEGRITY

7. COTTAGE B u.S. D_epirtment of the Int.er.ior (.Jri-teria- f(.)r Evalua.tion

Cottage B is located directly southeast of Cottage A. The building was Loc§tlon. Yes, bu!ld!ng 1S |n.or|g|nall Iocat.lon

constructed in the 1950’s. The brick work and architectural style are | Design? Yes, building retains basic design features

reminiscent of post-WWII modern architecture for single family homes. The Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

front porch has been altered more recently to accommodate wheelchair Materials? Yes, building retains most original materials

access. Workmanship? | Yes, building structure is original with minor changes
Feeling? No, building does not convey a historical feeling
Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has

been lost
Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015 BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 19
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28. Cottage C appears to have newer windows and roofing materials.

8. COTTAGE C

Cottage C is located just to the west of Cottage B, and was also constructed
between 1931 and 1962. The building somewhat resembles a simple and
boxy post-WWII style and was most likely built in the 1940’s. The windows
and roofing appear to have been replaced more recently.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event?

No, built after the Sanitarium time period

Association with a person?

No, built after Kellogg’s influence

Embodies distinctive design/
construction of the period?

Yes, architectural details are
characteristic of post WWII modern style

Informational potential?

No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance?

No, the building is not particularly
associated with the Sanitarium

Architectural significance?

No, the building does not strongly
exemplify any architectural style

Environmental significance?

No, surroundings and area have
changed greatly

INTEGRITY
U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Location? Yes, building is in original location

Design? Yes, building retains basic design features

Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

Materials? No, windows are replaced

Workmanship? | Yes, building is mostly intact

Feeling? No, building does not convey a historical feeling
Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has

been lost

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 20
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? No, built after the original Sanitarium and
Colorado Food Company time period

Association with a person? No, built after Kellogg’s period of
influence

Embodies distinctive design/ | Yes, stone work and architectural details

construction of the period? are distinctive

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance? No, the building is not particularly
associated with events on the site
Architectural significance? Yes, the building has a unique flagstone

construction and has interesting
variations in parapet height.

Environmental significance? No, surroundings and area have
changed greatly

29. Cottage D has a unique flagstone construction with interesting variations in parapet

height. INTEGRITY

9. COTTAGE D u.S. D_epartment of the Initer.lor .Cr!terla- ff)r EvalueTtlon

Directly northwest of the main building, Cottage D is a small flagstone | Location? Yes, building is in original location

building constructed in 1940. The roof line features an interesting variation Design? Yes, building retains basic design features

in parapet heights. The windows appear to be original, although the awnings Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

and porch are newer. Materials? Yes, building retains most original materials
Workmanship? | Yes, building structure is original with minor changes
Feeling? No, building does not impress a historical feeling
Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has

been lost
Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015 BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 21
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30. The current powerhouse building is completely different than the original structure.

- i 3

The walls openings, roof and materials are all different.

10. POWERHOUSE

Although some of the foundation
of the powerhouse building may be
original from the initial construction
in 1896, the current powerhouse
only dates back to 1957. Various
additions and demolitions have
taken place and the current
structure bears little resemblance
to the 1896 powerhouse. The old
stone foundation is only visible on
the northeast corner of the building.

31. A part of an older stone foundation is
still is exposed on the northeast corner of
the building.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

No, built after the original Sanitarium and
Colorado Food Company time period

Association with an event?

No, current iteration of powerhouse was
built after Kellogg’s period of influence

Association with a person?

No, the building does not exemplify any
particular architectural style or building
period

Embodies distinctive design/
construction of the period?

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance? No, the current iteration of the
powerhouse is very different from the
early sanitarium iterations, and no longer
has any of the food company facilities

No, the building does not strongly
exemplify any architectural style

Architectural significance?

Environmental significance? No, surroundings and area have

changed greatly

INTEGRITY

U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Location? Yes, building is roughly in the original location

Design? No, building does not retain basic design features

Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

Materials? No, building retains only some original materials

Workmanship? | No, building structure has been changed and added to

Feeling? No, building does not impress a historical feeling

Association? No, much of the relationship with the greater site has
been lost

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 22
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32. The main building exemplifies the constant change that has taken place on the
Sanitarium site. The current building has had more than 10 additions just since 1957.
None of the original Victorian-style Sanitarium building remains.

11. MAIN BUILDING

The main building has undergone massive changes and numerous
additions since its original form in 1896. Nothing remains of that original
Victorian Style building. The current structure dates primarily from 1957-
1984, although there have been a few minor additions since. The building
had to change continuously to evolve with the changes in the medical
services the facility provided.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

U.S. Department of Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Association with an event? No, retains no association with the original

sanitarium

Association with a person? No, built after Kellogg'’s period of influence

Embodies distinctive design/|No, current building is a patchwork of
construction of the period? different architectural styles

Informational potential? No

City of Boulder Criteria for Evaluation

Historic significance? No, the current hospital building bears no

resemblance to the original sanitarium

Architectural significance? No, the building does not strongly

exemplify any architectural style

Environmental significance? No, surroundings and area have

changed greatly

INTEGRITY

U.S. Department of the Interior Criteria for Evaluation

Location? No, building is not in original location

Design? No, building is a patchwork of different architectural
styles and currently the oldest section of the building
only dates back to 1957

Setting? No, much of the site around has changed

Materials? No, building retains only some original materials

Workmanship? | No, structure has been added to

Feeling? No, building does not impress a historical feeling

Association?

No, much of the relationship with the greater site has
been lost

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment
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33. The current hospital is a patchwork of different construction 34. Since 1957, the main building has had over 10 major additions
11. MAIN BUILDING CONTD. space for an operating room and surgical patient beds.

The additions and changes to the main Sanitarium/Hospital building are a By 1957, the transition to Boulder Memorial Hospital was essentially
perfect reflection of the changes in the health care services provided by the ~ complete with the demolition of the rest of the original Sanitarium building.
facility over the years. The original building had an expansive wrap-around ~ Through the 1980’s the changes and additions have been nearly constant.
porch/balcony and early additions gave the building a gymnasium and
worship space. By the 1920’s, the Sanitarium was beginning its transition
to a more traditional hospital with the southern wing addition that created

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015 BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 24
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11. MAIN BUILDING CONTD.

The following graphics show the evolution of the main building. The graphics
are based on historical Sanborn insurance maps and building plans.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The Sanitarium site has existed as a health care facility for more than a
century. However, the remaining buildings on the site do not hold a strong
association with each other or with the historical Sanitarium period. More
than anything, the Sanitarium’s history is characterized by constant change
and evolution that was necessary to accommodate changing health
services. Because of this history, the current Sanitarium site is a patchwork
of different building styles and materials from many different decades
of construction. Additionally, many of the structures that once gave the
Sanitarium site an orderly development pattern along its north-south axis
have been lost.

While some individual resources might have enough historical significance
and integrity to warrant being retained, they all lack integrity of setting.
Thus, the current site and buildings have very little relation to the general
place characteristics of the historic site.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS

CONSIDERATIONS OF HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE AT THE
SANITARIUM

In considering the potential for landmarking of individual features at the
Sanitarium site, it is important to apply best practices in evaluating them
for significance. This includes applying the “criteria for significance,”
AND considerations of the seven aspects of “integrity,” as defined by the
National Park Service. The concept is that, while many properties may have
historical or environmental associations, they will not always retain sufficient
integrity to convey that significance. This is a fundamental principle, which
is important to uphold in a local preservation program, to assure that the
program is perceived to operate at an objective and professional level and
that it draws “...a reasonable balance between private property rights and
the public interest...”

- 9-11-1. - Purpose and Legislative Intent, Historic Preservation, Boulder
Municipal Code

It is with this consideration in mind that these recommendations are put
forward.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015

We do notrecommend establishing a historic district or nominating resources
as historic landmarks. However, some resources could be retained on the
site as feasible, and could be candidates for adaptive reuse.

An interpretive program would be the most effective way to convey the
history of the site. A combination of fixed signage and mobile technology
could be used to allow the public access to historic photos, oral histories
and other information.

The interpretive plan could also utilize a “healthy heritage walk” component
that would incorporate the nearby network of hiking trails. Because the
trails were always part of the healthy lifestyle promoted by the Sanitarium
doctors, users could exercise while also learning about the site’s history.
Markers could be placed on these trails to help people visualize how the
site evolved.

In summary, an interpretive program would allow the site flexibility to
continue evolving to suit its planned new uses, while celebrating the
heritage of the Sanitarium period.

BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 27
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SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TREATMENT OF EXISTING SITE RESOURCES

Resource IsitSignificant? | Recommended Treatment for the Resource
1 | Smokestack | No Consider removal. Although visually prominent, it has lost all surrounding context and the
structure may be a long-term maintenance liability with no re-use potential.
2 Stone Wall No Although it is only a fragment of the original stone wall, and does not retain integrity as a
historic resource, consider incorporating it into a new landscape design.
3 & | Furniture No Lacks integrity. Document building and remove.
Storage
g | Building
4 Cottage A Yes Retains integrity. Consider for adaptive re-use. Relocation is an option because the
structure has been moved before.
5 = [ Nurse Yes Retains integrity. Consider for adaptive re-use in place
& | Dormitory
Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015 BOULDER SANITARIUM - Historical Assessment | 28
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6 gk | Garages No Lacks integrity. Document building and remove.

7 Cottage B No Lacks significance. Document building and remove.
8 Cottage C No Lacks significance. Document building and remove.
9 Cottage D Yes Consider for adaptive re-use in place

10 Powerhouse |No Lacks significance. Document building and remove.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015
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11

Main

I | Building

No

Lacks significance. Document building and remove.

Prepared by Winter & Company, July 2015
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HISTORICAL PHOTOGRAPHS

All historical photos are from the Boulder Public Library Carnegie Branch for Local
History, except for the photo with caption number 13:

“Boulder Memorial Hospital Opens New Section.” (April 8, 1969). Central Union
Reaper, Lincoln, Nebraska. vol.38, no.14.
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ATTACHMENT C

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chandler van Schaack, Case Manager
City of Boulder Planning and Sustainability

FROM: Betsey Jay, City Resident
429 Mapleton Avenue Unit B

DATE: September 10, 2015
RE: The Academy at Mapleton Hill

As a Mapleton Ave. resident, | offer these comments, questions, and concerns as your
department conducts its own due diligence and deliberations on the application for The
Academy at Mapleton Hill. Thank you.

Honest Discussion

Mapleton Hill truly is a residential and open space area now, with no commercial activity
for several blocks in all directions.

Construction of an institutional entity will be disruptive for a protracted period of time.
No matter what the developers say, there will be little actual enhancement for adjacent
residents other than increased density, traffic, and parking issues. The current, and
ironically desirable, peace in this neighborhood will be compromised. This is a fact and
not just a NIMBY whiner’s opinion. We all should admit this going forward. It will help
mitigate potential damage and guide tough decision-making.

The issue of size and scale in this location should be carefully assessed. The developers
readily admit that the original St. Gertrude’s Academy facility is small and precious and
that this new project will be larger and more profitable. However, the “cost” equations for
The Academy on Mapleton Hill need to reflect a broad range of issues and not just the
developers’ breakeven/profit margins.

IMPACT of Demolition and Construction TRAFFIC

Has Planning considered:

Weight of trucks, volume of trucks, truck routes, work start and stop hours, air quality,
length of time needed for active use of demolition and construction-related equipment.
Responsive channels of communication in place for residents’ concerns and complaints.

TREES

Maintaining health and viability of historic neighborhood trees especially those on
Mapleton Avenue that are located only a few feet from roadway that was not designed for
heavy equipment.

Has the City’s arborist done an inventory of the trees on the building site? How will these
large beautiful trees be cared for during demolition and construction? Sixteen new
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buildings won’t leave much room for shade trees. Planting replacement saplings will take
100 years to replicate the stately trees on the site now.

WILDLIFE

For years, Open Space and Mountain Parks has protected the peregrine falcons on Mt.
Sanitas. What will become of them during demolition/construction as well as the other
wildlife including bear that reside in the adjacent land?

DENSITY & SCALE

From concept review plan: “16 buildings connected by walkways and bridges including
67 dwelling unit equivalents with 150 independent living units and 83 single assisted
living areas. Proposed parking- 407 spaces.”

Current density context: In the 5 block stretch on Mapleton Ave. from 9™ St. west to 4™
St. counting both sides of Mapleton, there are 42 dwelling units.

LOCATION

Is it advisable to locate a large elder care facility so far from the new hospital and so
close to forest lands? In the recent past, the neighborhood has been evacuated due to
threat of forest fire and has experienced serious damage from flooding. The proposed
plan is for structures that provide the densest living quarters adjacent to forest than
anything for miles in either direction along the Front Range.

PARKING

With 407 parking spaces planned, what is the estimated volume of in/out traffic at the
finished site for employees, visitors, and residents? Is a stop light at 4™ & Mapleton or
Maxwell going to become a necessity? How will the well-traveled bike route on 4" Street
be impacted? During summer weekends, Sanitas hikers park along 4™ Street and down
Mapleton for several blocks. How will this be accommodated in the future?

P Zone
Since nearly all of this site is zoned for public use, how does a high-end private elder care
facility qualify?

ENERGY for 21* century
Looking ahead, what kind of sustainable energy-generating plans are incorporated in this
institution’s heating, cooling, and hot water?

OPTIONS
Was the former hospital site at Broadway with adjacency to N. Boulder Park ever
considered for this project?

Thank you for your time and effort devoted to this important planning application.
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Mapleton Sanatorium Development

The future of the Boulder Sanatorium site, located at 4th and Mapleton, could go two ways -- it
could be scraped off for redevelopment and huge profits but destroying its historic values, or it could be
preserved and rebuilt, maintaining its relevance as a Boulder historic landmark. It is sandwiched
between the Mapleton Historic district and the historic Sanitas Valley. This site is of significant interest to
the public and should be reviewed by the City Council, the Planning Board and the citizens of Boulder
before plans for it destruction are approved by the Planning Department.

The Sanitas Valley is historically significant. The sandstone quarries are the first obvious view of
past activities. There is the foundation of the Churchill homestead about half way up the valley. On the
hogs-back ridge there are the remains of activities of the residents of the Sanatorium - a stone shelter and
a picturesque bridge over the irrigation ditch. The Sanatorium site is of historic significance as can be
seen in figure 1.

Figure 1. Talmage and Lilly Stage, Nederland Eldora Carlbou near Boulder Samtarlum Mapleton at 4th Street. Early stages
went via Sunshine Canyon to, Nederland and Eldora. (T.B. Sturtevant photo) (M. R. Parsons collection) Notice the chimney in
right side.

While most of the buildings have been progressively modernized, the remaining structures should
be assessed for historic significance. Of particular importance is the chimney/smokestack see figure 2.
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Figure 2. Historic Boulder Landmark is visible from many of our Mountain Park trails. Mt Sanitas is in the background.

This smokestack is of great educational and historic value. It represents state-of-the-art
smokestack development. It is made of concrete with a brick liner and should have the lifetime of
“Roman” concrete. My grandchildren measured the height of it by three different methods. It could easily
be used for an astronomical transit telescope for students. Note that there are even architectural artistic
features near the top. See figure 3.

Figure 3. Artistic touch in a utilitarian object.

Agenda ltem 5A  Page 94 of 111



There is a precedent in Colorado for designating a smokestack as historic. The people of Salida
have a historic all-brick smokestack in the National Register of Historic Places. http://cozine.com/2012-
october/standing-tall-a-monument-to-environmental-protection/

So what should be done with this interesting site?

On April 28th, the developers of the Mapleton site made a presentation to selected members of the
Mapleton Hill community. The presentation was nicely done with architectural illustrations of the
proposed development. They addressed all hot buttons that have been under serious review over the
past year. Senior housing, warm pool, affordable housing for employees, health care facilities were
included. Access to the Sanitas Valley trails and some diagonal parking on Mapleton Avenue were in their
plan.

The problems I see with the investors plan are:

1. Activity in the Sanitas Valley has increased a lot over the past few years and much more parking is

needed. There are currently 420 parking slots on the Sanatorium site and they plan to reduce it to

160 for use by residents. They suggested adding more public diagonal parking on Mapleton

Avenue - 10 more slots? Currently, people are using these parking lots for access to the Sanitas

Valley, particularly on the weekend when the hospital activity is low.

2. The plan calls for a complete scrap off of the site with the creation of a series of plateaus/cliffs. It

seems that we are to be subjected to about 10 years of excessive traffic on Mapleton and Maxwell.

The traffic from the next door Trailhead development was bad enough. This looks like ten times

worse.

3. The pseudo-Victorian new designs are incompatible with long term goals of sustainable systems.

The roofs are incompatible with adding solar panels, as can be seen at the next door Trailhead

development.

The choices are either to go along with the investors plan to make as much money as possible from the
site or to think about making it a sustainable development for the benefit of future Boulder citizens.
[t should be an extension of our historic district and be subject to same rules that we home owners
comply with. We are not allowed to scrap off our energy inefficient homes and replace them with highly
efficient designs.
We need to think 50 or so years into the future We will be in the post fossil fuel era and any development
should have a zero net energy balance. Solar and geothermal energy production works in Boulder so
should be implemented on this site.
The investors showed a concept of keeping the existing buildings but rapidly dismissed them as being
energy inefficient and costing thousands of dollars to adapt. The best return on their investments was the
scrape off approach with the potential of millions of dollars return. Selling/renting 150 expensive senior
housing units could return millions of dollars. They choose as their meeting location “The Academy”
building. One presumes that the idea is to replicate senior housing on the same basis as The Academy
where rich seniors pay a membership fee of $330,00 to $675,000 followed by $,5045 to $13,000 per
month for accommodation and/or services. See
http://www.theacademyboulder.com/residences/pricing/.
My recommendation to the city and the investors is to make the site an outstanding example of Boulder’s
commitment to sustainability.

1. Use the existing parking lots for installation of a solar garden, geo-thermal wells, and public
parking for our open space.
Keep the existing warm pool.
Install solar panels on all the nicely available flat roofs
Install energy storage batteries to make the site virtually grid independent.
Enable the community to buy into the excess power from the solar garden because their Victorian
shaped roofs and big trees does not permit solar installations.

6. Use the existing building for low cost senior housing and office space.

7. Incorporate the site into the historic district and install historic makers.
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Now is the time for us to take action before plans are cast in concrete, the bulldozers have moved in and
we are left wondering how did we let this happen. I am requesting that the City Council and the Planning
Board put this site on their agenda for detailed public review. It would be nice if Mapleton Hill
Investments changed to a sustainable development plan or found a flat site well east where the residents
could enjoy a view of the mountains.

Alan Delamere

525 Mapleton Ave. Bpulder, CO 80304

22 May 2015

[Alan and his family have lived on Mapleton Ave for the past 47 years and have hiked the Sanitas area for
all that time. He can be contacted at wadelamere@comcast.net.]
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855 Juniper Ave, Suite 100
Boulder, CO 80304

Trailhead Owners Association, Inc. Voice: 303.993.3005 Fax: 303.277.3448

E-Mail: c.foreman@moonbeamcorp.com

Attn:

Chandler Van Schaack

Planner Il ¢ City of Boulder

Community Planning & Sustainability
office: 303.441.3137 « fax: 303.441.3241
vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov
www.bouldercolorado.gov

Project:
The Academy at Mapleton Hill
Concept Plan

Dear Planning and Development Services Staff —

Thank you for your thoughtful and detailed review of the Concept Plan submittal for the Academy at Mapleton Hill
development.

The potential of this project is very exciting, and serves a much needed use for the community in its provision of a
variety of housing options for the senior population of Boulder.

As an owner and developer of the Trailhead project, | have spent some time with my team reviewing the Concept Plan
Documents and felt it would be helpful to share some of our findings.

Over the last 4 years we have become intimately familiar with the geography, neighborhood, and planning
underlayment of the area and feel some additional insight may be useful in guiding a successful project at the Mapleton
site.

Solar Protection / Shading on RL -1 Zoning Adjacency

While the site is predominantly P zoning, it abuts RL-1 zoning to the Northeast. The main level of buildings C, D and E sit
at elevation 5525, roughly 45’ above the elevation of 3™ Street below.

With this condition, It would be worthwhile for the applicant to provide shadow diagrams showing the extents of
shading and possible impacts to residential lots below.

Elevation views from 4" street / Comprehensive Renderings

Because 4" Street sits somewhere around 75’ below the main floor level of the many of the proposed structures, it
ould be helpful for the applicant to describe what the effect would be for the community as it would view the
development from the street and other neighborhood locations.

Broader planning concepts: Neighborhood Grid and Feathered Density

As our team worked closely with the staff, community and city planners to complete the vision of Trailhead, two strong
overriding principals came into play: First, that where feasible, the neighborhood grid would continue to extend itself to
the South and through Trailhead to promote increased connectivity in the north/south directions. Additionally, there
was a planning principle in place that prescribed that as development gives way to open space, the density diminishes as
it approaches that border. It appears that none of these concepts are in play in the current development diagram.
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Wildfire Protection vs Critical Care Facility

Recently, the City has adopted the 2012 IWUIC, or the International Wildland-Urban Interface Code. The effects of this
adoption are still being fully understood by both the private and public sector, but it is clear that structures that exist in
this zone are going to need to comply with certain fire resistivity standards. It would be a good idea for both the
applicant and staff to review the code in detail to verify what impacts it may have on building type, critical care use, as
well as vegetation and landscaping concepts.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or comments that you may have regarding the above, and consider me
available to the process to provide any further input that may be considered helpful.

Thank you,

Christopher Foreman
President — Trailhead Owners Association, Inc
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Please note that the Concept Plan Review criteria analysis included in these comments has been updated and expanded for the staff
memorandum to the Planning Board. Please refer to the staff memorandum for a comprehensive analysis of the Concept Plan Review criteria.
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CITY OF BOULDER
LAND USE REVIEW RESULTS AND COMMENTS

DATE OF COMMENTS: September 11, 2015

CASE MANAGER: Chandler Van Schaack

PROJECT NAME: THE ACADEMY AT MAPLETON HILL

LOCATION: 311 MAPLETON AV

COORDINATES: N04WO08

REVIEW TYPE: Concept Plan Review & Comment

REVIEW NUMBER: LUR2015-00071

APPLICANT: MICHAEL BOSMA

DESCRIPTION: CONCEPT PLAN AND REVIEW - Congregate Care Facility consisting of a total of 16

buildings connected by pedestrian walkways or bridges - Project consists of 67
dwelling unit equivalents, with 150 independent living units, 83 single assisted
living areas, short-term rehab/skilled nursing rooms, and memory care rooms.
There will be approximatley 60 employees working per shift. Parking will be
located in garages under buildings tucking into hillside (with supplimental surface
parking, too). A parking lot for trail users will also be provided on the south side of
the property.

REQUESTED VARIATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS:

v' Building Height (Section 9-7-5): Request to modify 35-foot permitted height to 55 feet
v" Form/Bulk — Min. Front Yard Setbacks (Section 9-7-1): Request to modify the front yard setback

I.  REVIEW FINDINGS

Overall, staff finds the proposed Concept Plan to be a strong first step towards redevelopment of one of the most iconic
and historically significant sites in the city. Staff also acknowledges the applicant for their continued community
engagement efforts and for their willingness to shape the project based on the feedback they have received from
interested residents. The current proposal is also consistent with many of the BVCP Policies pertaining to Housing
(Section 7) and Community Well-Being (Section 8).

As the project moves forward, staff encourages the applicant to continue to proactively perform additional community
outreach in order to ensure that any potential impacts to the surrounding area are appropriately anticipated and mitigated.
In particular, the operating characteristics of the proposed Wellness Center will need to be refined in much greater detail,
and may require special conditions to ensure that no undue impacts are generated. In addition, staff finds that the site
layout and building designs as currently shown are in need of refinement in order to meet the intent of the Site Review
criteria to:

“oreserve the natural and scenic features of open space, to assure consistency with the purposes and policies of the
Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan... to ensure compatibility with existing structures and established districts, to
assure that the height of new buildings is in general proportion to the height of existing, approved, and known to be
planned or projected buildings in the immediate area, to assure that the project incorporates, through site design,
elements which provide for the safety and convenience of the pedestrian, to assure that the project is designed in an
environmentally sensitive manner, and to assure that the building is of a bulk appropriate to the area and the
amenities provided and of a scale appropriate to pedestrians.”

As one of the largest re-developable parcels in the city and one that sits at the urban-wildland interface, there are
numerous unique and challenging considerations when discussing what the “highest and best” redevelopment scenario
will look like. The comments below are intended to provide initial feedback on the project in its current state, and to help
prepare the applicant for the heightened scrutiny that the project will be subject to once the formal development review
process begins. While Concept Plan review does not require a response to these comments prior the Planning Board
hearing, these comments should be considered, in combination with the discussion at Planning Board, to refine the
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project plans as the project moves into the Site Review phase. A public hearing for this application has been scheduled
for November 5, 2015.

As project plans progress, the applicant should continue to work with the Case Manager, Chandler Van Schaack (303-
441-3137 or vanschaackc@bouldercolorado.gov).Staff is happy to meet to go over the comments in further detail if the
applicant prefers.

II. CITY REQUIREMENTS

Access/Circulation David Thompson, 303-441-4417

1. Staff supports providing a landscape strip and detached six-foot wide sidewalk along 4™ Avenue. A public access
easement will be necessary in order to accommodate the proposed streetscape section. At time of site review, please
show the width of the public access easement necessary to accommodate the 4™ Avenue streetscape section.

2. Staff does not support the 35’ wide curb-cut being shown for the 3" Street curb-cut off Mapleton Avenue because the
plans don’t demonstrate the need for a thirty-five foot wide curb cut. Pursuant to section 2.04(J) of the City’'s Design
and Construction Standards (DCS), please revise the plans to reduce the width of the curb-cut to the minimum width
necessary to access/serve the parking lot.

3. In support of providing multi-modal mobility and connections through and between properties as discussed in section
9-2-14(h)(2)(D) of the Boulder Revised Code, 1981 (BRC) the applicant is encouraged to provide a direct pedestrian
connection within a public access easement from 4" Street to the Santias trail and from the site to the Trailhead
Subdivision to the east. Additionally, the applicant should evaluate the opportunities to provide either dedicated bike
routes or multi-use paths within and through the site and connecting to the adjacent public streets.

4. Staff does not support the proposed diagonal parking being shown within the City’s right-of-way for Maxwell Avenue
due to safety concerns between the backing vehicles and oncoming traffic. Please revise the plan to show parallel
parking on each side of the street along with a landscape strip and detached sidewalks on each side of Maxwell
Avenue consistent with a local road cross-section shown in Technical Drawing 2.61.C of the DCS. Staff supports
providing six foot wide detached sidewalks on each side of Maxwell Avenue as shown on the plans.

5. At the time of Site Review:

a. In accordance with section 9-9-5(c) of the BRC which limits the number of access points serving the property
please remove the northern curb-cut currently being shown off Mapleton Avenue and the southern curb-cut
being shown off Maxwell Avenue. The applicant might consider accessing the north part of Building “A” and
the Chapel through the surface lot on the west side of Building “A”.

b. In accordance with section 9-9-8-(g) of the BRC and Table 2-3 of the City’s Design and Construction
Standards (DCS), please revise the cross-section for Mapleton Avenue adjacent to the site to include an
eight-foot wide landscape strip and a five-foot wide detached sidewalk. Staff realizes the eight-foot wide
landscape strip might need to be reduced or eliminated in order to avoid having the sidewalk impact the
existing wall. A public access easement may be necessary in order to accommodate the proposed Mapleton
Avenue street section. Staff will also evaluate the Mapleton Avenue cross-section at time of site review to
evaluate opportunities to extend the on-street parking with the removal of the existing curb-cut.

c. Pursuant to section 2.02 of the DCS, a Traffic Impact Study is required since the development’s trip
generation is shown to exceed the residential development threshold of 20 vehicles trips or greater during any
single hour in the peak period. The transportation consultant preparing the Traffic Impact Study should
contact staff after the project is heard by Planning Board and City Council to discuss staff’'s review comments
on the trip generation letter and the study parameters prior to initiating the study.

d. A Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan consistent with section 2.03(1) of the DCS and section 9-
2-14(h)(2)(D)(iv) and (v) of the BRC is required to be submitted which outlines strategies to mitigate traffic
impacts created by the proposed development and implementable measures for promoting alternate modes
of travel.

e. A Parking Study consistent with section 9-9-6(d)(6) of the BRC is required to be submitted to support the
vehicle and bike parking being proposed for the site as well as the on-street parking being proposed for
Maxwell Avenue. The consultant preparing the Parking Study should contact staff after the project is heard
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by Planning Board and City Council to discuss the study parameters prior to initiating the study.
f. Please show the location of the short-term and long-term bicycle parking to be provided on the site following
the requirements found in section 9-9-6(g), of the BRC.

g. Please revise the parking table to include the required compact, standard and accessible parking compared
to the compact, standard and accessible parking being provided on the site. Please note the Maxwell Avenue
on-street parking within the City’s right-of-way should not be included in the site’s parking totals.

Building Design Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager

1. Overall, the conceptual renderings and elevations included with the current submittal appear to be a strong first step.
Given the surrounding historic residential context as well as the new “Trailhead” development currently under
construction to the north of the subject site (which is subject to the adopted Junior Academy Area Plan), special
consideration should be given to making building forms, composition and architecture as compatible with the
surrounding area as possible. Staff finds that while the current proposal includes traditional referencing and responds
to some of the nearby homes in terms of building form, the scale and the composition of the larger buildings start to
feel out of character and somewhat imposing when perched on a hill. There should be an effort to simplify the facades
and diminish the scale. Reducing the massing and scale is especially important along the Mapleton and 4" Street
frontages, where the development interfaces with the existing single family homes surrounding the site.

2. In addition, while staff recognizes buff sandstone as a high-quality building material that used in some nearby
buildings including the church, the heavy use of sandstone banding on all of the large buildings appears somewhat
out of context, and in combination with the stucco on the upper floors makes the larger buildings appear more resort/
chalet-like and less traditional/ historic. The applicant should seek to minimize the use of stucco (wood lap siding may
be a more appropriate reference), and should also explore using brick instead of sandstone for the base material of
the larger buildings.

3. Interms of fenestration, while staff appreciates the visual patterning and transparency created by the large format
windows on the larger buildings, the abundance of large, multi-mullioned windows on several of the elevations creates
somewhat of an institutional feel. The applicant should explore ways of incorporating more residential-scaled windows
into the larger buildings in order to provide more of a reference to the historic single family homes nearby.

4. Regarding the roof forms, while hierarchal roof massing is important and gable, gambrel, hipped and lift-up dormers
may be appropriate roof forms for some of the buildings, the applicant should be careful about the over-use of such
elements on the taller buildings, and should seek to simplify the visual patterning of the roof elements. Taken as a
whole, the rooflines of the proposed development are currently slightly closer to “resort” than to “residences.”

5. While the Junior Academy Area Plan does not apply to the project site, the applicant may wish to consult the design
considerations included therein as they refine their building designs to ensure compatibility with the surrounding area.
Specifically, staff finds the following design considerations (included on pg. 5 of the Junior Academy Area Plan) to be
relevant to the current proposal:

e Front porches, defined entries and active rooms must face the street;

e Hierarchical roof massing with a clear expression of primary and secondary masses should be provided. To be
visually compatible with the existing character of the Mapleton and Newlands neighborhoods, gable, gambrel,
hipped and lift-up dormers are encouraged, and

e |n addition to building forms, architectural elements and materials should also be consistent with surrounding
historic neighborhoods.

Ultimately, the proposed project is not required to meet the Junior Academy Area Plan; however, the intent of the plan
to “support and strengthen the surrounding neighborhood through appropriate building scale and height...and
compatible character, architecture, site design and density” appears relevant and applicable to this site.

Drainage Scott Kuhna, 303-441-4071

1. Storm water runoff and water quality treatment are issues that must be addressed during the Site Review Process. A
Preliminary Storm Water Report and Plan in accordance with the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards
(DCS) is required at time of Site Review application. The required report and plan must also address the following
issues:
e Storm water detention
o Water quality for surface runoff using "Best Management Practices"
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Minimize Directly Connected Impervious Areas (MDCIA)
Water Quality Capture Volume (WQCV)

Storm sewer construction

Groundwater discharge (Silver Lake Ditch)

Potential Mass Movement Hazard

Erosion control during construction activities

2. Discharge of groundwater to the public storm sewer system may be necessary to accommodate construction and
operation of the proposed development. City and/or State permits will be required for this discharge. The applicant is
advised to contact the City of Boulder Storm Water Quality Office at 303-413-7350 regarding permit requirements. All
applicable permits must be in place prior to building permit application. Additionally, special design considerations for
the properties to handle groundwater discharge as part of the development may be necessary.

3. Floor drains internal to covered parking structures, that collect drainage from rain and ice drippings from parked cars
or water used to wash-down internal floors, shall be connected to the wastewater service using appropriate grease
and sediment traps.

4. The applicant is notified that detention and water quality facilities intended to detain and treat stormwater runoff for the
entire property shall be located in “Outlots”, with maintenance responsibilities remaining with the property owners.
This will affect the proposed lot layout of the subdivision.

5. A construction storm water discharge permit is required from the State of Colorado for projects disturbing greater than
1 acre. The applicant is advised to contact the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment.

Engineering  Scott Kuhna, 303-441-4071

Much of the property is located in the Potential Mass Movement Hazard and Consolidation/Swell Constraint area specified
in the Pendleton Maps in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan. A soils report will be required at time of Site Review
application to determine the feasibility of construction on portions of the site.

Flood Control  Scott Kuhna, 303-441-4071
A floodplain development permit will be required for any work within the 100-year floodplain.

Fees
Because revisions or corrections are not required for this application, based on 2015 development review fees, hourly
billing will not be applicable unless another application is required or the applicant revises the current proposal.

Fire Protection
Please contact David Lowery at 303-441-4356 with any questions pertaining to potential fire-related requirements.

Groundwater Scott Kuhna, 303-441-4071

Groundwater is a concern in many areas of the city of Boulder. Please be advised that if it is encountered at this site, an
underdrain/dewatering system may be required to reduce groundwater infiltration, and information pertaining to the quality
of the groundwater encountered on the site will be required to determine if treatment is necessary prior to discharge from
the site. City and/or State permits are required for the discharge of any groundwater to the public storm sewer system.

Historic Preservation James Hewat, 303-441-3207

Staff acknowledges the detailed research the applicant has undertaken on the history of the property, tracing its evolution
from sanatorium to a modern twentieth century medical facility and detailing the resulting change to the character of the
property. However, staff is of the opinion that several of the buildings and structures on the property including the
smokestack, the stone wall, cottages A & D, and the nurses dormitory are all eligible for landmark designation and should
be appropriately preserved. The smokestack is an important and iconic feature of the property intrinsic to the history of
sanatorium/hospital facility. Likewise, the cottages, nurses dormitory and stone wall are all important historic features and
worthy of historic preservation. Staff does not encourage the relocation of any of these resources, but rather recommends
sensitive design with them situ as a first approach. Historic preservation tax credits could be accessed to assist in their
preservation.

To this end, a condition of Site Review approval will require the applicant’s submittal of a completed application to
landmark these identified resources per policy 2.33 Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources of the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan. Staff recommends that this occurs as soon as possible so that we can schedule a designation
hearing. This will allow the Landmarks Board to review the proposed landmarks and boundary(ies) in the context of the
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larger re-development of the property so that the subsequent Planning Board review will include the Landmark Board's
comments and recommendations. Please note that the historic preservation ordinance (9-11-5(a)) states that once a
completed application made by the property owner is received, a public hearing must be heard by the Landmarks Board
between 60 & 120 days of the application date.

Historic preservation staff also encourages the applicant to take steps to design the development in a manner that is
consistent with the historic character of the historic sanatorium and early hospital facility providing for a series of smaller
buildings designed in a simplified manner compatible with the character of this era and in keeping with the adjacent
Mapleton Hill Historic District. Historic preservation staff recommends that the applicant consult the Mapleton Hill Historic
District Guidelines and General Design Guidelines for Boulder’s Historic Districts as it continues with the design
development process.

Inclusionary Housing Beth Roberts, 303-441-1828

1. Each new residential unit developed on the property is subject to 9-13 B.R.C., 1981, “Inclusionary Housing.” The
general Inclusionary Housing (IH) requirement is that all residential developments must dedicate 20 percent of the
total dwelling units as permanently affordable housing. For rental projects this requirement may be met through the
provision of on-site affordable rental units or comparable existing or newly built off-site permanently affordable for-sale
or rental units or through the dedication of land appropriate for affordable housing or by payment of a cash-in-lieu
contribution. Any applicable cash-in-lieu contribution must be made prior to receipt of a residential building permit.
The cash-in-lieu due is based on the amounts in place when paid.

2. The applicant indicated in their written statement:

It is the applicant’s belief that a cash-in-lieu payment to satisfy the inclusionary
housing requirement would be the best solution for the proposed use of
congregate care. This decision was not derived without careful deliberation and
exploration of alternatives. Applicant has had initial discussions with the city of
Boulder’s inclusionary housing department and will continue to explore
alternatives throughout the site-review process.

Difficulties exist in providing on-site units within a congregate care facility.
Irrespective of unit costs within the project, the cost of services that are required
to keep the facility operating in a safe and healthy manner cannot be avoided.
Applicant has not been able to resolve this issue in a manner that we believe
meets affordability requirements while satisfying The Colorado Common
Ownership Interest Act (CCIOA) regulations.

Applicant will continue to explore with the City of Boulder’s Inclusionary Housing
Department additional possible housing options.

Subsequently staff met with the applicant to discuss and explore other options as affordable units are the most
desired outcome for the city. The applicant is willing to explore on or off-site affordable units possibly in
combination with a cash- in-lieu contribution. Applicant will continue to explore these options. Staff explained the
function of a voluntary agreement to the applicant; the applicant will consider this path as well in order to provide
affordable housing units on -site.

3. If the applicant is interested in exploring an off-site location please review the information online in the IH Admin.
Regs. 9.3 & 9.5 concerning newly constructed off-site affordable units, and the following documents: the Off-Site
location Review Process, Off-Site Process & Timeline for Developers and the Off-Site Summary. These documents
can be found at www.boulderaffordablehomes.com

4. Conversion from rental to for-sale units when CIL is used to meet the IH requirement. The Inclusionary Housing
ordinance requires that for-sale developments pay an additional 50 percent CIL premium in the event that they do not
provide affordable units on-site. Accordingly, if you choose to convert the rental units to for-sale units within five years
you will be required to pay the difference between the rental and for-sale CIL amounts. Rental developments that
meet the inclusionary requirement with a cash contribution are required to execute an “Agreement for Costs Due on
Sale: Affordable Housing Restrictive Covenant and Deed Restriction” (aka Conversion Agreement) and may be
required to provide a Deed of Trust and $10 Promissory Note which are used for notification purposes only. These
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documents will be sent to you for signature once the cash-in-lieu has been paid.

5. Additional information about the Inclusionary Housing program including the 2015-2016 cash-in-lieu amounts for
attached units may be found on-line at www.boulderaffordablehomes.com.

Irrigation Ditches, Scott Kuhna, 303-441-4071

The applicant is responsible for obtaining approvals for any relocations or modifications to irrigation ditches or laterals
from the impacted Ditch Company (Silver Lake Ditch). The applicant is advised that revisions to any approved city plans
necessary to address ditch company requirements may require reapplication for city review and approval at the
applicant's expense.

Land Uses Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager
1. Additional information on the proposed uses will be required moving forward in order to determine the projects
consistency with the use standards found in section 9-6-1, B.R.C. 1981. Because the site is split-zoned between

Public (P) and Residential — Low 1 (RL-1), any development will have to comply with the applicable use standards for

the zone in which it is located. Staff understands that the applicant is proposing to include the entire facility under the
definition of “congregate care facility” as defined by section 9-16, B.R.C., 1981:

Congregate care facility means a facility for long-term residence:

1) where at least eighty percent of the occupied units are occupied by at least one person who is sixty-five
years of age or older;

2) the facility is in compliance with the requirements of the federal Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3601, et
seg., and the Colorado Housing Practices Act, § 24-34-501, et seq., C.R.S., with respect to housing for
older persons; and

3) which shall include, without limitation, common dining and social and recreational features, special safety
and convenience features designed for the needs of the elderly, such as emergency call systems, grab
bars, and handrails, special door hardware, cabinets, appliances, passageways, and doorways designed
to accommodate wheelchairs, and the provision of social services for residents which must include at
least three of the following: meal services, transportation, housekeeping, linen, and organized social
activities.

2. Please note that “indoor recreational or athletic facilities” are prohibited in both the P and RL-1 zone districts.
Automobile parking lots as a principal use require a Use Review in both the P and RL-1 zone districts. Community
Gardens are allowed as a conditional use in both the P and RL-1 zone districts pursuant to the conditional use
standards found in 9-6-4(a), B.R.C. 1981

Landscaping Elizabeth Lokocz, 303-441-3138
Consider the following comments and Site Review criteria as design development begins.
1. (C)(i))The project provides for aesthetic enhancement and a variety of plant and hard surface materials, and the

selection of materials provides for a variety of colors and contrasts and the preservation or use of local native
vegetation where appropriate;

This location is ideally located to include as many native plant species as possible in its landscape design. The
immediate proximity to open space and the foothills provides excellent inspiration for a low water, high interest

approach. Perennials, low shrubs, and grasses should provide the majority of vegetative cover. Given the slopes, turf

should be kept to a minimum with a focus on locating it in active use areas.

2. (C)(ii)Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts on and off site to important native species,
healthy, long lived trees, plant communities of special concern, threatened and endangered species and habitat by
integrating the existing natural environment into the project;

The plans submitted did not include any information on existing trees. A detailed tree inventory prepared by a licensed

arborist is a Site Review submittal requirement. Consider including any large healthy trees into the open space
design. With the identification of emerald ash borer (EAB) in 2013, the preservation of existing healthy trees has
become increasingly important to support the city’s environmental goals (urban heat island reduction, stormwater
management, air quality, etc.) and their many aesthetic benefits.

Please note that removal of any public street tree will require permission of the City Forester and may include
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mitigation.

(C)(iii)The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the landscaping requirements of
Sections 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards," and 9-9-13, "Streetscape Design Standards," B.R.C. 1981;
and

At the time of Site Review submittal, include a landscape requirements table as described in section 9-9-12(d)(1)(J).
This table will clearly demonstrate the projects minimum requirements and the proposed material.

(C)(iv)The setbacks, yards and useable open space along public rights of way are landscaped to provide attractive
streetscapes, to enhance architectural features and to contribute to the development of an attractive site plan.

Both street frontages are dominated by parking lots. Consider adjusting the building and parking lot locations.
Addressing the neighborhood with the smaller residential buildings could reduce traffic through the site and better
transition to the mass of the larger buildings behind.

The Mapleton streetscape will require an eight foot landscape strip and detached sidewalk per the Design and
Construction Standards. This is a heavily used pedestrian corridor. Please consider how to best integrate the
public/private interface. The required sidewalk detachment may impact the relocated historic cottage. It may also
impact the proposed adjacent parking. Both encroach into the required landscape setback. If this layout remains
consistent moving forward, please include both as requested modifications in the application and written statement.

The Maxwell streetscape also requires a detached sidewalk and planting strip on both sides. Note the plans and
rendered perspectives are not consistent in the cross section of the street.

(E)()The project incorporates into the design of parking areas measures to provide safety, convenience and
separation of pedestrian movements from vehicular movements;

The vast majority of the proposed parking is angled; evaluate if this is the most efficient layout. The inclusion of water
quality planters into the parking layout makes good use of the slope. They may not, however, accommodate parking
lot trees. The resulting triangular beds are also problematic. Narrow planting spaces are harder to maintain and do not
contribute towards the required parking lot landscape per section 9-9-14 B.R.C. 1981.

(E)(iv)Parking areas utilize landscaping materials to provide shade in excess of the requirements in Subsection 9-9-
6(d), and Section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot Landscaping Standards," B.R.C. 1981.

Review the comment above and consider how to provide more shade opportunities in the parking lots. It is not clear if
the current layout would meet this criterion.

In general, there are some inconsistencies between plans, rendered perspectives (which are beautifully done) and
elevations. Please ensure that all materials are illustrating the same trees. In particular:
a. Sheet 23 — no planting strip exists on the north side of Maxwell and (small?) trees are included between the
walk and structures on the plan;
Sheet 24 — same comment;
c. Sheet 25 — all of the trees adjacent to Buildings B and C are inconsistent with the plan;
d. Sheet 26 — most of the trees on the east elevation of Building B are inconsistent.

Neighborhood Comments  Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager
Staff has received comments from one neighbor concerned with the redevelopment proposal. The comment letter is
attached to these comments.

Open Space and Mountain Parks Mark Gershwin, 720-564-2046
OSMP Staff has identified the following three issues related to the proposed development:

1.

A trail runs through the northwest corner of the subject parcel. The concept plan shows the trail where it enters and
exits the subject property onto Open Space and Mountain Parks (OSMP) lands. OSMP staff would like to discuss

clarifying management responsibility for this trail and related issues (e.g., establishing a formal easement) with the
applicant.
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2. The proposal currently shows pedestrian access leading from the conceptual development onto city-owned open
where no designated access exists. Only one point, providing access to a stone shelter on OSMP lands was
approved for inclusion into OSMP’s designated trail system as part of the Open Space Board of Trustees and City
Council approved West Trail Study Area Plan. There may be an opportunity to determine if an additional access point
in this area would be mutually beneficial. We are open to discussing this topic with the applicant in greater detail.

3. The property under conceptual review has been the location of parking by community members seeking to access
OSMP lands at Mt Sanitas. In the past, parking availability, especially at peak open space visitation times of
weekends and after work hours has been high. It is also staff understanding that in the past there have not been
conflicts between the property owner and with community members parking there to access open space.

From and OSMP perspective, it is desirable to provide parking for community members seeking to access OSMP
lands, and although we have increased parking the area recently, topographical and resource constraints coupled
with traffic-related issues and requirements have limited the amount of parking that can be provided.

We appreciate the willingness of the conceptual review submitters to recognize this parking issue and show shared
parking. The concept plan indicates that there will be 45 spaces for this proposed shared parking area. This area is
proposed to be shared by OSMP visitors and visitors. It is likely that weekends would be the peak visitor times for
both user types. We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss a parking plan at the site that more closely replicates
the amount of parking currently available to community members seeking access to OSMP lands, and reduces to the
extent appropriate parking-related becoming an issue for community members in adjacent neighborhoods.Some
specific comments on the proposed shared parking are:

e Pg. 4 (or applicant pg.30) of the Site Plan depicts the vehicular and pedestrian connections. Clarification that the
exit to Mapleton (at the south end of the site) is also an entrance. An arrow may be missing, as it currently
indicates a one way road.

e Also, pg. 4 does not include a pedestrian connection from the proposed shared parking area to the nearby open
space. However, the schematic site plan (applicant pg. 10) does show a footpath leading to the sidewalk.
Clarification on what is being proposed is needed.

e Lastly, the Open Space Board of Trustees heard comments from a concerned citizen that the development at
Mapleton Hospital will negatively impact the parking near Sanitas. He requested that the Board weigh in on this
development. The board took no action at the meeting. Please contact OSMP staff for the concerned citizen’s
contact information and a copy of the presentation given at the meeting.

Parking  Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager

Pursuant to Table 9-2, section 9-9-6(b), B.R.C. 1981, group homes; residential, custodial or congregate care facilities are
required to provide “Off-street parking appropriate to use and needs of the facility and the number of vehicles used by its
occupants, as determined through review.”At time of Site Review additional information will be required in order to
determine whether the proposed parking will be appropriate to the use and needs of the facility. Specifically, detailed
operating characteristics for the proposed Wellness Center, additional details on the needs of residents and visitors and a
detailed analysis of existing trailhead parking patterns versus proposed facilities to be made available to such users will
be required. In addition, as indicated in the access/ circulation comments above, a Traffic Study will be required.

Review Process Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager

1. On March 31, 2015, City Council approved a height ordinance that establishes a two-year period during which
modifications to the by-right height for new buildings will only be considered through the Site Review process in
specific parts of the city or in particular circumstances. Pursuant to ordinance 8028, a modification to the maximum
principal building height may be requested through the Site Review process “if the height modification is to allow the
greater of two stories or the maximum number of stories permitted in Section 9-7-1 in a building and the height
modification is necessary because of the topography of the site.” Therefore, at time of Site Review the Applicant will
be required to demonstrate consistency with the above standard, in addition to the other Site Review criteria found in
section 9-2-14, B.R.C. 1981. Note that a request for a height modification requires a public hearing and final decision
by the Planning Board.

2. In addition to Concept Plan and Site Review, a Use Review will be required for the proposed congregate care facility
to operate in the P zone district pursuant to the Use Standards found in section 9-6-1, B.R.C. 1981. The Use Review
criteria can be found in section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981. A Use Review is also required for an automobile eparking lot
as a principal use. Therefore, if the applicant wishes to pursue providing parking specifically for users of the Sanitas
trails, that use will also need to be included within the scope of the Use Review.
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3. Please note that attached dwelling units as well as congregate care facilities and residential care facilities are
prohibited uses within the RL-1 zone district. Therefore, if the applicant wishes to locate the proposed cottages in the
portion of the site currently under RL-1 zoning, a Rezoning will be necessary to change the zoning on that portion of
the site to P (Public). Given that the underlying BVCP Land Use Designation for the site is Public, staff finds that a
request to rezone the RL-1 portion of the property to P would be supportable based on subsection 9-2-18(e)(1),
B.R.C. 1981, which requires that “the applicant demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that the proposed
rezoning is necessary to come into compliance with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan map.” Additional
information on the Rezoning process and applicable criteria can be found in section 9-2-18, B.R.C. 1981.

Site Design  Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager

While overall the proposed site plan includes many high quality and well-thought out design elements, staff has concerns
regarding the site plan as proposed. Specifically, both the eastern and southern street frontages as currently shown are
dominated by large expanses of surface parking, which staff has found would appear visually inconsistent with the more
traditional streetscapes in the neighborhood, and would be inconsistent with several of the Site Review criteria, including:

e Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(E)(iii), Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the project,
adjacent properties and adjacent streets;

e Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(i), The building height, mass, scale, orientation, architecture and configuration are
compatible with the existing character of the area or the character established by adopted design guidelines or
plans for the area;

e Section 9-2-14(h)(2)(F)(v), Projects are designed to a human scale and promote a safe and vibrant pedestrian
experience through the location of building frontages along public streets, plazas, sidewalks and paths, and
through the use of building elements, design details and landscape materials that include, without limitation, the
location of entrances and windows, and the creation of transparency and activity at the pedestrian level,

Staff understands that the proposed site plan is somewhat constrained by the existing Ingress & Egress Easement shared
with the neighboring Seventh Day Adventist Church located to the southeast of the site. However, given the prominence
of the site as well as its adjacency to the established Mapleton Hill Historic District, additional efforts should be made to
work with the church to vacate or modify the existing parking easement so that alternative site layouts can be explored
while maintaining the necessary amount of parking to serve each of the uses. Ideally, the site plan should attempt to
mirror the existing development patterns across Mapleton and 4™ Streets to the extent possible, which would mean
bringing buildings closer to the street and creating a more pedestrian-scale, fine grid development pattern along those
frontages. Parking should be located within the project interior, behind buiIdin%s to the extent possible. The applicant
should consider adding buildings along the eastern portion of the site along 4" Street, as well as “switching” the locations
of Building A and the parking lot shown on the south side of the site so that the building fronts Mapleton and the parking
lies to the north of the building on the site interior. The applicant should also consider ways of creating a more open site
line from the eastern entrance off of 4" Street to the open space to the west. Currently the proposed connection between
Buildings A and B serves to terminate the site line as one enters the site.

Utilities, Scott Kuhna, 303-441-4071

1. On-site and off-site water main and wastewater main construction per the City of Boulder Design and Construction
Standards (DCS) as necessary to serve the development may be required. All proposed public utilities for this project
shall be designed in accordance with the DCS.

2. A water system distribution analysis will be required at time of Site Review in order to assess the impacts and service
demands of the proposed development. Conformance with the city’s Treated Water Master Plan, October 2011 is
necessary.

3. A collection system analysis will be required at time of Site Review to determine any system impacts based on the
proposed demands of the development. The analysis will need to show conformance with the city’s Wastewater
Collection System Master Plan, March 2009.

4. The applicant is notified that, though the city allows Xcel and Qwest to install their utilities in the public right-of-way,
they generally require them to be located in easements on private property.

5. The applicant is advised that any proposed street trees along the property frontage may conflict with existing or
proposed utilities, including without limitation: water, wastewater, storm drainage, flood control, gas, electric,
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telecommunications, drainageways, and irrigation ditches, within and adjacent to the development site. It is the
applicant’s responsibility to resolve such conflicts with appropriate methods conforming to the Boulder Revised Code
1981, the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, and any private/franchise utility specifications.

6. Fire hydrants will need to be installed to meet the coverage requirements outlined in Section 5.10 of the DCS. Per the
standards, no portion of any building shall be over 175 feet of fire access distance from the nearest hydrant. Fire
access distance is measured along public or private (fire accessible) roadways or fire lanes, as would be traveled by
motorized fire equipment. All fire hydrants and public water lines will need to be located within public utility
easements.

7. The landscape irrigation system requires a separate water service and meter. A separate water Plant Investment Fee
must be paid at time of building permit. Service, meter and tap sizes will be required at time of building permit
submittal.

[ll. INFORMATIONAL COMMENTS

Review Process Chandler Van Schaack, Case Manager

Per section 9-2-14(b)(1), B.R.C. 1981, Concept Plan and Site Review are required for projects located in the P zone
district that are over 5 acres in size or include over 100,000 square feet of floor area. Therefore, development of the 15.5-
acre site requires both a Concept Plan and Site Review. Per section 9-2-13(b), B.R.C. 1981, an applicant for a
development that exceeds the "Site Review Required" thresholds shall complete the concept review process prior to
submitting an application for site review.

Once the Planning Board has reviewed a Concept Plan application and provided comments at a public hearing as
required by section 9-2-13(f), B.R.C. 1981, a Site Review will be required. The Site Review application form can be found
online at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/www/publications/forms/208.pdf. Please note that a request for a Height
Modification to allow for the proposed buildings to exceed the 35 height limitation will require Planning Board approval at
a public hearing.

Applications for Site Review are submitted to the Planning and Development Services Center and are reviewed through
the Land Use Review process. This review process takes approximately three to four months to complete. Site Review
approvals are valid for three years, after which they expire if they have not been implemented.

IV. NEXT STEPS

A Planning Board hearing has been scheduled for Nov. 5, 2015. Concept Plan Review is not an iterative process;
therefore, no response to these comments or changes to the plan set are required. If the applicant wishes to provide
additional supporting documentation for the Planning Board hearing, it should be provided to the case manager no later
than October 5, 2015.

V. CITY CODE CRITERIA CHECKLIST

Below is a preliminary analysis of the proposed project using the Guidelines for Concept Plan Review and Discussion
found in section 9-2-13(g), B.R.C. 1981. A detailed analysis will be provided with the staff memorandum to the Planning
Board.

Case #: LUR2015-00071
Project Name: The Academy at Mapleton Hill

Date: September 11, 2015

CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW AND COMMENT
Section 9-2-13

(9) Guidelines for Review and Comment: The following guidelines will be used to guide the planning board's discussion regarding the
site. Itis anticipated that issues other than those listed in this section will be identified as part of the concept plan review and comment
process. The Planning Board may consider the following guidelines when providing comments on a concept plan:

(1) Characteristics of the site and surrounding areas, including, without limitation, its location, surrounding
neighborhoods, development and architecture, any known natural features of the site including, without
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limitation, mature trees, watercourses, hills, depressions, steep slopes and prominent views to and from the
site;

The 15.77-acre project site is located at the corner of Mapleton and 4t Street, south of Dewey Street and the
currently under construction “Trailhead” Development. The site is currently the location of the Mapleton Medical
Center. The site has had a long history of medically-related uses, starting in 1895 when the Boulder Sanitarium was
established on the site. The Boulder Sanitarium was incrementally expanded between 1895 and 1957, at which time
the original main sanitarium building was demolished and replaced with the Boulder Memorial Hospital building. The
Boulder Memorial Hospital was expanded several times between 1957 and 1980, at which time the last historically
significant element of the main building was demolished. In 1989, the Boulder Memorial Hospital Campus was sold to
Boulder Community Hospital and renamed the Mapleton Center.

To the north of the subject site is the Trailheads Development site, formerly known as the Boulder Junior Academy
site. The site was developed in the early 1950's as a private elementary school serving the Seventh Day Adventists
community. It operated as an elementary school for nearly 50 years. The school was demolished in 2008, and in
2012 Planning Board approved a redevelopment proposal for 23 single-family homes in accordance with the adopted
Junior Academy Area Plan. The area plan was adopted in 2009 and was intended to inform the general land use,
architectural character and access to the site. To ensure compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods, the plan
concluded that low density residential development (two to six dwelling units per acre) would be appropriate for the
site and set up general guidelines about how the architecture should relate to the historic context of the area.

To the south and east is the Mapleton Hill Historic Neighborhood and to the east and north is the Newlands
Neighborhood. Both neighborhoods represent some of the oldest neighborhoods in Boulder and were developed
predominantly as low density residential neighborhoods.

The neighborhoods are built largely on a grid system with alleys. Most lots range from below 4,000 square feet to
over 10,000 square feet. Lot widths range from less than 30 feet to up to 100 feet. Most properties, however, appear
to have frontages closer to 50 feet. As the neighborhoods were largely developed before and around the turn of the
20t Century, some homes are situated closer to front lot lines than that seen in more suburban areas of Boulder.

City-owned open space exists to the west of the site and is accessible by a trail immediately north of the site. This
trail crosses onto the subject site and is partly within a public access easement. Silver Lake Ditch exists just west of
the site. Views to the mountains are prominent from and towards the site. As an edge property, the site has an
interesting and somewhat challenging interface between the city’s established urban edge and the foothill.

(2) Community policy considerations including, without limitation, the review process and likely conformity of
the proposed development with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan and other ordinances, goals,
policies, and plans, including, without limitation, sub-community and sub-area plans;

Land Use Designation: The Site Review criteria of the land use code section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981, will be used to
evaluate a project and to make findings for any future Site Review approval. Among the findings that must be made
is a project’s consistency with the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan policies and Land Use designation. The BVCP
land use designation for the site is split between Public on the majority of the site and Open Space Other on the
northwest portion of the site bordering the city open space.

Per the 2010 BVCP, the Public/Semi-Public land use designations “encompass a wide range of public and private
nonprofit uses that provide a community service. This category includes municipal and public utility services such as
the municipal airport, water reservoirs, and water and wastewater treatment plants. Public/Semi-Public also includes:
educational facilities, including public and private schools and the university; government offices such as city and
county buildings, libraries, and the jail; government laboratories; and nonprofit facilities such as cemeteries,
churches, hospitals, retirement complexes and may include other uses as allowed by zoning.”

The Open Space Other land use designation is applied to “Other public and private land designated prior to 1981 that
the city and county would like to preserve through various preservation methods including but not limited to
intergovernmental agreements, dedications or acquisitions.” There are no development restrictions associated with
this designation; rather, the designation indicates ‘that the long-term use of the land is planned to serve one or more
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open space functions. However, Open Space designations may not reflect the current use of the land while in private
ownership.” In this case, the open space designation surrounds the Silver Lake Ditch, which runs along the western
boundary of the site. Because the subject property is privately owned and already fully developed, the Open Space
land use designation does not impact the types of development allowed on this parcel.

Overall, staff finds the proposed development to be largely consistent with the BVCP Land Use Designations for the
site, as well as with many of the broader policy goals contained in the BVCP. Some BVCP policies with which the
current Concept Plan proposal appears consistent include:

BVCP Policy 2.21, Commitment to a Walkable and Accessible City
BVCP Policy 2.23, Trails Corridors/Linkages

BVCP Policy 2.24, Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources
BVCP Policy 2.33, Environmentally Sensitive Urban Design;
BVCP Policy 2.37, Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects;
BVCP Policy 3.03, Natural Ecosystems;

BVCP Policy 3.08, Public Access to Public Lands;

BVCP Policy 7.06, Mixture of Housing Types;

BVCP Policy 8.13, Trails Network

There are also several BVCP Palicies that apply to the project which will require additional information at the time of
Site Review in order for staff to determine consistency. Policies which should be given special consideration as the
project moves forward include:

BVCP Policy 2.01, Unique Community Identity

BVCP Policy 2.05, Design of Community Edges and Entryways;

BVCP Policy 2.10, Preservation and Support for Residential Neighborhoods;
BVCP Policy 2.13, Protection of Residential Neighborhoods Adjacent to Non-residential Zones
BVCP Policy 2.30, Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment;

BVCP Policy 2.34, Importance of Street Trees and Streetscapes;

BVCP Policy 2.35 Outdoor Lighting/Light Pollution

BVCP Policy 3.09, Management of Wildlife-Human Conflicts;

BVCP Policy 3.17, Hillside Protection,

BVCP Policy 3.18, Wildlife Protection and Management.

BVCP Policy 6.08 Transportation Impact

(3) Applicable criteria, review procedures, and submission requirements for a site review;

As stated above, a Site Review application would be required and would be subject to all the criteria in
Section 9-2-14(h) of the Land Use Regulations. Submission requirements would be the same as any other
Site Review and would have to satisfy the requirements of sections 9-2-6 and 9-2-14(d). Development of the
site would also have to be found consistent with the Design and Construction Standards (DCS).

The Site Review process would follow a standard three-week review track where comments or a decision
would be rendered at the end of that time. If revisions were required, additional review tracks could be
scheduled. Ultimately, if the project is designed to include a height modification request, a public hearing
and final decision by the Planning Board would be required. Any decision made by the Planning Board is
subject to a 30-day city council call-up period.

(4) Permits that may need to be obtained and processes that may need to be completed prior to, concurrent
with, or subsequent to site review approval;

Following Site and Use Review approval, if approved, the applicant is required to submit an application for Technical
Document (TEC doc) Review prior to application for building permit. The intent in the TEC doc review is to ensure
that technical details are resolved such as drainage and transportation issues that may require supplemental
analyses.
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(5) Opportunities and constraints in relation to the transportation system, including, without limitation, access,
linkage, signalization, signage, and circulation, existing transportation system capacity problems serving the
requirements of the transportation master plan, possible trail links, and the possible need for a traffic or
transportation study;

Please see comments under “Access/ Circulation” above. Traffic/Access/Connections: The site is on the western
edge of the city adjacent to protected open space and mountain slopes. Therefore, no vehicular connections through
the site are warranted. Based on the number of dwellings and trips expected, a full traffic study is required at the
time of Site Review.

Open space trail: An existing open space trail traverses through the northwestern corner of the site. As the trail is
not completely within a public access easement, there is an opportunity through the Site Review process to dedicate
a new public access easement.

(6) Environmental opportunities and constraints including, without limitation, the identification of wetlands,
important view corridors, floodplains and other natural hazards, wildlife corridors, endangered and protected
species and habitats, the need for further biological inventories of the site and at what point in the process
the information will be necessary;

Given the site’s unique location on the boundary between an established historic residential neighborhood and city
open space, there are numerous environmental opportunities and constraints on this site. The site design should
accomplish an appropriate transition from a developed area to open space, and should protect existing viewsheds to
the extent possible. Development of the site is also an opportunity for enhanced fire access to the mountain slope in
the western portion. The site is also located in a Potential Mass Movement Hazard/ Consolidation Swell zone on the
western portion of the site and a Swell Potential Constraint area on the east side of the site; therefore, the site review
package should address how these factors will be mitigated through construction and site design techniques. Given
the site’s proximity to open space, special attention should also be paid to human/ wildlife interactions as well as
access to the Sanitas Trailhead.

(7) Appropriate ranges of land uses; and

The proposed range of land uses appears to be consistent with the intent of the Public Land Use Designation;
however, additional information will be required to determine whether the proposed operating characteristics are in
keeping with the BVCP Policies pertaining to Sensitive Infill and Redevelopment and Protection of Residential
Neighborhoods Adjacent to Non-residential Zones.

(8) The appropriateness of or necessity for housing.

The growth in the senior population is recognized as an emerging trend in the 2010 BVCP. In addition, the draft
trends report for the 2015 BVCP Update indicates that the current population of people in Boulder County that are 65
or older (40,168) is expected to more than double by year 2040 (88,829). The BVCP includes several policies
pertaining to provision of housing and services for the elderly, including Policy 7.03, Populations with Special
Needs; Policy 7.06, Mixture of Housing Types; Policy 7.09, Housing for a Full Range of Households. Section
8 of the BVCP states “The city and county proactively anticipate and plan for emerging demographic trends and
social issues, including needs of a growing older adult population and their family caregivers.” Policies 8.04,
Addressing Community Deficiencies, and 8.10, Support for Community Facilities both speak further to these
goals as well.
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