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PUBLIC MEETING

BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO
HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD

DATE: Thursday, May 5, 2022
TIME: 6:00 pm

PLEASE NOTE: Due to COVID-19 concerns, this hearing will be held virtually.
Information regarding how to participate will be available on the Historic
Preservation Advisory Board webpage in advance of the hearing
(www.boco.org/HPAB).

Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing will be held by the Boulder County Historic
Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB) at 6:00 pm to consider the following agenda:

Citizen participation for items not otherwise on the agenda
Approval of minutes from previous meetings
Building Permit Reviews for Structures 50 Years of Age and Older
Other Business
a. Discussion on the History and Future of the Pillars at Nine Mile Corner (Hwy
287 & Arapahoe Rd) Presentation by William Meyer & soliciting input from
HPAB

PoONPE

Contact the Historic Preservation Team at historic@bouldercounty.org for more information on these
items. Please note that the HPAB agenda is subject to change.

It is Boulder County policy to make county programs, meetings, activities, and services accessible to
individuals with disabilities, according to the Americans with Disabilities Act. If you need special
assistance, contact the ADA Coordinator at 303-441-3525 at least 72 hours before the scheduled
meeting.

*

Published: April 28, 2022 -- Longmont Daily Times-Call

Matt Jones County Commissioner Claire Levy County Commissioner Marta Loachamin County Commissioner
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MEETING OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD
BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO
AGENDA

Thursday, May 5, 2022, 6:00 p.m.
Virtual HPAB Meeting

Due to COVID-19 concerns, this hearing will be held virtually. Information regarding how to participate will be available on the
Historic Preservation Advisory Board webpage approximately one week prior to the hearing at www.boco.org/HPAB. To join the
meeting by phone, dial 1-833-568-8864 (toll free) and enter the Meeting ID: 161 799 1328.

This agenda is subject to change. Please call ahead (303-441-3930) or check the Historic Preservation Advisory Board webpage to
confirm an item of interest. For special assistance, contact our ADA Coordinator (303-441-3525) at least 72 hours in advance.

There will be opportunity to provide public comment remotely on the subject items during the respective virtual Public Hearing
portion for each item. If you have comments regarding any of these items, you may mail comments to the Community Planning &
Permitting Department (PO Box 471, Boulder, CO 80306) or email to historic@bouldercounty.org. Please reference the docket
number of the subject item in your communication. Call 303-441-3930 or email historic@bouldercounty.org for more information

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION FOR ITEMS NOT OTHERWISE ON THE AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

P w N e

4.1.  Approval of Meeting Minutes for April 7, 2022

w

BUILDING PERMIT REVIEWS FOR STRUCTURES 50 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER
6. OTHER BUSINESS

6.1. Discussion on the History and Future of the Pillars at Nine Mile Corner (Hwy 287 & Arapahoe Rd)
Presentation by William Meyer & soliciting input from HPAB

7.  ADJOURNMENT




MEETING OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO

Regular Meeting Minutes

April 7, 2022, 6:00 p.m.
Virtual HPAB Meeting

Board Members Present: Chuck Gray
Don Burd
Elizabeth Gehring
Larry Powers
Marissa Ferreira
Mark Gerwing
Jason Emery
Terry Walters
David Hawes

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at approximately 6:01 p.m. by Chair Chuck Gray.
2. ROLL CALL
3. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION FOR ITEMS NOT OTHERWISE ON THE AGENDA

None

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

41 Approval of Meeting Minutes for February 3, 2022

MOTION: Jason Emery MOVED that the Boulder County Historic Preservation
Adivsory Board APPROVE the meeting minutes from February 3, 2022.
SECOND: Larry Powers

VOTE: Motion PASSED {9:0}
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BUILDING PERMIT REVIEWS FOR STRUCTURES 50 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER

None

LANDMARKS

6.1

Docket HP-22-0002: Windwhistle

Denise Grimm, Principal Planner, gave the staff presentation. An application for
landmark designation of Windwhistle has been submitted by the owners, Street
Cowbell Hill Cabin Trust. The application is for both the cabin and the
bunkhouse on an approximately .48-acre parcel next to Allenspark. A log
woodshed on the property is not included in the landmark application.

The cabin dates to c. 1924 and was built for Allen and Erma Street. The Streets
were from Oklahoma City and first vacationed in Allenspark at the invitation of
notable resident Frank Gay. Allen Street was prominent in Oklahoma City as
both a member of the State House of Representatives and as mayor.

In the late 1960s, Gordon Street, the son of Allen and Erma, retired to Allenspark
with his wife Nell Phillips and took ownership of the cabin in 1974. They were
active community members. In 2007, the cabin transferred into a trust and is
currently owned by the five children of Gordon and Nell Phillips, just short of 100
years of ownership by the same family. Daughter, Sue Nell Phillips, has captured
some of the family’s Colorado experience in her book Out of Red Dirt (And Up
Cowbell Hill).

The cabin was constructed of fire-hardened logs from an 1894 forest fire. The
application notes, “The cabin also has unique chinking, a cement underlayer
covered with strips of lodgepole pine.” The cabin has a large stone fireplace and
a few of the original windows have been replaced. The bunkhouse is also built of
logs and has had very few alterations.

SIGNIFICANCE

The Architectural Inventory Form notes that the cabin is eligible for local
landmark status under Criteria 1, 4 and 8, and hints at Criterion 3. The landmark
application adds Criterion 3.

Criterion 15-501(A)(1) The character, interest, or value of the proposed landmark
as part of the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the county;

The cabin and bunkhouse are significant for their association with the
development of Allenspark as a rustic tourist resort.

Criterion 15-501(A)(3) The identification of the proposed landmark with a person
or persons significantly contributing to the local, county, state, or national
history;

The property is significant for its association with the Allen and Erma Street
family who contributed to the development of Allenspark and have owned the
property for nearly 100 years.

Criterion 15-501(A)(4) The proposed landmark is an embodiment of the
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the study of a
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6.2

period, type, method of construction, or the use of indigenous materials;

The cabin is significant for its Rustic architectural style of fire-hardened logs
from a local forest fire.
Criterion 15-501(A)(8) The relationship of the proposed landmark to other
distinctive structures, districts, or sites which would also be determined to be of
historic significance;

The cabin and bunkhouse would likely be a contributing feature to an
Allenspark historic district if such a district were created.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Advisory Board APPROVE and
recommend that the BOCC approve Docket HP-22-0002: Windwhistle under
Criteria 1, 3, 4 and 8 and subject to the following conditions:

1. Alteration of any exterior feature of the structures will require review and
approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness (CA) by Boulder County (note:
applicable county review processes, including but not limited to Site Plan
Review, may be required).

2. Regular maintenance which prolongs the life of the landmark, using original
materials or materials that replicate the original materials, will not require
review for a Certificate of Appropriateness, provided the Community Planning &
Permitting Director has determined that the repair is minor in nature and will
not damage any existing features. Emergency repairs, which are temporary in
nature, will not require review (note: Depending on the type of work, a building
permit may still be required.)

The applicant, Sue Nell Phillips, a trustee for Street Cowbell Hill Cabin Trust
(owner), commented on the proposal and was available for questions.

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT
None
CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT

MOTION: Mark Gerwing MOVED that the Boulder County Historic
Preservation Advisory Board APPROVE and recommend that the Board of
County Commissioners APPROVE Docket HP-22-0002: Windwhistle for
landmark status under Criteria 1, 3, 4, and 8 and subject to the two standard
conditions in the Staff Recommendation.

SECOND: Larry Powers

VOTE: Motion PASSED {9:0}

Docket HP-22-0003: Murray-Culver Farm
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Denise Grimm, Principal Planner, gave the staff presentation.

An application for landmark designation of the site has been submitted by
Boulder County Parks and Open Space. The landmark site is an approximately
.A7-acre area of a 28.94-acre parcel. The site includes four (4) contributing
resources which are the house, the barn, the shed, and the chicken house; and
one (1) non-contributing structure which is the shop/garage.

The property changed owners several times and does not have significance
related to a specific person. Thus, the name Murray-Culver Farm has been
chosen to represent its origins as a farm.

The property is associated with the late 19th and early 20th century
development of agriculture in the Hygiene area and represents a family farm
property type with a house and assortment of agricultural outbuildings. This
property type, once prolific throughout Boulder County, has rapidly disappeared
throughout the county because of increasing development pressures and
decreasing farming activities.

The property retains the key farm buildings of the house, barn, shed, and chicken
house. Viewed together, the farm buildings are historically significant as an
intact example of family farm property type that retains sufficient historic
physical integrity from their periods of significance with regard to their location,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association, and design.

Minor repairs and moderate alterations have been made to the farm’s
outbuildings and were largely done simply and with like materials. The house has
a moderate degree of alterations with small south addition that is over 50 years
of age, undated front porch changes that removed the four wood column roof
supports and half knee wall, and enlargement of the front door opening to
accommodate a sliding glass patio door. The moderate alterations to the house
and outbuildings do not have a large enough visual impact to diminish the site’s
overall character and ability to convey its historic significance.

On January 16, 2020, a subcommittee of the HPAB unanimously agreed (3-0)
that the property is eligible for landmark status under Criterion 1, and the barn is
eligible under Criterion 4. They then agreed that the site should be landmarked
as a condition of approval for docket LU-19-0042. The Limited Impact Special Use
Review is to allow a Forestry Processing and Sort Yard to the west and southwest
of the proposed landmark site. The subcommittee also asked for screening with
shrubbery between the landmark site and the new development.

On February 9, 2021, a subcommittee of the HPAB re-reviewed the property and
made the same determination.

SIGNIFICANCE

The property qualifies for landmark designation under Criteria 1 and 4.

Criterion 15-501(A)(1) The character, interest, or value of the proposed landmark

as part of the development, heritage, or cultural characteristics of the county;
The property is significant for its association with the development of early

agriculture in Boulder County.
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7.

Criterion 15-501(A)(4) The proposed landmark is an embodiment of the
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for the study of a
period, type, method of construction, or the use of indigenous materials;

The property is significant because the barn is an excellent example of a front
gabled single wing barn.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Advisory Board APPROVE and
recommend that the BOCC approve Docket HP-22-0003: Murray-Culver Farm
under Criteria 1 and 4 and subject to the following conditions:

1. Alteration of any exterior feature of the structures or construction within
the site area will require review and approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness
(CA) by Boulder County (note: applicable county review processes, including but
not limited to Site Plan Review, may be required).

2. Regular maintenance which prolongs the life of the landmark, using original
materials or materials that replicate the original materials, will not require
review for a Certificate of Appropriateness, provided the Community Planning &
Permitting Director has determined that the repair is minor in nature and will
not damage any existing features. Emergency repairs, which are temporary in
nature, will not require review (note: Depending on the type of work, a building
permit may still be required.)

Carol Beam, Cultural Resource Specialist with Boulder County Parks and Open
Space, commented on the proposal and was available for questions.

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT
None
CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT

MOTION: Mark Gerwing MOVED that HPAB APPROVE and recommend that
the Board of County Commissioners APPROVE Docket HP-22-0003: Murray-
Culver Farm for landmark status under Criteria 1 and 4, subject to the two
standard conditions in the Staff Recommendation, and that the proposed
landmark boundary as indicated in the staff recommendation be extended by
ten feet to the north, south, east, and west.

SECOND: Marissa Ferreira

VOTE: Motion PASSED {9:0}

OTHER BUSINESS

7.2

Election of Officers
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8.

7.1

The board moved forward with nominations for officers on the Historic
Preservation Advisory Board.

MOTION: Marissa Ferreira MOVED that the current Chair, Chuck Gray,
continue as Chair, and that the current Vice-Chair, Mark Gerwing, continue as
Vice-Chair.

SECOND: Larry Powers

VOTE: Motion PASSED {9:0}

National Register of Historic Places Nomination of the Rock Creek Farm Rural
Historic District

At approximately 6:59 p.m., board member Don Burd recused himself and left
the meeting due to his involvement in the property's nomination.

Denise Grimm, Principal Planner, gave the staff presentation. As a Certified Local
Government (CLG), Boulder County has the opportunity to participate in the
National Register process. The State Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (OAHP) sends the county copies of any applications within its
jurisdiction to review. Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board
reviewed documents for the nomination of the Rock Creek Farm Rural Historic
District. Boulder County owns the property and has submitted the application.

Carol Beam, Cultural Resource Specialist with Boulder County Parks and Open
Space, commented on the proposal and was available for questions.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that HPAB respond to the state in support of the nomination
recommending that the property meets criteria A, C and D.

A) Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of our history.

C) Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high
artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components lack individual distinction.

D) Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

MOTION: Marissa Ferreira MOVED to support the nomination of the Rock
Creek Farm Rural Historic District to the National Register of Historic Places as
written under the three proposed criteria.

SECOND: David Hawes

VOTE: Motion PASSED {8:0}

ADJOURNMENT
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Denise Grimm discussed the upcoming awards ceremony in honor of Archeology and
Historic Preservation Month taking place on May 9. Marissa Ferreira volunteered to
attend the ceremony and present newly approved landmarks.

Staff and board members welcomed and introduced themselves to new member David
Hawes.

The Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board meeting was adjourned at
approximately 7:22 p.m.
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MEETING OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO

Regular Meeting Minutes

May 5, 2022, 6:00 p.m.
Virtual HPAB Meeting

Board Members Present: Mark Gerwing
Jason Emery
Marissa Ferreira
Elizabeth Gehring
David Hawes
Larry Powers

Board Members Chuck Gray
Excused:
Don Burd
Terry Walters

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at approximately 6:05 p.m. by Vice-Chair Mark
Gerwing.

2. ROLL CALL
3. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION FOR ITEMS NOT OTHERWISE ON THE AGENDA

None

5. BUILDING PERMIT REVIEWS FOR STRUCTURES 50 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER

None

6. OTHER BUSINESS




6.1

Discussion on the History and Future of the Pillars at Nine Mile Corner (Hwy 287
& Arapahoe Rd)

Bill Meyer of the Rotary Club gave a presentation on the pillars at Nine Mile
Corner located at the intersection of Arapahoe Road and Highway 287. The
pillars were constructed within public right-of-way prior to its administration by
the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT). Recent decades have seen
major boosts in traffic levels, and corresponding efforts to widen the roadway.
CDOT does not have a plan for preservation of the pillars. The Board discussed
different options available to repair and preserve the pillars and possible
alternative locations for the pillars should they need to be moved, and expressed
their desire to work more with CDOT, the City of Lafayette, and others on this
issue. HPAB members Jason Emery, Liz Gehring, and Larry Powers volunteered to
participate in further discussions regarding the pillars.

David Hawes joined the meeting at 6:09 pm.

Elizabeth Gehring joined the meeting at 7:09 pm.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

4.1

Approval of Meeting Minutes for April 7, 2022

MOTION: Marissa Ferreira MOVED that the Boulder County Historic
Preservation Advisory Board APPROVE the meeting minutes from April 7, 2022.
SECOND: Larry Powers

VOTE: Motion PASSED {6:0}

ADJOURNMENT

Denise Grimm discussed the agenda for the upcoming awards ceremony in honor of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation Month taking place on May 9 at Chautauqua
Community House.

The Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board meeting was adjourned at
approximately 7:47 p.m.
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MEMO

Discussion on the History and Future of the Pillars at Nine Mile Corner (Hwy
287 & Arapahoe Rd) Presentation by William Meyer & soliciting input from
HPAB

William Meyer with the Rotary Club will present information he and others have compiled
related to the history of the Pillars at Nine Mile Corner and the Road of Remembrance.
After becoming concerned about the fate of the pillars, given the recent intersection changes
at that corner, Bill has been working to coordinate an effort to determine the future of the
pillars and whether moving them might be an option.

I’'m attaching documentation on the pillars, some of the possible alternatives that are being

evaluated (though other options might also be available) and some of the comments received
at some community meetings where this information has been presented.

Matt Jones County Commissioner Claire Levy County Commissioner Marta Loachamin County Commissioner
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COLORADO

Department of Transportation

Region 4

Director’s Office
10601 10" Street
Greeley, CO 80634

November 18, 2021 MAR 0 7 2021
RECEIVED -
City of Boulder Landmarks Board Bouldar County Public Works

2045 13th Street
Boulder, CO 80302

Re: After the Fact Post-Project Determinations of State Register Act Eligibility and Effect
Determinations for Intersection Improvements at State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road) and U.S.
Highway 287 in Boulder County

Dear City of Boulder Landmarks Board:

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) invites your comments regarding the above-
referenced intersection improvement project in Boulder County, Colorado, in particular the project’s
impacts upon historical resources. This letter and the enclosed attachments are being sent
concurrently to the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) as well as a number of
organizations that have an interest in historic preservation in Boulder County.

We are reaching out to you as part of CDOT’s post-project or “after the fact” consultation with your
office regarding a recently completed developer-driven intersection improvement project in
unincorporated Boulder County, which necessitated temporary construction access within the CDOT-
owned right-of-way (ROW) for Arapahoe Road/State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road). While not a CDOT
designed or constructed project, CDOT was involved by issuing a temporary access permit to the
developer. Due to an oversight by CDOT Region 4, the presence of a previously recorded historical
resource in the project area was overlooked, and the permit was issued. The intersection project was
completed in Fall 2021. In order to achieve compliance with the Colorado State Register Act, CDOT is
seeking your concurrence on after-the-fact determinations of State Register of Historic Places-
eligibility for all historical resources (generally =50 year old), and effects to these resources from the
intersection project. Since CDOT’s only involvement in this project was to issue an access permit to the
developers, there was no federal nexus that would have triggered the need for compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

Background

In early July 2021, the (west side of) US 287/Arapahoe (SH 7) intersection project was brought to the
attention of the CDOT Region 4 Senior Historian by a private citizen and Boulder Rotary Club member,
William D. Meyer, who along with a small cadre of club members formed the Nine Mile Corner
Monument Working Group (Warking Group). This group is and has been concerned about the condition
and preservation of the stone pillars that flank Arapahoe Road on the west side of the US 287. They
were conceived as memorial monuments to American dead in the “Great War” (World War 1).
Constructed of sandstone in 1928 by the Boulder Lions Club, these intricate structures were major
features of an elaborate gateway to a proposed - but never constructed - “Road of Remembrance”
leading to Boulder. A detailed history of the pillars is presented in the attached document prepared by
Mr. Meyer of the Working Group.

The 93-year-old gateway pillars have faced threats to their preservation since the early 1980s. The first
threat came in 1983, when the Colorado Highway Department improved and widened Arapahoe Road at
and near the intersection with and the west side of US 287. The project included the relocation of the
northern gateway pillar forty feet to the north, and a specialized contractor was employed to move the
structure intact. Unfortunately, the effort was unsuccessful due to unstable sandy soil which caused
the pillar to tumble to the ground and break apart. The Highway Department, with specialized
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City of Boulder Landmarks Board
November 18, 2021
Page 2

contractor help, faithfully reconstructed the pillar in the new location, forty feet north of its original
location. The southern pillar was left in place at its original (1928) location.

In the summer of 2017, the Evergreen Development Company was pursuing construction of a large
commercial development on the southwest side of the intersection. In order to accommodate a new
right turn lane from eastbound SH 7 to US southbound 287, Evergreen sought approval from CDOT to
relocate the south pillar out of CDOT ROW for Arapahoe Road/SH 7 and onto the developer’s parcel.
The CDOT Region 4 Senior Historian advised CDOT’s Permits unit that, as a significant historic resource,
CDOT could not allow relocating the pillar outside CDOT ROW and incorporated into a private
development. The pillars’ locations comprise an especially important aspect of integrity, because they
were deliberately sited in 1928 to prominently define the entrance to Arapahoe Road, which was being
promoted as an important route to Boulder.

Faced with the permit denial, the developers and their design consultants altered the intersection
improvement project to allow for preservation in place of the southern pillar, by surrounding it with a
raised and landscaped “pork chop” island (equipped with guardrail) located between a new, separated
right turn lane, and Arapahoe Road.

In the recent past, CDOT’s Boulder Engineer Residency discussed the idea of potentially relocating both
pillars out of the Arapahoe Road ROW and place them at a future nearby planned Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) stop on Arapahoe to in order create a "sense of place" for them; however, that idea ultimately
was abandoned.

Project Description

This developer-driven project involved improvement of the west side intersection of Arapahoe Road
and US 287 in Boulder County, to provide new curved, single-lane right-in and right-out turn lanes from
Arapahoe Road onto US 287 and vice versa, that would accommodate an anticipated large increase in
traffic. In order to preserve the southern pillar, as required by CDOT, a “pork chop” island was built
around it, separating the SH 7 roadway and the new right turn lane onto southbound US 287. The
reconstructed northern pillar was not touched by the project, and has been protected from damage by
a chain link fence (see enclosed 2021 inventory form prepared by CDOT). This fence was likely installed
by the contractor involved in constructing the intersection improvements. Plans prepared for the
recently completed intersection improvement project are enclosed for your reference.

Determinations of Eligibility and Effects

5BL.432 - Arapahoe Road gateway pillars:

This resource consists of two (north and south) elaborately designed and built mortared stone masonry
towers or pillars flanking Arapahoe Road/SH 7 near its intersection with the west side of US 287. The
pillars were envisioned and constructed as memorials to World War | American war dead, and as part of
an elaborate gateway to a proposed “Road of Remembrance.” The pillars are approximately 20 feet
tall and are constructed of locally-quarried sandstone to intentionally replicate the appearance and
general character of architecture on the University of Colorado in Boulder. Both structures are
identical in design, and each has a small door leading to a small internal chamber. A cornerstone is
placed at the base of the south piliar (only}), whiie the north piliar bears a bronze dedicatory plaque.
Detailed descriptions and photographs of the pillars are presented in the enclosed inventory form, and
their history is explained in great detail in the enclosed document prepared by William Meyer.

Eligibility: The pillars were originally inventoried as the “Road to Remembrance Gateway” in May 1980
by Manuel M. Weiss of the Boulder County Historical Society, as part of the Boulder County Historical
Site Survey, Boulder and Broomfield Counties (Report No. MC.LG.R20). Weiss prepared a Colorado
Historical Society Inventory Record, and evaluated the gateway pillars as eligible for the National

Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The resource has a “field eligible” determination date of May 1,
1980.
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CDOT revisited, rerecorded and reevaluated the site in the summer of 2021. The reevaluation effort
benefited immensely from the extensive research and detailed narrative report by the Nine Mile Corner
Monument Working Group of the Boulder Rotary Club, including Mr. William Meyer, about the history of
what was historically known as Nine Mile Corner (the US 287 and Arapahoe Road intersection), including
the gateway pillars. They are the only remnants of the 1928 war memorial gateway that formerly
included a small park with a captured German artillery piece and flagpole. Based upon an abundance of
information, CDOT finds that the memorial pillars meet the eligibility criteria of the State Register of
Historic Places. The site is historically significant under Criterion A for its association with a
widespread movement in the 1920s led by fraternal organizations and philanthropic clubs to install
public memorials to honor fallen American soldiers from the First World War. Under Criterion C, the
pillars are significant for their intricate, collegiate architecture-inspired design and elaborate
stonework construction.

Effect: The integrity of the pillars (5BL.432) has been greatly impacted by both the 1983 and 2021
intersection improvement projects. The 1983 Highway Department project resulted in the accidental
destruction of the north pillar, and while the rebuilt structure retains the same characteristics and
appearance as the intact southern pillar, it is located 40 feet north of its original location, but still
closely flanking a widened Arapahoe road.

The 2021 intersection project left the southern pillar in its original location, but constructed a raised
“pork chop” traffic island around it. Instead of flanking the highway, the pillar now sits between the
roadway of Arapahoe Road and a new curving single-lane right turn lane that that routes traffic behind
the pillar - essentially destroying the spatial relationship of the south pillar and roadway. With the new
improvements the south pillar no longer appears to be part of a gateway that westbound traffic on
Arapahoe Road would pass through. The visual impact of these changes is severe, as the pillar no longer
visually reveals its historic gateway function, and instead looks oddly out of place on the traffic island
(with guardrail added).

The integrity of the pillars has also been impacted by the 40 ft relocation of the north pillar in 1983.
Due to severe loss of integrity of the historic setting, CDOT has determined that the developer-driven
Arapahoe Road and US 287 intersection improvement project has resulted in an adverse effect to
5BL.432, the Arapahoe Road gateway pillars.

5BL.11936 - State Highway 7 in Boulder County (5BL.11936)

Eligibility: Based upon the 2016 CDOT-sponsored Colorado Historic Highways Inventory by consultant
Mead & Hunt, State Highway 7 was determined to be officially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

Effect: The project involves the Arapahoe Road/US 287 west side intersection which in the late 1920s
was improved in conjunction with plans to promote Arapahoe Road as a major route to Boulder and
draw more traffic to the city. The entrance to this route was designed to capture the attention of
motorists and serve as a World War | memorial. Imposing tall stone pillars were erected flanking the
road, and a tiny park with a WW | German trophy cannon and a flagpole was established in the space
between the “wye” design of the intersection. The intersection improvements provided for two, two-
way sweeping curves that funneled westbound traffic from the Lincoln Highway/US 287 past the flag
and cannon, and through the narrow gap between the pillars. For eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road,
the pillars appeared as a gate on the horizon, with a cannon and flagpole strikingly centered between
them. As the eastbound drivers passed between the pillars, they took one of the sweeping curves right
or left to the Lincoln Highway.

Subsequently, in 1983, the Colorado Highway Department (now CDOT) redesigned and constructed the
intersection to make it safer and accommodate a higher volume if traffic using both Arapahoe Road and
US 287. At that time the road was widened to the north, requiring relocation of the northern gateway
pillar. New turn lanes were constructed, the small war memorial park was removed, and the overall
cross-section of Arapahoe Road of a short stretch of Arapahoe was widened and upgraded. The recently
completed 2021 developer-driven project again redesigned the intersection, removing the 1983
intersection improvements and constructing new dedicated right-in and right-out turn lanes. The new
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eastbound Arapahoe Road to southbound US 287 turn lane required the use of more land on the south
side of Arapahoe within CDOT-owned ROW for Arapahoe Road. in order to preserve the south pillar within
CDOT-owned ROW for Arapahoe Road, it was left in place but surrounded by a raised irregular-shaped
traffic istand, and the eastbound turn lane now passes behind the pillar - resulting in a major, but
localized change to Arapahoe Road. The 2021 configuration is markedly different than the original 1928
design. Westbound traffic now is routed between the pillars, not on a sweeping arc but instead on a
single straight lane of multi-lane highway. The curves and park are long gone, and the pillars are spread
nearly twice as far apart as the original designers intended.

For eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road, the right turn lane built in 1983 has been converted to an
additional thru lane, with both thru lanes passing between the widened space between the pillars. A
third lane - a new right turn lane - has been added to the south of the south pillar, so that this pillar now
appears to approaching eastbound traffic as directly in the middle of Arapahoe Road.

Both the 1983 and 2021 intersection improvement projects substantially altered the alignment and width
of Arapahoe Road at the intersection and extending west for approximately 510 feet (~1/10 mile) to
accommodate the new turn lanes. A taper from the pre-existing roadway extends approximately 160 feet
eastward from the project’s western terminus, and the footprint gradually widens as the new right turn
lane diverges away from the road’s main thru lanes. The redesigned and constructed intersection does
not bear any resemblance to the 1928 design. While the 1928 intersection has been severely altered and
has lost most aspects of its historic integrity, the changes involve a very short portion of Arapahoe Road
and does not substantially reduce the integrity of the entire route of Arapahoe Road/SH 7. Therefore,
CDOT finds that the 2021 project resulted in a finding of no adverse effect with respect to this linear
historic resource.

Proposed Mitigation

In order to mitigate the adverse effect to 5BL.432, the Arapahoe Road gateway pillars, CDOT proposes
to engage with a number of stakeholders/interested parties and historic preservation agencies to
cooperatively develop a plan for their preservation, monitoring and perpetual maintenance. Public
access and interpretation will also be considered. CDOT will invite consulting parties to participate in a
Mitigation Working Group. The Mitigation Working Group will hold meetings to discuss and develop a
historic preservation plan based on the analysis of all possible preservation alternatives including the
potential relocation of one or both of the pillars. CDOT will manage this effort.

Mitigation Working Group members would include the Boulder Rotary Club’s Nine Mile Corner
Monument Working Group, including Mr. William Meyer, who first brought this situation to our
attention. Other invitees include governmental and non-governmental organizations, including the
Boulder County Commissioners, the Boulder County Historic Preservation Advisory Board, the Lafayette
Historic Preservation Board and the Town of Erie Historic Preservation Advisory Board. Other groups
that may potentially join the working group include organizations such as the Boulder Historical
Society, Historic Boulder, Inc., the Erie Historical Society and the Lafayette Historical Society.
Veterans’ organizations would also be invited, including American Legion Post 10 (Boulder) and
Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) Post 1771 (Lafayette).

The working group will strive to come Lo a consensus regarding a preferred preservation approach for
the pillars; however, if consensus is not achievable, CDOT will make a decision about the appropriate
course of action based on the various alternatives considered by the Working Group. Cost estimates will
be obtained for each alternative, and potential funding sources will be identified. At the culmination
of the process of identifying and analyzing long-term preservation alternatives, the group will create a
plan document to guide future actions. The preservation plan will be the end product that satisfies
mitigation of the adverse effect to the stone pillars. The plan will provide a blueprint for preservation
of the pillars, but would not include actual implementation of any restoration, maintenance work, or
relocation. In terms of potential relocation, CDOT will include a plan element requiring creation of a
detailed photographic record as well as detailed elevation drawings should relocation be the preferred
alternative. Since the pillars remain in the Arapahoe Road ROW and therefore are owned by CDOT, the
execution of the preservation plan will require close coordination with CDOT, and especially with the
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CDOT Region 4 Senior Historian. We welcome your thoughts about our proposed mitigation, which we
believe will facilitate preservation of this historically and architecturally significant resource.

We welcome your review of our historical resource determinations and of the proposed mitigation. If
you have any questions or require additional information, please contact CDOT Region 4 Historian Jason
Marmor at (970) 219-9155 or jason.marmor@®state.co.us.

Sincerely,

James Eussen

James Eussen
| Region 4 Planning and Environmental Unit Manager

Enclosures:

e CDOT-prepared OAHP Inventory form for 5BL.432 with attachments
1980 inventory form for 5BL.432
Draft “Nine Mile Corner Monument” report by William Meyer
Plan sheets for 2021 intersection improvement project
Right-of-Way plan sheets for 1983 intersection improvement project

Cc: Vanessa Santisteven
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Official eligibility determination (OAHP use only)

OAHP1403
Rev. 9/98 Date Initials
COLORADO CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY Determined Eligible- NR

Architectural Inventory Form

Determined Not Eligible- NR
Determined Eligible- SR

Determined Not Eligible- SR

Need Data

Contributes to eligible NR District
Noncontributing to eligible NR District

T

I. IDENTIFICATION

Nowuymbkwne

Resource number: 5BL.432
Temporary resource number:  N/A
County: Boulder
City: None; unincorporated Boulder County
Historic building name: Road of Remembrance Gateway
Current building name: Arapahoe Road gateway pillars
Building address: State Highway 7 (SH 7) /Arapahoe Road, just west of U.S. Highway 287
(North 107t Street) intersection, Boulder County
Owner name and address: Colorado Department of Transportation
2829 W Howard Place, Denver, CO 80204

ll. GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

10.

11.

12,

13.

P.M. 6th Township 1IN  Range 69 W

NE % of NE % NE % of NW % of section 34

UTM references

North pillar: Zone 13; 4429418 mE ;491152 mN

South monument: Zone 13;4429392 mE ;491150 mN

USGS quad name: Erie, Colorado

Year: 1967; Revised 1971 Map scale: X 7.5' 15'

Lot(s): Not applicable

Block: Not applicable

Plat: Not applicable

Year Platted: Not applicable

Parcel Number: Not applicable; the north and south pillars are located in CDOT right-of-way
for State Highway 7 (Arapahoe Road)

Boundary Description and Justification: The site boundary is defined as the footprints of both
(north and south) pillars flanking Arapahoe Road/SH 7. Arapahoe Road itself is not included in
the property boundary for the pillars, since the roadway the pillars originally flanked has been
greatly altered and has no historic integrity. In 1983, the north pillar was accidentally destroyed
and rebuilt. The rebuilt pillar now stands along the north side of Arapahoe Road roughly 40 feet
north of its original 1928-1983 location.

. ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION

14.

Building/structure plan (footprint, shape): Irregular; square-plan pillars/towers with attached
and projecting (2 per pillar, on opposing sides) decorative and functional stone buttress walls.
At the ends of these buttress walls are low, squat square-plan stone piers that add stability to
the walls and pillar structure.
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15.

16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.

Dimensions in feet {pillar only): Length: Approx. 10 ft. x Width: Approx. 10 ft

Height: Approx. 30 ft.
Number of stories: Not applicable
Primary external wall material(s): Stone — multi-colored sandstone flagstone pieces set with
mortar in coursed ashlar pattern
Roof configuration: Not applicable
Primary external roof material: Stone
Special features: Segmental stone arch lintels above doors.
General architectural description: Please refer to the attached captioned photographs. This
property consists of two nearly identical tower-like pillars or monuments flanking east-west
Arapahoe Road (State Highway 7) close to its intersection with the west side of North 107"
Street (US Highway 287). They stand on the north and south sides of Arapahoe Road, and
originally formed a formal gateway to a nine mile-long direct automobile route to Boulder from
the Lincoin Highway (now US 287).

The pillars were also associated with plans to promote and develop Arapahoe Road from the
Lincoln Highway to Boulder into a proposed “Road of Remembrance” referring to the sacrifices
of American soldiers in World War I. Both original pillars were erected at the same time (one
after the other) and are identical in terms of design, dimensions and construction materials.
They present a stately monumental and symmetrical appearance.

The pillars are constructed of locally quarried tabular pieces of multicolored sandstone
(flagstone) of various sizes and thicknesses set in mortar and laid in rough courses of ashlar
stonework. Each pillar structure consists primarily of a tall, square-plan tower (foundation type
unknown), approximately 30 feet tall, and each is equipped with a small internal chamber
sealed with small (approximately 4-5 feet high) hinge-hung painted wooden door (likely non-
original). These doors are kept locked by CDOT and the chamber interiors were not accessed as
part of this 2021 site re-visitation. Stone segmental arches are placed above these small
doorways, using vertically oriented pieces of tabular sandstone. With the exception of one small
chamber door instalied on each pillar, the pillars lack openings, and display elaborate fine
stonework. Defining characteristics include tall and very narrow recessed vertical bays that
contain what appears to be fixed glass panes (possibly an original design feature) that were
subsequently covered in brown paint. Closer inspection of these vertical bays would be
necessary to identify the material installed within them, along with archival and historical
photograph research.

At the base (northeast corner) of the southern pillar is a cut white limestone cornerstone with
the inscribed date “1928” as well as the words “Boulder Lions Club” and the organization’s
official seal. Across the road, the northern pillar has a large bronze plaque affixed to its east
side. This plaque was affixed to the east side of the original pillar in 1928, and was reinstalled
when the pillar was moved, damaged, and reconstructed (1983) in its current location. Placed
at the formal dedication of the pillars in June 1928, the plaque’s text reads: “Road of
Remembrance Gateway / In Honor of Those Who Served in the World War / Erected by the
Lions Club of Boulder, 1928.”

Attached to the east end west sides of each pillar are approximately 12-14 ft-long, low coursed
stone ashiar buiiress walis, ai the far ends of which are attached squat square-plan ashiar stone
pillars, each topped by large custom-designed cast concrete scrollwork decorative elements.
These walls appear to provide stability and strength to help support the pillars, and are curved
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Colorado Cultural Resource Survey
Architectural Inventory Form
5BL.432

and expanded where they attach to the side of the pillar. Decorative cast concrete capital
elements are placed atop the top of each buttress wall.

22. Architectural style/building type: Collegiate Gothic-influenced/road gateway pillars

23. Landscaping or special setting features: The historic stone pillars are located within a formerly
agricultural area of unincorporated Boulder County, and a large parcel on the south side of
Arapahoe Road is former farmland that is the site of an impending construction of a large
commercial development. An older small rural residential property lies on the north side of
Arapahoe Road and is partially obscured from view by mature deciduous trees.

As a result of intersection improvement projects in 1983 and 2021, Arapahoe Road was been
greatly widened and slightly realigned at the junction with North 107" Street/US 287 in 1983
and 2021 to improve turning movements and increase vehicle capacity and safety. In order to
preserve the south pillar in situ and still construct new right turn lanes, the 2021 project
included the construction of a raised, irregularly-shaped “pork chop” traffic island surrounding
the south pillar, sited between the main Arapahoe Road eastbound travel lane and the new
right turn lane, which carries traffic behind and past the pillar. While the pillar was left in situ,
it now sits isolated within the intersection, and its gateway purpose is not readily discernable
in part because the northern pillar was relocated 40 feet north of its original location in 1983
and now sits obscured by trees. Currently the connection between the north and south pillars
is not obvious.

Modern commercial and residential development in unincorporated Boulder County is
transforming the agricultural landscape and modernizing the character of the area including the
vicinity of the Arapahoe Road/UD 287 intersection. Former low density agricultural land is
undergoing development, and this activity has greatly changed the historic setting of the
Arapahoe Road stone pillars.

24, Associated buildings, features, or objects: Arapahoe Road/SH 7
IV. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY

25. Date of Construction: Estimate:  Actual: 1928 (April-June) - groundbreaking and laying of
cornerstone on April 18, 1928; dedicated June 17, 1928
Source(s) of information: {Meyer 2021:10)

26. Architect: Meade Walter
Source(s) of information: (Meyer 2021:10)

27. Builder/Contractor: Lee Roy Watson (stone mason)
Source(s) of information: (Meyer 2021:10)
28. Original owner: Lions Club of Boulder

Source(s) of information: (Meyer 2021:10)

29. Construction history (include description and dates of major additions, alterations, or
demolitions): In 1928, architect and Lions Club member Meade Walter designed the pillars at
“Nine Mile Corner” (Lincoln Highway/US 287 and Arapahoe Road intersection) as a war
memorial honoring the 1,000 Boulder County residents who served in World War |, including
the architect’s son. The pillars closely flanked Arapahoe Road, which was much narrower than
at present. The planned memorial pillars would be placed on opposite (north and south sides)
of Arapahoe Road to serve as a gateway to the road to Boulder, which was proposed as a World
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30.

War | memorial “Road of Remembrance.” According to the architect, the pillars would be built
of flagstone, and the design and stonework were intended to replicate “the walls and aicoves
of the new University buildings.”

Work on constructing the pillars took two months to complete. On April 18, 1928 ground was
broken and a cornerstone was laid at the base (northeast corner) of the south pillar. Stone
mason Lee Roy Watson built the multi-colored sandstone structures. Watson also is responsible
for constructing some of the stone structures at St. Malo in western Bouider County possibly
including the impressive stone St. Male Church/Chapel near Allenspark, Colorado.

The completed stone piliars were dedicated on June 17, 1928. Fifty-five years later, in 1983, a
Colorado Highway Department (CHD) intersection improvement project was undertaken, and
involved substantial widening on the north side of Arapahoe Road. Flatiron Paving Company
(Flatiron) was hired by the Highway Department to perform the intersection improvement work
on Arapahoe Road. To accommodate the new intersection design, in April 1983 Flatiron
subcontracted with Whitiock House Moving of Louisviiie to move the north piliar 40 feet to the
north of its original location. While digging into the sides of the north pillar in order to jack it
up and place steel beams beneath it — which were to be used to slide the pillar to its new
location — the sandy soil gave way and the pillar tipped over and slowly fell to the ground and
broke to pieces. Flatiron agreed to faithfully rebuild the pillar. The reconstruction plan involved
cleaning the unbroken flagstone, and replacing the broken stones with flagstone of matching
color. Since Meade Walter’s original design plans for the pillars were not available, the damaged
pillar was re-assembled and repaired to match the intact south pillar using similar construction
methods and materials. Flatiron Paving hired Del’s Masonry of Longmont to rebuild the pillar.
The work was completed by a couple from Del's Masonry, Lorri and Roy Martinez, in the
summer of 1983, and approximately 80% of the original stones were utilized. Costing around
$20,000, the effort took several weeks to finish. The south piliar remains in its original focation,
but in 2021 a raised “pork chop” traffic istand was constructed around it.

Original location _X {south pillar) Moved _X (north pillar)
Date of move(s): 1983

V. HISTORICAL ASSOCIATIONS

31
32.
33.
34,

35.

Original use(s): Recreation and Culture - War memorials; Transportation ~ highway gateway
Intermediate use(s): None

Current use(s): No current use

Site type(s): War memorials; road/highway gateway monuments

Historical background: {Note: Please refer to the unpublished report by William Meyer (2021)
for a detailed history of Nine iiile Corner including the war memorial gateway pillars. The
foliowing summary includes excerpts from this report.}

The stone pillars currently flanking Arapahoe Road just west of its intersection with U.S. 287
were originally constructed in 1928. Their construction was driven by two different motives.
They were envisioned and built as part of a formal, imposing gateway to serve as war memorials
flanking a proposed memorial “Road of Remembrance” (Arapahoe Road). Additionally, the
gateway, of which the tall stone pillars were the primary feature, was envisioned by civic and
business boosters as an effective way to divert traffic traveling on the Lincoin Highway (U.S.
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287) between Longmont and Lafayette by enticing motorists to turn west onto Arapahoe Road
and visit the City of Boulder.

In the 1910s and 1920s, when auto tourism was in its infancy, the Lincoln Highway was one of
the most publicized transcontinental roads for American motorists. Businessmen and civic
leaders in Boulder were interested in development of the Lincoln Highway to boost tourism and
commerce. In the late 1910s and early 1920s Boulder lay ten miles west of the Lincoln Highway,
with poor access to the growing commercial traffic along the Lincoln Highway. Boulder’s
connection to the Lincoln Highway was Arapahoe Road, which intersected the Highway at “Ten
Mile Corner.” Also known as the Valley Road, in the late 1910s and early 1920s, Arapahoe Road
was an unpaved county road traversing the plains into the city.

As automobile use increased dramatically after World War |, the need for more and better
automobile roads nationwide spurred a “Good Roads” movement, which involved local action
to develop new safe automobile routes connecting communities. In 1919 the Boulder Rotary
Club created a “Good Roads Committee” to pursue improving the roads in Boulder County.
Working with local commercial associations in Boulder and Longmont, the committee proposed
an ambitious road improvement program that included paving the entire length of the Lincoln
Highway in the county, and Arapahoe Road from Ten Mile Corner to the city.

Another nationwide movement was gaining momentum concurrently: developing roads into
named/designated World War | memorial travel routes, or “roads of remembrance” featuring
beautification including tree plantings along the margins of the roadway as promoted by the
American Forestry Association. The idea of honoring Americans who participated in World War
I with roads of remembrance was championed in newspaper editorials around the country, and
became a popular idea, resulting in various plans for roads of remembrance in the United
States.

Boulder County embraced the road of remembrance movement, and in January 1923 the
Boulder Commercial Association, a variety of the Boulder service clubs and the Boulder County
Commissioners began working on the development of a “Road of Remembrance” on Arapahoe
Road from Boulder to Ten Mile Corner, dedicated to the soldiers from the county who fought
in WWI. The preliminary plan included construction of a gateway arch or monument at Ten Mile
Corner, along with planting trees and possibly lights on both sides of the road. Boulder
American Legion Post 10 quickly assumed sponsorship of Boulder County’s proposed “Road of
Remembrance.” By 1923, Boulder’'s business community and civic organizations supported the
plan for a “Road of Remembrance” to connect with the Lincoln Highway.

The Lincoln Highway became the main north-south road in Boulder County and from northern
Colorado to Denver and carried growing tourist traffic in the 1920s. With the increase in
automobile travel and the higher speeds of newer cars, the Highway’s zig-zag route from Ten
Mile Corner to the beginning of the pavement south of Longmont was quite dangerous. Faced
with this hazardous situation, in late 1923 the Boulder County Commissioners passed a
resolution intended to eliminate these dangers by relocating a portion of the Lincoln Highway
(US 287) by constructing a new, straight six-mile stretch of north-south highway south of
Longmont, approximately 0.75 mile west of 111th Street. The proposed new highway alignment
did not follow existing roads, and required obtaining land for a right of way from farmers along
the route.
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Construction of the new highway began in 1926 and was completed in 1927, after which focus
shifted to the proposed gateway at Nine Mile Corner. As the plan for the gateway evolved, the
initial idea of a big entryway arch was abandoned, and the gateway design was changed to
include a pair of stone pillars flanking Arapahoe Road, at the east end of the proposed “Road of
Remembrance,” as well as a small park on the triangular tract formed by the roadways. The
Boulder Lions Club, which funded construction of the pillars, wanted them to “mark the new
route” opened by the relocated Lincoln Highway, as well as serve as a suitable memorial in
honor of those who served our country in World War I. The Road of Remembrance pillars were
loosely patterned after the gateway pillars at the entrance to Lookout Mountain Park near
Golden.

Plans for the pillars were drawn by Meade Walter, an architect and Lions Club member, whose
son had served in the First World War. The pillars would be built of flagstone, and according to
Walter it was “designed something like the walls and alcoves of the new University buildings
[in Boulder].”

Ground was broken and the cornerstone for the pillars (south pillar) was laid on April 18, 1928.
Construction of the pillars took two months. The work was completed by stone mason Lee Roy
Watson, who is credited with constructing some of the stone structures at St. Malo in western
Boulder County. The pillars were officially and ceremoniously dedicated on June 17, 1928, at
which time a smali box of documents and mementoes were piaced in a niche in the cornerstone.

While work was proceeding on the pillars, preparations were underway for construction of the
second phase of the gateway project - the triangular memorial park immediately east of the
pillars. A year after the pillars were completed, Boulder American Legion Post 10 constructed
the park in the middle of the “wye” at the intersection. The Legion’s plan for the park centered
on the captured (and deactivated) artiliery pieces donated by United States government. On
May 19, 1929, American Legionnaires installed a solitary 100 mm captured German cannon on
a concrete base in the leased triangular tract of land, and also erected a donated 48’ flagpole.
Trees and shrubs were planted in the triangular plot, which was surrounded by barriers
comprised of low posts and cables. The shoulder of the roadways of the arcs comprising the
“wye” were sufficiently wide to permit parking for those accessing the park and the pillars.

After completion of the gateway park, support for “Road of Remembrance” project dissipated,
and the planned planting of 1,000 trees along the route never came to fruition. Boulder County’s
interest in the “Road of Remembrance” diminished, and the concept was never fully realized.
Although the war memorial pillars and adjacent small park were installed at the road’s
entrance, none of the other proposed amenities along the route (such as trees) were ever
installed, and Arapahoe Road was never formally named or called the “Road of Remembrance.”

The gateway pillars remained standing in their original locations until 1983, when the CHD
improved and realigned Arapahoe Road. The intersection project expanded the highway right-
of-way to the north, and required the north pillar to be relocated 40 feet to the north of its
original location. While moving the north pillar it tipped over and when striking the ground
broke apart. The project contractor hired a specialized company to faithfully reconstruct the
north piiiar.

C. 2019-2020, a development company seeking to construct a large new commercial
development in the southwest quadrant of the Arapahoe Road/US 287 intersection planned
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36.

intersection improvements, including new right-in and right-out turn lanes. Knowing that CDOT
would not allow the relocation of the south pillar based upon its historical significance, the
developers’ roadway design consultant, Galloway, chose to construct a raised “pork chop”
traffic island with guard rail surrounding it. The intersection work was completed in 2021.
Consequently, the south pillar now sits within Arapahoe Road rather than on the south side of
and flanking the road. Since the 2021 intersection improvement project is situated within the
State-owned right-of way for Arapahoe Road, CDOT provided the developers with an access
permit to complete the work.

After the project was brought to the attention of CDOT’s Region 4 Senior Historian (Jason
Marmor) by Mr. William Meyer, on behalf of a Boulder Rotary Club working group that is
seeking to ensure preservation and periodic inspection and maintenance of the pillars. In
accordance with the Colorado State Register Act, CDOT conducted “after-the fact” consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and stakeholder organizations (e.g.
veterans’ groups and historic preservation boards) regarding the significance of the stone pillars
and the effect of the 2021 intersection improvement project upon them. CDOT determined that,
despite the loss of some integrity, the project caused an adverse effect that would require
mitigation. CDOT proposed mitigation consisting of a collaborative process to develop a
preservation plan document for the pillars, including consideration of relocation alternatives.
The collaborative process would involve CDOT, the SHPO, and various interested governmental
agencies, historic preservation boards, veterans’ groups, and service organizations. Execution
of recommendations from the preservation plan document will depend on funding, leadership
and effective collaboration among the interested parties.

Sources of information:

Blakeslee, David Allen
1983 Warranty Deed from David Allen Blakeslee to the Colorado Department of Highways,
for ownership transfer of a 0.142-acre parcel in the SE % of the SW % of Section 27,
Township 1 North, Range 69 West, in Boulder County, Colorado. The parcel was
designated Parcel No. 5 in plans for Colorado Highway Department Project No. FC-HES
007-2(5). Recorded at the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office on March 7,
1983. Reception No. 536538.

Daily Times
1926 “Plans Nearing Completion for Right-of-Way Highway; Local Engineer Working on New
Route.” The Daily Times, Longmont, Vol. XXXil, Number 60, February 25, 1926.

Garten, Carol
1983 “Monument on Highway 7 — 287 Comes Tumbling Down.” The Louisville Times, Vol.
69, No. 44, April 20, 1983.

Meyer, William
2021 Nine-Mile Corner Monument (narrative historical report), 26 pp., unpublished.
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Town of Erie
1983 Warranty Deed from the Town of Erie, Colorado to the Colorade Department of
Highways, for ownership transfer of a 0.324-acre parcel in the NE % of the NW % of
Section 34, Township 1 North, Range 69 West, in Boulder County, Colorado. The parcel
was designated Parcel No. 6A in plans for Colorado Highway Department Project No.
FC-HES 007-2(5). Recorded at the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder’s Office on
February 8, 1983. Reception No. 532304.

Weiss, Manuel
1980 Colorado Cultural Resource Survey Inventory Record for Site 5BL.432, “Road to
Remembrance Gateway.” Boulder County Historicai Society, May 12, 1980.

VI. SIGNIFICANCE

37. Local landmark designation: Yes No X Date of designation: Not Applicable
Designating authority: Not Applicable
38. Applicable National (and State) Register Criteria:

X ___ A, Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of our

history;

Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

X___C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
represents the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.

w

Qualifies under Criteria Considerations A through G (see Manual)
Does not meet any of the above National Register criteria

39. Area(s) of significance: Social History, Architecture

40. Period of significance: 1928

41. Level of significance: National State Local _X

42. Statement of significance: The pillars were originally inventoried as the “Road to Remembrance

Gateway” in May 1980 by Manuel M. Weiss of the Boulder County Historical Society, as part of
the Boulder County Historical Site Survey, Boulder and Broomfield Counties {Report No.
MC.LG.R20). Weiss prepared a Colorado Historical Society inventory Record, and evaluated the
gateway pillars as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Weiss’ 1980
inventory form does not provide a narrative explanation of the site’s significance in terms of
the NRHP eligibility criteria. The resource has a “field eligible” determination date of May 1,
1980.

In the summer of 2021 CDOT revisited, rerecorded and reevaluated the pillars. They are the only
extant remnants of the 1928 war memorial gateway that formerly included a small triangular
park with a captured German artillery piece and flagpole. The site is historically significant
under Criterion A for its association with a widespread movement in the 1920s led by fraternal
organizations and philanthropic clubs to install public memorials to honor American soldiers
who served during the First World War. The pillars and gateway are also associated with
enthusiastic civic promotion seeking to attract and divert early motorists from the Lincoin
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43,

Highway/US 287 to Boulder and boost the city’s economy. The tall stone pillars standing on
Arapahoe Road adjacent to the Lincoln Highway were visually prominent landmarks in this
sparsely populated agricultural area, and they were immediately recognized by motorists as
forming a gateway to what must have appeared to be an important road.

Under Criterion C, the pillars are significant for their intricate, University of Colorado at Boulder
collegiate architecture-inspired design and elaborate stonework construction. They were
designed by architect Meade Walter, who does not appear to have been a prominent Colorado
architect. The Arapahoe Road pillars are also architecturally significant as particularly elaborate
example of stone roadway gateways. There are other somewhat similar stone pillar gateways
in Colorado, such as at Lookout Mountain Park near Golden.

Assessment of historic physical integrity related to significance: The physical integrity of the
Arapahoe Road pillars has been substantially diminished as a result of two intersection
improvement projects, in 1983 and 2021. During the 1983 project the north pillar had to be
relocated 40 feet to the north, but during the relocation effort it tipped over and broke apart.
The pillar was immediately and expertly reconstructed in the selected location 40 feet north of
its original location. Although the north pillar looks exactly like the south pillar, the separation
of the pillars by 40 additional feet was a major change by creating a much wider roadway than
the original road and greatly diminished their appearance as gateway markers.

The south pillar remains intact; however recent (2021) construction greatly impacted the
integrity of the historic setting - a new right turn lane was built that passes behind the pillar.
Additionally, to protect the south pillar from cars, it was surrounded a raised “pork chop” traffic
island equipped with guardrail; it now appears to sit within the road and adds a new and serious
vehicular hazard.

VIl. NATIONAL REGISTER ELIGIBILITY ASSESSMENT

44,

45.

46.

National Register (individual) eligibility field assessment:

Eligible _X _ Not (Individually) Eligible ___  Need Data _

Is there National Register district potential? Yes___ No _X__ Discuss: The only associated
historical resource is Arapahoe Road/State Highway 7 from Nine-Mile Corner (US 287
intersection) to Boulder, which is flanked at its eastern terminus/entrance by the memorial
gateway pillars. In the late 1920s this automobile road with flanking gateway pillars was
conceived of as a war memorial honoring U.S. sacrifices in World War |, and was referred to as
the “Road of Remembrance.” Over time the commemorative name of the road was forgotten.
Near the intersection with US 287, Arapahoe Road/SH 7 was widened in 1983 and even more
substantially altered in 2021 to further widen and improve the intersection for safe vehicular
turning movements. The 1983 intersection improvement project required the relocation of the
northern pillar. The appearance and character of the highway at the location is considerably
different than when the pillars were erected in 1928. Consequently Arapahoe road was not
included as a contributing associated resource.

If there is National Register district potential, is this building:

Contributing ___ Noncontributing ___

if the building is in existing National Register district, is it:

Contributing ___ Noncontributing ___ Not Applicable _X
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Photograph numbers: 5BL.432-1 through 5BL.432-24

Negatives or digital photo files filed at: Colorado Dept. of Transportation, Region 4, Greeley
Report title: Post-Project State Register Act Eligibility and Effect Determinations for
Improvements to the U.S. Highway 287 and State Highway 7/Arapahoe Road Intersection in
Boulder County.

Date(s): October 7, 2021

Recorder(s):  Jason Marmor, CDOT Region 4 Senior Historian

Organization: Colorado Department of Transportation

Address: 10601 West 10" Street, Greeley, CO 80634

Phone number(s): (970) 219-9155
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Arapahoe Road gateway pillars
5BL.432

Location of the Arapahoe Road gateway pillars (5BL.432), shown on a portion of the U.S. Geological
Survey 7.5’ Erie, Colorado topographic quadrangle map
(1967; revised 1971).
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Sketch map of the Arapahoe Road gateway pillars (5BL.432), prior to the 2021 intersection
improvement project.
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Arapahoe Road gateway pillars, showing their locations and setting prior to the 2021 intersection
project. View looking northwest with south pillar in foreground.
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Arapahoe Road gateway pillars (5BL.432), looking west- northwest.

Arapahoe Road gateway pillars (5BL.432), looking northwest.
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5BL.432, northern gateway pillar on Arapahoe Road/SH 7, looking northeast.

5BL.432, northern gateway pillar, looking north.
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5BL.432, northern gateway pillar, looking west.
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5BL.432, northern gateway pillar, looking west-northwest.

Page 31 of 141



Colorado Cultural Resource Survey
Architectural Inventory Form
5BL.432

5BL.432, south side of northern gateway pillar, looking north and showing the ashlar stonework and tall,
narrow window panels that are now sealed with wood.
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5BL.432, door on southern face of northern gateway pillar, looking northeast.
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5BL.432, northern gateway piliar, iooking east-northeast.
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5BL.432, wall end pier topped by concrete decorative element, north pillar, looking north.

5BL.432, wall and end pier on east side of north pillar, looking northwest.
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5BL.432, northern pillar, looking west, with wall end pier topped by concrete decorative element.
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5BL.432, northern gateway pillar, looking northwest.

Page 37 of 141



Colorado Cultural Resource Survey
Architectural inventory Form
5BL.432

58L.432, southern gateway pillar, looking east-southeast.
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5BL.432, southern gateway pillar, looking east-northeast.

5BL.432, southern pillar, looking east.
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5BL.432, wooden door on north side of southern pillar, looking southeast.
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5Bi..432, close-up of cornersione at base of southern piliar.
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5BL.432, support wall with decorative end pier of southern pillar, looking northwest.
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5BL.432, southern pillar, west side pier with decorative cast concrete element, looking NNE.
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5BL.432, decorative cast concrete element placed on top of end pier of southern gateway pillar,
looking south.
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NINE MILE CORNER MONUMENT

Two pillars stand on Arapahoe Road at its intersection with US 287 in Boulder County.
Few know that the pillars are a memorial to those who served in WWI. Fewer still know that they
were built as an entrance to Boulder, or why the “entrance” was built miles from the city limits.

The Lincoln Hishway

The early part of the 20" century saw the rapid expansion of automobile ownership
throughout the United States. With this growth came increasing demand for better roads.

In 1913, the Lincoln Highway
Association was formed to promote creation
of a hard-surfaced road from New York to
San Francisco. While the primary route laid
out by the Association’s Proclamation ran
west from Omaha to Cheyenne, after furious
lobbying from Colorado,’ it also designated a
Colorado loop heading southwest from Big
Springs, Nebraska, to Denver, and then north
through Longmont, Loveland, and Fort
Collins, and back to Cheyenne.?

However, no “highway” existed over
much of the route. To fill the void in Boulder
County, local enthusiasts designated a series
of unpaved county roads between Lafayette
and Longmont to be the “Lincoln Highway.”
This route started on the north edge of
Lafayette, and proceeded north on 111%
Street from its intersection with Baseline
Road. After detouring around a reservoir, the
route turned west on Isabelle Road, and then
jogged west and north on country roads to
Lookout Road, where it turned west to join
107" Street and then north to Longmont.>

In 1915, over bitter opposition from
Colorado interests, the Association removed
the Colorado Loop from the designated
route.* Thereafter, its road guides simply
noted a possible “detour” from Cheyenne to
Denver along the western leg of the former
Loop.> Boosters in Colorado ignored this
change,® and for decades locals continued to
refer to the route north from Denver to
Cheyenne as the Lincoln Highway.’

The original Lincoln Highway ®
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The creation of the Lincoln Highway coincided with another significant event in Colorado.

A1 L, alliclhad Ay
Hil 171.) I\Ubn_y 1V1uuuta1u National Park was cstablished outside Estes Park. Tourism had lcng

been a significant industry in the West, with thousands of tourists arriving from the Midwest and
East by train. Road Wrips soon began to overtake rail travel as visitors began to cnjoy the mobility
and freedom afforded by the automobile. By the 1920s, summer travel to Denver and north on the
Lincoln Highway to Estes Park was flourishing — and lucrative for merchants along the route.

The Good Roads Movement and The Road of Remembrance

One group watching the development of the Lincoln Highway were the businessmen and
civic leaders in Boulder. Though it was the county seat and by far the largest town in the county,
Boulder lay ten miles west of the Lincoln Highway, with poor access to the growing commercial
traffic along that tourist pathway.

Boulder’s connection to the Highway was Arapahoe Road, which intersected with the
Lincoln Highway at the so-called Ten Mile Corner. Also known as the Valley Road, Arapahoe
was an unpaved county road running across the plains into the city.

Ten Mile Corner®

In 1919, the Boulder Rotary Club created a “Good Roads Committee” to work on the issue
of improving the roads in the area.'® Working with the local Commercial Associations in Boulder
and Longmont, they proposed an ambitious program to improve the County roads, including
paving the entire length of the Lincoln Highway in the County, and Arapahoe Road from Ten Mile
Corner to the city.!!

At the same time, another roads-related movement was gaining momentum around the
country. In early 1919, shortly after the end of WWI, the American Forestry Association began
promoting the idea of building “roads of remembrance” to “create one vast chain of Memorial
Drives that will make the country easy to see and at the same time the most famous touring country

Page 47 of 141



in the world.”'? Editorial writers around the country took up the cause,'® and soon plans for roads
of remembrance were announced around America. '

One group that quickly warmed to the road of remembrance concept was the American
Legion. Organized in 1919, the Legion’s membership at that time was limited to those who served
honorably between April 6, 1917, and November 11, 1918." In 1921, the Commander of the
American Legion issued a ringing call to all state departments, urging them to push memorial tree
planting everywhere. Shortly thereafter, he died in an auto accident, and soon embryonic Legion
posts across the country began announcing plans to help fulfill his dream.!6

Another development in 1919 was the appointment of Edward B. Hill, a player in local
Republican politics, as Boulder County Commissioner for District 1.!7 Roads in unincorporated
Boulder County were controlled by the Commissioners. Under the then-existing structure, the
primary duty of a county commissioner was to maintain the roads in his district. The City of
Boulder, Arapahoe Road and the Lincoln Highway south of Longmont were in District 1, under
Hill’s jurisdiction.

Before long, news of the road of remembrance movement reached Boulder County.'® In
January 1923, the Boulder Commercial Association, a variety of the Boulder service clubs and the
Boulder County Commissioners began working on the development of a “Road of Remembrance”
on Arapahoe Road from Boulder to Ten Mile Corner, dedicated to the soldiers from the County
who fought in WWIL. Inspired by Commissioner Hill,'” the preliminary plan included construction
of an arch or monument at Ten Mile Corner, along with planting trees and possibly lights on both
sides of the road.?’ Money for the arch would be raised by public subscription,?' and most other
organizations in Boulder endorsed the plan.??

Among the first Legion posts organized in Colorado was Boulder Post 10. The newly
minted Post 10 quickly took up sponsorship of Hill’s “Road of Remembrance.”?* By 1923, the
outlines of a plan for a “Road of Remembrance” to connect with the Lincoln Highway had the full-
throated support of both Boulder’s business community and civic organizations. However,
politics, money and just plain stubbornness caused five years to pass before any element of the
“Road of Remembrance” could be completed.

Relocation of the Lincoln Highway

Though the Lincoln Highway was a burgeoning tourist thoroughfare in the summer, it was
also the main north-south road in Boulder County and from northern Colorado to Denver. With
the increase in travel and the higher speeds of newer cars, the dangers of the Highway’s zig-zag
route from Ten Mile Corner to the beginning of the pavement south of Longmont became apparent.
Four turns, including one named “Dead Man’s Curve,” made this stretch not only dangerous to
tourists, but also a hazard to local residents.?*

In November 1923, about nine months after the “Road of Remembrance” project was
announced, the Boulder County Commissioners passed a resolution intended to eliminate these
dangers by constructing a new, straight six-mile stretch of north-south highway. The new road
would be built roughly three-fourths of a mile west of 111™ Street, from Baseline Road west of
Lafayette to Six Mile Corner (the intersection of 107% Street and Mineral Road) south of
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Longmont. However, the proposed new highway did not follow existing roads, and would require
obtaining land for a right of way from farmers along the route 2

Commissioner Hill championed the relocation of the Lincoln Highway, and by December
announced that the plan was about to be approved by the State. He highlighted the dangers of the
existing route, and emphasized that this plan would eliminate the dangers presented by the several
sharp curves on that stretch of the Highway. A newspaper report of Hill’s remarks added:

Mr. Hill stated that the owners of the farms through which the road must be
built have expressed a willingness to grant a right-of-way and are anxious that the
highway go over the proposed route. They show no inclination to try to prevent it
and most of them have stated that they want no remuneration for the land but only
ask that their places be left in as good a condition as they were before the road went
through and that the expense of any building or fencing moving necessary be borne
by the state and county.?

Hill’s optimism was either overstated or nearsighted. The plan was supported by many
Boulder residents, who were keen on moving this major thoroughfare incrementally closer to
Boulder. But the proposal met with significant resistance from a variety of quarters elsewhere in
the County. Some farmers, led by Joseph Oscar Vaughn (J.O.V.) Wise, vigorously protested.
They maintained that the new road would ruin their farms and that the expense would be
prohibitive. The opponents argued that the old route was adequate, and no changes were needed.?’

After weeks of debate, the relocation project was put aside. However, it was revived in
1925 when State officials indicated that state funding for paving the Lafayette-Longmont
connection would not be considered until the question was settled.*®

Opponents again organized to block the relocation plan. In June 1925, the Lafayette
Chamber of Commerce voted to protest the change, going so far as to call for court action seeking
an injunction against the county commissioners if the project proceeded.?®

Leaders of the Longmont Chamber of Commerce had attended the Lafayette meeting,*
and also announced that it vigorously protested the proposed change.’! And within a few days, a
spat erupted with the Boulder Chamber. The ostensible flashpoint was the Boulder Chamber’s
distribution of 40,000 tourist folders with a map showing the natural wonders in the area. The
Longmonters protested: “The aged or infirmed, without the aid of a powerful finding glass, could
not possibly locate Longmont on the map used by Boulder.. L%

The Longmont Chamber also saw other sinister moves afoot when Hill and the Boulder
Chamber’s “Boulder Good Roads Committee” met privately with the State Highway
Commissioners in Denver. This meeting, the Longmonters argued, came on the heels of the prior
summer when “Longmont and Northern Colorado was completely isolated to tourist travel with
the lack of proper road improvement on detours, until the tourist season was all over.” 33

In late June it was announced that the Commissioners would meet with the resident state
engineer, O.R. Douglas, to go over the proposed route for the relocated Lincoln Highway, and
later explain the exact route to the affected farmers. While the other Commissioners remained
silent, Hill reiterated his support for the plan.>
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Despite these developments, Hill continued promoting the project and working to obtain
the necessary right of way.*® In early July 1925, he announced that he had spent the day with
Douglas, going over the proposed right-of-way for the new route. Both men indicated that the
owners of the land on the south end of the route had already signed up, but that opposition
continued from farmers to the north. Hill indicated that he was continuing his efforts to secure the
needed right-of-way, and expressed confidence that everything would be wrapped up by
September of that year.>

However, led by Wise, four farmers who controlled about 20% of the route refused to sell.*’
According to some reports, the other two county commissioners were not in favor of buying the
new right-of-way, but instead favored rebuilding the Highway along its existing route. Hill was
undaunted, and told the recalcitrant farmers that if they did not agree, he would institute
condemnation proceedings.*®

Presumably because of the internal battles in Boulder County, the State stepped in. In
September, the State Highway Engineer announced that the new paved Lincoln Highway would
follow the route championed by Hill.** On October 2, 1925, the Colorado Attorney General, acting
on behalf the Colorado Highway Commission, filed a condemnation action against the obstinate
landowners in Boulder District Court.*?

A month later in November 1925, the Boulder County Commissioners announced that if
the condemnation was approved, Arapahoe Road would be paved from its intersection with the
new highway to the City of Boulder.*! This project, if completed, would provide the first paved
connection between Boulder and Denver.

On December 23, 1925, a jury awarded the farmers slightly more than $11,000 for the
condemned land.** Initially, the County was hesitant to accept the verdict, and contemplated
pursing an alternative route.*> However, the parties soon resolved their differences and the
condemnation award was confirmed.**

Planning Boulder’s Road of Remembrance

The fight over relocation of the Lincoln Highway put the plans for the “Road of
Remembrance” along Arapahoe Road to Boulder on the back burner. The Legion had created a
fund for the project in about 1924,% but no work had started.

While the Lincoln Highway fight raged, discussions continued about the potential Road.
The original concept for the was ambitious. It called for the planting of over 1000 trees to line
Arapahoe Road from Ten Mile Corner on the Lincoln Highway to Boulder. At every crossroads,
grass and flowers would be planted forming miniature garden spots. At various other points,
grassy parkways would be created. Several small lakes adjacent to the road would be incorporated
into small parks with trees, benches, playgrounds, and row boats. Irrigation ditches would be
constructed to maintain the plants. Adjacent farmers would be urged to construct attractive fences
and maintain adjoining fields. 4°

At Ten Mile Corner, boosters continued to push for the creation of the “big arch” to entice
tourists to turn toward Boulder.*’ The Boulder Lions Club soon took over that part of the project,
and began to raise money to fund the arch’s construction.

5

Page 50 of 141



But the Legion soon added another element to the planning. In 1922, the parent American
Congoress to release some of the nenrly 2200 artillerv nieces brought hack

LLLLL g Cong release some of the nearly 2200 artillery pieces broug

T acion haoan nuchin
Legion began pus

as “souvenirs” by American forces returning from WWI. Local Legion posts were encouraged to
lobby Congress for such trophies.*® Shipment of the trophy guns began in the summer of 1925,%

with Boulder’s Post 10 had receiving four captured artillery pieces.”

The relocation of the Lincoln Highway and the arrival of the war trophies opened new
possibilities for the entrance way to Boulder on Arapahoe Road. Since the relocated stretch of
Lincoln ITighway was being built on an entirely new roadbed west of the old Highway, the new
intersection would be “built from scratch.” No longer constrained by the limitations at the existing
Ten Mile Corner, Hill, Douglas, and other enthusiasts began to plan a more eye-catching entrance
at a spot that came to be known — for no particular cartographic reason — as “Nine Mile Corner.”!

Nine Mile Corner 32

After the condemnation action was completed, the State and County in early 1926 began
to disclose details for the design of the new Lincoln Highway. Douglas, the state’s resident
engineer, was acutely aware of Boulder’s plan for Arapahoe Road.”® Accordingly, its intersection
with the relocated Lincoln Highway was designated to be “where the Legion Road of
Remembrance will start its way west into Boulder.” The State resident engineer went on to state:

The end of Arapahoe road at this point will be spread into a wye with one arm
curving north and the other curving south. The north and south road, however, will
continue in a direct line, leaving a triangular park at the intersection. Here,
according to tentative plans of the local Lions club and the American Legion, a
memorial arch will be erected and captured German field pieces stationed.**

While the patriotic symbolism of this design was unmistakable, supporters pointed out
another advantage:
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The psychology back of the plan is that the casual motorist traveling the
main highway will be instinctively attracted by the beautiful entrance to the road
and that large numbers who would otherwise miss Boulder will turn their machine
into the improved highway and follow it to the city.’

The enhanced connection to the Lincoln Highway was an increasingly important objective
for the Boulder business community. In the mid-1920s, a push was underway for the federal
government to identify routes along established roads across the country, and mark them with
standardized number designations. The cachet from such official designations was expected to be
boon to towns and cities on those routes.>®

These designations were under discussion in 1925 and 1926, including a plan to designate
a transcontinental route from El Paso to the Canadian border. This proposed route incorporated
the north-south portion of the Lincoln Highway from Denver to the Wyoming border. Enthusiasts
predicted that the new highway would attract millions of tourists each year to Colorado and
Wyoming.”’

Local leaders were thrilled by these developments. Boulder County Commissioner Guy
Miller described the new stretch of highway as “part of an interstate road planned by the federal
government ... [which] has been characterized as the most stupendous road building program now
occupying the attention of federal road builders.”>®

These few miles of road in eastern Boulder County were now, at least to local enthusiasts,
part of both the legendary east-west Lincoln Highway and the soon-to-be-created north-south
intercontinental federal highway. The push intensified to build the relocated Highway with an
“instinctively attractive” entrance — a Gateway — to Boulder, in order to tap into the potential
revenue from the increasing numbers of tourists northbound from Denver to Estes Park.

But yet another political dustup interfered. In early 1926, a battle between the Governor
and the state highway department indefinitely tied up funding for road projects, including the
relocation of the Lincoln Highway and the paving of Arapahoe Road.”® Boulder’s dreams of a
grand entrance beckoning to tourists traveling north once again were on hold.

The Battle at Ten Mile Corner

The political wrangling in Denver could not have come at a worse time for the folks from
Boulder. In January 1926, Hill trumpeted statistics indicating that nearly a half million autos had
used the Lincoln Highway from June-September 1925, smashing previous records. Equally
important for Boulder, approximately one-fourth of all of the annual traffic on the Lincoln
Highway turned west on to Arapahoe Road toward the City.%® With a pot of gold beckoning,
Longmont and Boulder stepped up their competition. The focal point of the rivalry was Ten Mile
Corner, the existing intersection of Arapahoe Road and the original Lincoln Highway.

The opening salvo was fired when the Boulder American Legion erected a large road sign
near Ten Mile Corner. Precisely why the Legion was involved in the tourism business is unclear.
Regardless, apparently dissatisfied with the results, the Legion next hung a banner across the
Lincoln Highway reading “Boulder — Estes Park,” adorned with a large finger pointing west on
Arapahoe Road.%!
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Heat was added to the competition when a small hut was erected at a cost of $100 on the
east side of the Lincoln Highway at Ten Mile Corner.?> A large sign on the hut identified it as an
information bureau and distribution station for road guides.®* It was manned by “a rather genial
but fluent talker” named David Fairchild, a T.egionnaire who sought to persuade tourists to turn
west on Arapahoe for Boulder. ®* According to multiple reports, Fairchild disparaged Longmont
and points north, and promoted Boulder as the only town north of Denver worth seeing.®

In response, the Longmont Chamber of Commerce publicized that it had prepared a 10’ x
40’ road map showing the distances to all points of interest to be erected at Ten Mile Corner. The
Longmont Chamber further boasted that it had acquired 100 new metal road signs to be erected at
every crossroad north of Denver. Once erected, the Chamber crowed, no one will ever again have
to ask, “Where is Longmont?”®

Apparently, Longmont’s crowing was an empty threat, and the signs never existed.”’
However, on the evening of July 16, 1926, the “Boulder information bureau” hut was destroyed
by fire. A debate raged over the cause, with the parties variously blaming men from Longmont
and Boulder.®® One theory was that “it was an overabundance of Boulder ‘hot air’ which caused
the conflagration.”® In any event, the hut was rebuilt by the Boulder American Legion, and
Fairchild resumed his post. 7

Though hard feelings continued for some time,”" the Battle of Ten Mile Corner soon faded
from view, as the completion of work on the new stretch of the Lincoln Highway moved the traffic
west. Yet the energy directed at attracting tourists to Boulder from Ten Mile Corner, particularly
by the Legion which was leading the “Road of Remembrance” project, corroborates the conclusion

RS |

that patriotism was noi the sole motive for the Boulder activists.

Construction of Nine Mile Corner

Before construction on the Gateway could begin, the parties waited for the intersection
with the new highway to be completed. After a year of infighting, the State finally approved the
budget including the construction of the relocated Lincoln Highway.” Fifty percent of the funding
for the new highway was provided by the federal government as part of Federal Aid Project Nos.
251 B and 281 D.”?

The first order of business was acquisition of the land for the project. The four farmers
who fought the highway had the rights of way on their land transferred to the State Highway
Department.”* With that accomplished, the remaining farmers who earlier had agreed to sell
transferred their portions of the right-of-way to Boulder County.

As part of that acquisition, the County acquired additional land to accommodate the “arcs”
(aka the north and south turn lanes) for the “wye” forming the Gateway envisioned by Hill and
Douglas at Nine Mile Corner. Because Arapahoe Road straddles the boundary line between
Sections 27 and 34, two separate acquisitions were required. The southern half of the land required
for the Gateway was part of the site of the Frank Prince Reservoir, and was acquired by the County
from the Schofield Farms in April 1926.”° The northern half of the land for the Gateway was
purchased by the County from a farmer named Morris Spishakoff a month later in late May 1926.7°
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Grading for the new highway began in 1926 and was completed in 1927.77 Paving at the
intersection was completed in September 1927, and Nine Mile Corner was ready for construction
of the Gateway.

Building the Monument

While work proceeded on the Highway, planning continued for the Gateway. Douglas had
formally submitted his plan for roadway for the new Lincoln Highway in early March 1926. Hill
triumphantly reported that this design included the “wye” at Nine Mile Corner, to be built with
both state and federal funds.”

As the plan for the Gateway evolved, the idea of a “big arch” was abandoned in favor of a
somewhat different design:

The junction point will form the key to the whole beautification plan.
Instead of a sharp right angle, enough land will be purchased to allow construction
of sweeping curves from both north and south, thus making the turn easier to
negotiate. The triangle which will be formed between these two arcs and the main
highway will be made into a park and seeded with grass, shrubbery and flowers.
Where the two arcs meet a stone gateway somewhat similar to that which guards
the entrance to the Denver Mountain Parks above Golden will be erected. This
particular phase of the project will be financed by the Lions Club of Boulder. *°

Thus, the Gateway at the east end of the proposed “Road of Remembrance” would have
two components: (a) a small park on the triangular tract formed by the roadways, and (b) a stone
gateway at the apex of the two arcs financed by the Lions Club. The press reported that the “plan
has been officially endorsed by most of the organizations in Boulder and it is expected that each
will contribute to the financial outlay necessary to place it in effect.”!

For their part, the Lions Club wanted its stone
structure to “mark the new route” opened by the relocated
Lincoln Highway,®? as well as be a “suitable memorial in
honor of those who served our country in the great World
War.”® Loosely patterned after the pillars at the entrance to
Lookout Mountain Park near Golden, the Monument would
Lookout Mountain Park consist of two pillars flanking the roadway.

Plans for the Monument were drawn by Meade Walter, an architect and Lions Club
member, whose son had served in the War.3* The planned Monument would be built of flagstone,
and “designed something like the walls and alcoves of the new University buildings.”®*> A three-
man committee of Boulder Lions composed of Frank Henderson, Charles Cleveland and former
Boulder Mayor James Brillig spearheaded the project.®¢

Precise original locations of the Monument pillars are presently unknown. However, the
pillars as originally constructed flanked Arapahoe Road, which straddles the line between Sections
27 and 34. Accordingly, it is likely that the north pillar was originally constructed in Section 27
on land acquired by the County from Spishakoff. Similarly, it appears probable that the south
pillar was built in Section 34 on land acquired by the County from Schofield Farms.

9
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The groundbreaking and laying of the cornerstone for the Monument occurred on April 18,
1928 Approximately 200 officials and citizens gathered at Nine Mile Corner for the occasion.
Joining Lions Club officials was Commissioner Hill, the godparent of the project. Members of the
Legion and Legion Auxiliary, and representatives of the City of Bonlder and the Boulder public
schools attended. As part of the ceremony, a small metal box containing documents and mementos
was placed by the Lions Club in a notch in the cornerstone.®” No mention was made in the press
reports of any attendees from Longmont or Lafayette.

Construction of the Monument took two months, with the stonework laid by Lee Roy
Watson, a mason who also built some of the structures at St. Malo in western Boulder County.*®

The Monument was dedicated on
June 17, 1928, in a ceremony attended by
more than 1,000 people, with music by the
Boulder City Band and speeches from
numerous dignitaries. The Dedication was
described as “a beginning of the program that
Boulder has adopted thru the Legion, of
making Arapahoe road from the city limits to
Nine Mile Corner, a Road of Remembrance.”
During the ceremonies Cleveland, on behalf
of the Lions, “formally presented the
Gateway to the Legion.” City of Boulder
Mayor, L.W. Cumberford, also “accepted the
gateway in behalf of the city.”®

Dedication June 17, 1928

The Gateway Park

While work was proceeding on the Monument, preparations were underway for
construction of the second phase of the Gateway project, the triangular park immediately east of
the Monument. By 1927, the Legion had raised over $1000 for the project.® On December 30,
1927, Boulder County leased the ground for the park to the trustees for Boulder Post 10 for 99
years with rental payments of $5.00 per year. The tract was described as “formed by the
intersection of Federal Aid Project Road No. 251 B and Federal Aid Project Road No. 281 D.”"!

A year after the Monument was completed, Boulder Post 10 built the park in the middle of
the “wye” created by Douglas’ design. The Legion’s plan for the park centered on the captured
artillery pieces received from United States government. Initially, it was unclear whether more
than one of the guns would be placed in the park.”

On May 19, 1929, twenty-five Legion members bolted a single 100 mm captured German
cannon®® to a concrete base in the leased triangular tract of land.”* The Legion also erected a
donated 48 flagpole, and arranged for a nearby neighbor raise and lower the American flag each
day. The following week, they graveled the area.”” Trees and shrubs were planted in the triangular
plot, which was surrounded by barriers comprised of low posts and cables. The shoulder of the
roadways of the arcs comprising the “wye” were sufficiently wide to permit parking for those
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accessing the park and the Monument.
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Gateway, date unknown %

The Decline of the Road of Remembrance

Despite the noble sentiments espoused by the sponsors of the Gateway, the commercial
competition between the various cities on the Lincoln Highway shifted from Ten Mile Corner to
the new entrance to Boulder. Before the first shovel of dirt was turned for the Monument,
Spishakoff, who had just sold land to the County for the north “arc” of the Gateway, began leasing
land on his adjacent property near the intersection to out-of-state interests for the erection of
“hideous and huge billboards.” Though the Boulder Lions protested, the County Commissioners
admitted that they were helpless to stop the activity.”’

Yet the folks from Boulder were hardly immune to commercialization at Nine Mile Corner.
A primary motivation for the “beautification” of Nine Mile Corner was to entice tourists to turn
west toward Boulder. Before the Monument was even built, plans were announced by the Boulder
Chamber of Commerce in the spring of 1928 to erect their own 10° x 40° billboards at the
intersection to direct tourists to Boulder. Other cities along the route threatened to do the same.’®
While it is unclear whether these billboards were ever built, Nine Mile Corner became home to
numerous billboards.

99

Nine Mile Corner, date unknown
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Later, to ensure that travelers did not miss the opportunity, three Boulder service clubs
erected a large sign at the intersection unmistakably directing them to the city.

Nine Mile Corner, date unknown %0

Much to the displeasure of the Boulder sponsors, commercialization of Nine Mile Corner
continued. In 1928, Spishakoff sold a small parcel abutting the Lincoln Highway on the entrance
to the northern arc to developers,'®! and a gas station and lunch stand operated by Lennie Herring
were soon erected at that spot.!®? The Boulder Lions Club protested, contending that “it detracts
much from the appearance of the beautiful gateway that they have erected.” '

04

Nine Mile Corner, date unknown *

With completion of the Gateway Park, the energy for the “Road of Remembrance” project
among the various service clubs began to falter. The 1000 trees were never planted, though during
the summer of 1928, Legion members planted hollyhock and poppy seed near streams and
irrigation ditches near Arapahoe Road.'®

Boulder County’s interest in the Road of Remembrance likewise began to wane. At the

eg?
insistence of the United States Bureau of Roads, the state highway department had announced in
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October 1927 that the State, rather than the County, would maintain the Lincoln Highway across

12

Page 57 of 141



the County, as well as Arapahoe Road to Boulder.'% The latter in fact was designated as part of
Colorado State Highway 7, running from Estes Park to Lafayette.!"’

Thought the plaque on the north pillar stated that it was the “Road of Remembrance
Gateway,” the Road remained merely a dream. Apart from the Monument and adjacent park, none
of the proposed amenities for the Road were ever constructed. Nor has Arapahoe Road ever been
known as the “Road of Remembrance.” While the onset of the Depression and attendant decline
in tourism likely were contributing factors, Post 10’s and Boulder’s concept of creating a grand
boulevard into the city never materialized.

Legion Park

While never directly associated with the “Road of Remembrance,” Post 10 and the County
also collaborated on another memorial project on Arapahoe Road east of the city. In 1917, long
before the “Road of Remembrance” project was conceived, a local Boulder businessman, John
Howard Empson, deeded 26 acres to Boulder County, including Goodview Hill on the north side
of Arapahoe Road overlooking the Boulder Valley.!® In 1931, Boulder County commissioners
requested the construction of a new scenic road to the top of Goodview Hill to provide a vantage
point from which visitors will get an “unparalleled panoramic view.”!%

At that point, Post 10 proposed leasing the property “for the purpose of beautifying said
tract as a memorial to the soldier dead of the World War.”!'1% In 1932, the Post’s trustees signed
another lease with the County, this time for the Goodview Hill property.'!!

The new Legion Park was designed by Saco Rienk DeBoer, a noted landscape architect
from Denver. The design for the memorial called for 2° high rock wall, 382 feet long, and 100
feet wide with flagpoles located at each end. Two more of the captured artillery pieces would be
installed on platforms near the flagpoles. Notably, two elaborate entrance gateways were planned
for the entrance road off Arapahoe Road. ''2

In January 1934, a crew from the Civilian Conservation Corps began construction. The
memorial park with the commemorative cannons was completed, but the entrance gateways were
never constructed. Legion Park was dedicated in late June 1934, and maintenance responsibilities
were turned over to Legion Post 10. However, a later study concluded: “It is unclear what work,
if any, occurred on the property after the American Legion signed the lease since the country was
fast approaching the lowest point of the Great Depression.” !

The Withering of the Gateway

Though the Road of Remembrance faded away, the Gateway remained a notable landmark
in east Boulder County. For over two decades, the route east on Arapahoe Road and then south
on the highway ' was the primary access between Boulder and Denver. Boulder residents
routinely passed between the Monument’s pillars on their way to and from the capital city.

While no records have been located concerning any maintenance on the Monument during
the 1930s or 1940s, it was not forgotten by folks from Boulder. For example, the monument often
was adorned with decorations during the Holiday season.!'> In 1942, the Boulder Chamber of
Commerce purchased a new flag for the park, and arranged for Herring to care for it.!!®
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During WWII, the Monument’s
patriotic heritage became more prominent.
The pillars were used to promote the sale of
war honds, and display other patriofic
materials to passers-by. When the County
was awarded a flag in recognition of its great
response to the Second War Bond Drive, the
Governor suggested that rather than be
displayed on Flagstaff Mountain, it fly at
Nine Mile Corner due to the proximity to

Longmont, Lafayette, Louisville, and
Boulder.!!7 Nine Mile Corner circa 1944 '8

When WWII ended, Boulder’s focus began to turn away from Nine Mile Corner. In
January 1952, a four-lane toll road known as the Denver-Boulder Turnpike opened, connecting the
two cities with a high speed, limited access expressway unlike anything in the state. The intercity
route that began in 1928 as the Arapahoe Road — Lincoln Highway connection quickly slipped into
irrelevancy for Boulderites. Tourists headed from Denver to Estes Park likewise no longer saw
any need to pass through the Gateway to Boulder. The Gateway was no longer a “gateway,” but
simply a relic of an earlier time.

Along with the Turnpike, the post-war population explosion in Boulder County began to
impact the Gateway. In the mid-1960s, construction began on the Stonehenge subdivision in
unincorporated Boulder County on Spishakoff’s former land immediately northwest of the
Monument.'*® it was soon foiiowed by Arapahoe Ridge, an even larger development on the
northeast corner of the intersection that was annexed by the Town of Erie. On the south and west,
annexations by Lafayette led to developments that crept closer and closer to Nine Mile Corner.
Though it remained in the unincorporated County, the Gateway no longer was out on the prairie,
miles from any town.

During this time, the park at the Gateway was falling into disrepair. No record has been
located suggesting that Post 10 undertook any maintenance or repair at Nine Mile Corner. Jim
Hutchison, a Lafayette historian, observed that over time the cannon and flagpole were “hammered
into semiruin by cars of miscalculating motorists.”'?°

On February 19, 1972, a speeding car
struck and badly damaged the cannon. The
Legion indicated that the gun would be
placed on it axles at the Legion Home in
Boulder as soon as the Post obtained
equipment to move it.  State highway
officials indicated that they once wanted the
gun removed, but now relocation would not
be required until CO 7 (Arapahoe Road) was

(Ar
improved in another six to eight years.!?

e Amimnnnmtlc  tha gy wag removed at that
Cannon at Gateway Park, February 19, 1972 % Apparently, the gun was removed at that

time, but the concrete platform remained.
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At the same time, Legion Park was falling into significant disrepair. In early 1976, due to
the county’s concern of the ability of Post 10 to properly maintain the park, Boulder County Parks
and Open Space Department took control of the park’s maintenance, though the Legion continued
its sponsorship of the memorial. Toward that end, the County signed a Memorandum of
Agreement with the Legion re-executing their March 1, 1933 lease, and outlining that the County
would take responsibility for the care of the park.!?

Nothing in that document mentioned the Monument at Nine Mile Corner. Nor has any
legal instrument regarding control of the Monument, similar to the leases for the two parks, been
located. Likewise, no record has been found reflecting any maintenance of the Monument by the
County, the State, the Legion, or any other party from 1928 until 1983.

In May 1980, the Monument was part of a Colorado Cultural Resource Survey prepared
by the Boulder County Historical Society. The Monument’s owner was listed as “The Lions Club
of Boulder.” The Survey indicated that the Monument was on its original site, had not been altered
and was in good condition, though the stone “may need to be repointed in the near future.”'* The
Monument was not shown as having any architectural significance, but was listed as having
historical significance as “associated with significant events or patterns.”'?® Accordingly, the
Monument was considered “field eligible” to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
though no official determination has been made by the State Historic Preservation Office.!2°

The Widening of Arapahoe Road in 1983

When the Gateway park was completed in 1929, Boulder County’s population was roughly
32,000. By 1980, the number of residents had grown to nearly 190,000, nearly a six-fold increase.
Though Nine Mile Corner had ceased to be part of the main thoroughfare between Boulder and
Denver, it was used as a local artery by the increasing numbers of suburbanites in the East County.
The time for “modernizing” the intersection had come.

As reflected above (see map, p. 6), Arapahoe Road east of the new Lincoln Highway veered
slightly northward to avoid the Prince Reservoir. When he designed the “wye,” Douglas oriented
the northern arc to align with the continuation of Arapahoe Road east of Nine Mile Corner.

Aerial view of Nine Mile Corner in 1949 1%

In the early 1980s, a decision was made to change the configuration of the intersection,
inter alia, by shifting Arapahoe Road on the east side of the intersection to the south to more
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directly align with Arapahoe Road (CO 7) on the west side, and widening Arapahoe Road west of
the intersection. The project was identified by CDOT as Project No. FC-HES 007-2. In
preparation for that project, the Town of Erie cxccutcd a Warranty Deed in February 1983
transferring to the State several small parcels to comprise part of the expanded right of way for
Arapahoe Road on the west side of US 287.'® Additional land for the right of way was acquired
by the State from other landowners.'? '

As part of the project, the Gateway was substantially modified by (a) removing and paving
over the remaining vestiges of the triangular park, and (b) moving the north pillar of the Monument
further north to allow for the widening of Arapahoe Road.'* No record has been located reflecting
the deliberations underlying that decision. Research indicates that a study (not yet located) was
prepared for the project by the Colorado Department of Highways entitled “Project Fc-Hes 007-
2(s), S.H. 7 and U.S. 287; Cultural Resource Report for Historical Resources,”’*! which
presumably discusses those issues.

Flatiron Paving Company was hired by the State to perform the work on Arapahoe Road
in 1983. During that construction work, the remnants of the Gateway park were demolished by
Flatiron to make way for the widened road. With regard to the Monument, Flatiron in April 1983
subcontracted with Whitlock House Moving of Louisville to move the north pillar 40 feet further
north. '

Prior to moving the Monument, a “methods statement” reportedly was submitted to the
state highway department and the State Historcial Society, though that document has not been
located. According to James Combs from the state highway department, the plan involved digging
into the sides of the north pillar, jacking it up, putting steel beatns beneath it, and then sliding it to

the new location. '3

A witness described what
occurred when Whitlock attempted to
move the pillar: “This old, wet sandy
soil just gave way. It took about 10
minutes for it to fall over. It leaned
over a little at a time, and the bank
was caving in. Then when it hit, it
crumbled to pieces. It’s too bad.” 133

Flatiron agreed to rebuild the
Monument, with a spokesman
commenting: “We’ve got to construct
the monument back to what it
originally looked like. It’s hard to tell
at this point what the cost’ll be. I
guess if it wasn’t a historical

3 , monument we could get by a lot
North Pillar, April 1983 1% cheaper.” 1%
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The reconstruction plan involved cleaning the unbroken flagstone, and replacing the
broken stones with flagstone of matching color. Since Walter’s original written plans were not
available, the rebuilt pillar was modelled after the still-standing south pillar, using similar
techniques as the original. 1*’

Flatiron Paving hired Del’s Masonry
of Longmont to rebuild the pillar. Del’s
assigned Lorri and Roy Martinez to do the
work. The new pillar was rebuilt
approximately 40 north of the location of the
original north npillar. The Martinezes
completed the work in the summer 1983,
using about 80% of the original stones.!*
The restoration work took several weeks, and
cost roughly $20,000. 1%

Apart from press reports, no documentation from the 1983 project regarding the Monument
has been located. Nor has any survey data been discovered that gives the precise location of the
rebuilt north pillar. Based on the best available information, it appears that the north pillar was
rebuilt — and currently remains — on land acquired for the widening project by the State in 1983
from a private landowner.'*!

After the north pillar was rebuilt, the spacing between the pillars was significantly
increased to allow for the additional traffic lanes.

1983 Widening and Reconstruction '#

With the completion of the 1983 reconstruction of the intersection, the Gateway as planned
and constructed in 1928 had been largely demolished. The two sweeping arcs of the roadway
joining at the Monument were replaced by a significantly widened single ribbon of concrete. The
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park, cannon and flagpole were gone, covered over with hardscape. While it appears that the south
pillar remained in its original location, the north pillar had been destroyed and rebuilt 40° from its
original location.

Nine Mile Corner 2020

The 2021 Reconstruction of the Intersection

At this time, no documentation has been located to suggest that any significant additional
construction occurred near the Monument between 1983 and 2021. However, in 2021, a new
project again impacted the remaining portions of the Monument.

The project, known as the Nine Mile Corner Development, lay on the southeast corner of
the intersection. In 2015, the Town of Erie announced a public-private partnership with Evergreen
Devco, Inc. to develop the 45-acre tract. As part of the development, it was decided to add lanes
to Arapahoe Road and reconfigure its intersection with US 287.

Those planning the new development were aware of the potential impacts of the project on
the Monument. On October 20, 2015, Tyler Carlson, a principal at Devco, publicly stated that the
construction would “complement the existing historical architecture” and “honor the 1928 vision
of beautifying the intersection where the historic Road of Remembrance Gateway stili stands.”'**

For several years, the development was delayed by litigation between Erie and Lafayette.
These disputes eventually were resolved, and Evergreen retained Galloway & Company, Inc. to
design the improvements to the intersection, including on the west side on Arapahoe Road.
According to Galloway, it “collaborated closely with” the Erie, Lafayette, the Colorado
Department of Transportation (CDOT), and Boulder County in developing its plan.'** Because
Arapahoe Road west of the intersection is a state highway, the primary jurisdiction for approval of

the design and completion of the work in the vicinity of the Monument iay with the CDOT.
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The plan prepared by Galloway
involved adding another eastbound through
traffic lane on the west side of the
intersection. To make room for that lane, the
eastbound right turn lane was relocated, so
that it passed south of the south pillar of the
Monument.

During this construction, the south
pillar was not physically altered. Instead, it
was encircled by a raised “bump out” traffic
island covered with hardscape, and protected
by guard rails. The north pillar of the
Monument was untouched by this project,
and remains where it was rebuilt on the north
shoulder of Arapahoe Road/CO 7 in 1983.
Both are in significant disrepair with
crumbling masonry, deteriorating concrete Intersection on August 1, 2021
ornamentation, and broken windows.

The Future

Development in the area is continuing, and perhaps accelerating. At this writing, Lafayette
has annexed and approved a new urban mixed-use community with 473 dwelling units plus nearly
30,000 ft* of office/commercial space, which is under construction on Arapahoe Road a few
hundred feet west of the Monument.'* Additional developments are in the planning stages
immediately to the south and west of the Monument.
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At the same time, Arapahoe Road/State Highway 7 has become “a critical east-west arterial
in the regional transportation system serving Boulder, Lafayette, Erie, unincorporated Boulder
County, and the north Denver metropolitan area.”*” With the ever-increasing population in the
area, coupled with the prospect of future development in the vicinity, it appears likely that
transportation authorities will undertake additional construction/reconfiguration of the intersection
at Nine Mile Corner within the next twenty years.

William D. Meyer
Boulder Rotary Club
Revised September 27, 2021
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174 (July 10, 1926).

87 See Connarroe, Doug, “The battle over Ten Mile Corner and how Nine Mile Corner in Erie got its name,” September
11, 2019, found at https://www.lafayettehistory.com/how-nine-mile-corner-in-erie-got-its-name/ [accessed June 21,
2021}].

8 “Boulder Tourist Hut at Ten Mile Corner Burned,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXII, No. 180 (July 17, 1926);
“Comments: The Tourist Bureau at Ten-Mile Corner,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXII, No. 181 (July 19, 1926);
clipping titled “Legion Information Booth at Ten-Mile Corer Mysteriously Burned to Ground Last Night;
Incendiarism Is Suspected,” Boulder Daily Camera (July 17, 1926), located in the Boulder Daily Camera Archives
maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

89 “Boulder ‘Steering’ Hut Burns Friday Night,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. XIV, No. 30 (July 23, 1926).

70 «“Comments: The Tourist Bureau at Ten-Mile Corner,” Daily Times, Vol. XXXII, No. 181 (July 19, 1926); “Boulder
‘Steering’ Hut Burns Friday Night,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. X1V, No. 30 (July 23, 1926).

I See “Boulder-Longmont Joint Program Armistice Day Will Not Be held,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXII, No. 240
(September 25, 1926).

72 “Longmont-Lafayette Road Will Be Completed As Budget Is Accepted,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXIII, No. 21
(January 7, 1927).

73 “Three Paving Districts Will Connect Links Thru Lafayette North,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXII, No. 111 (April
26, 1926). See also Lease recorded December 30, 1927 at Book 559, p. 139 in the records of the Boulder County
Clerk and Recorder.

74 Judgment and Decree recorded on February 11, 1926 at Book 530, p. 372 in the records of the Boulder County
Clerk and Recorder.

7 Deed recorded November 26, 1926 at Book 543, p. 519 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.
76 Deed recorded May 26, 1926 at Book 543, p. 52 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.
77 “Grading and Drainage Bids Will Be Opened June 18,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. XIV, No. 24 (June 11, 1926).

78 “Pouring of Concrete on 6-Mile Stretch South of City Started by Miller,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXIII, No. 243
(September 24, 1927).

7 “Plans for New Road Submitted by Local Engineer to State,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXII, No. 65 (March 3,
1926).

80 Vivian Article.
81 Ibid.

82 Architectural/Historical Component Form for Resource No. 5 BL 432 dated May 20, 1980, obtained from the
records of the Boulder County Planning Department.

8 Clipping dated April 11, 1928, titled “Boulder Lions Club to Lay Cornerstone for New Gate Wednesday,” located
in folder 328-52-20 maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

8 Ibid.

8 Undated clipping titled “Lions Club Breaks Ground for Memorial Gateway East of City,” located in folder 328-52-
20 maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

8 Clipping titled “Lions Club Paid its Respects to Those Who Served in War,” The Boulder Daily Camera, June 18,
1928, maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

87 Clippings titled “Boulder Lions Club To Lay Cornerstone For New Gate Wednesday,” dated April 11, 1928;
“Cornerstone for Boulder Lions Memorial Gateway Will Be Laid In Impressive Services,” dated April 17, 1928;
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“Lions Club Breaks Ground for Memorial Gateway East of City,” dated April 18, 1928; “Speakers Dedicate Lions
Club Gateway to Memory of Boulder World War Dead,” dated April 18, 1928, located in folder 328-52-20 maintained
by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

8 Information from Gail Elias, Regent, Indian Peaks Chapter, NSDAR.

8 Clipping titled “Lions Club Paid its Respects to Those Who Served in War,” The Boulder Daily Camera, June 18,
1928, maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado; “Boulder Gate Is Dedicated,” Fort
Collins Express-Courier, (June 18, 1928). See also undated pamphlet titled “Greetings from the Lions in the Den,”
located in the Lions Club Archives maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

% Vivian Article.
911 ease recorded December 30, 1927 at Book 559, p. 139 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

92 Clipping titled “Lions Club Paid its Respects to Those Who Served in War,” The Boulder Daily Camera, June 18,
1928, maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

93 In press reports, there was confusion over which of the guns was installed at Nine Mile Corner. When that gun was
destroyed in 1972, one press report referred to it as a 75 mm gun. Clipping dated March 13, 1972 from the Longmont
Times-Call titled “Direct Hit Means Removal,” provided by the Longmont Museum. However, other reports and
photographs confirm that the gun at Nine Mile Corner was the 100 mm gun received by Post 10. The captured 77 mm
gun was initially installed at Legion Park, and later restored and moved to Post 10’s facility on North Broadway in
Boulder. See Legion Park Nomination Form.

% Clipping dated July 25, 1990, titled “Pillars are war memorial, landmark in east county,” located in the Boulder
Daily Camera Archives maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado. See also “Our
Neighbors,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. XV, No. 15 (May 24, 1929), and “Local Items,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol.
XV, No. 17 (June 7, 1929).

% Legion Park Nomination Form.

% Undated photo from “A.A. Paddock Collection: East Boulder County,” maintained by the Carnegie Library for
Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

7 “Unable to Prevent Placing Billboards,” The Daily Times, Vol. XXXIII, No. 235 (September 25, 1927).
98 «Offers the Olive Branch,” Fort Collins Express-Courier, (April 11, 1928).

9 Undated photo from “A.A. Paddock Collection: East Boulder County,” maintained by the Carnegie Library for
Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

109 Jpid,
101 Deed dated August 18, 1928 at Book 553, p. 464 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

102 Deeds dated May 19, 1930 recorded at Book 581, p. 380 and September 15, 1931 recorded at Book 582, p. 555 in
the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder. See ailso “New Flag for Nine Mile Corner,” The Lafayette
Leader, Vol. 38, No. 21 (April 17, 1943).

103 “Bouylder County Ttems,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. XVI, No. 31 (August 3, 1928).

104 Undated photo from “A.A. Paddock Collection: East Boulder County,” maintained by the Carnegie Library for
Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

105 «Boulder County Items,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. XVI, No. 27 (July 6, 1928).

106 “Rederal Road Bureau Desires to Maintain State Highways,” Daily Times, Vol. XXXIII, No. 254 (October 7, 1927).
107 See Deed dated August 18, 1928 at Book 553, p. 464 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.
108 Deed dated November 26, 1917 at Book 416, p. 278 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.
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" Ibid.
112 1 egion Park Nomination Form.
U3 Ibid.

1141n 1925, the United States Secretary of Agriculture approved a controversial plan to implement a system of marked
and numbered “interstate highways” on major roads receiving federal funding. These numbered routes were intended
to supersede and simplify the burgeoning numbers of privately sponsored “auto trails” such as the Lincoln Highway.
See Weingroff, supra. Records indicate that the route from Lafayette to Longmont was initially included as part of
US 85, later renumbered as US 285, then US 87, and finally the current US 287. At the same time, at least in the early
years, the road was also referred to as Colorado State Highway 1. See Deed dated August 18, 1928 at Book 553, p.
464 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

115 Undated photo from “A.A. Paddock Collection: East Boulder County,” maintained by the Carnegie Library for
Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

116 “New Flag for Nine Mile Corner,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. 39, No. 21 (April 17, 1943),
117 “Bond Flag to Fly at Nine Mile Corner,” The Lafayette Leader, Vol. 39, No. 23 (April 30, 1943).

118 Undated photo from “A.A. Paddock Collection: East Boulder County,” maintained by the Carnegie Library for
Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

119 Plat recorded June 24, 1963 at Plat Book 9, p. 39 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

120 Clipping dated July 25, 1990, titled “Pillars are war memorial, landmark in east county,” located in the Boulder
Daily Camera Archives maintained by the Camegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

121 The Lafayette Leader, Vol. 71, No. 4 (February 24, 1972).

122 Ibid; clipping dated March 13, 1972 from the Longmont Times-Call titled “Direct Hit Means Removal,” provided
by the Longmont Museum; clipping dated July 25, 1990, titled “Pillars are war memorial, landmark in east county,”
located in the Boulder Daily Camera Archives maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder,
Colorado.

123 Legion Park Nomination Form.

124 Inventory Record submitted with Architectural/Historical Component Form for Resource No. 5 BL 432 dated May
12, 1980, obtained from the records of the Boulder County Planning Department.

125 Architectural/Historical Component Form for Resource No. 5 BL 432 dated May 20, 1980, obtained from the
records of the Boulder County Planning Department.

126 Inventory Record submitted with Architectural/Historical Component Form for Resource No. 5 BL 432 dated May
12, 1980, obtained from the records of the Boulder County Planning Department; information received from CDOT
Region 4.

127USGS Aerial Photograph, Project GS ID taken July 14, 1949, from the Arthur Lakes Library at the Colorado School
of Mines.

128 Warranty Deed recorded February 1, 1983 at Reception No. 532304 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk
and Recorder.

129 Warranty Deeds recorded March 7, 1983 at Reception Nos. 536538 and 536539, and Order recorded July 30, 1984
at Reception No. 666149, in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

130 No record has been located indicating that the south pillar was moved or modified. The 1980 Colorado Cultural
Resource Survey form prepared by the Boulder County Historical Society (above) states that “mementos of the
dedication” are kept inside the metal doors of the pillars. However, the reports from 1928 indicate that those mementos
were sealed in the comerstone of the south pillar. If the comment in the Survey is accurate, then it appears that the
cornerstone was removed at some point. Whether, when and how that occurred is unknown.

131 See https:/core.tdar.org/document/156704/project-fc-hes-007-2s-sh-7-and-us-287-cultural-resource-report-for-
historical-resources [accessed August 1, 2021].
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132 Clipping dated April 2, 1983 titled “Monument topples,” located in the Boulder Daily Camera Archives maintained
by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

133 “Monument at Highway 7-287 comes tumbling down,” The Louisville Times, Vol. 69, No. 44 (April 20, 1983).
134 Louisville Times, Vol. 69, No. 44 (April 20, 1983).
135 “Monument at Highway 7-287 comes tumbling down,” The Louisville Times, Vol. 69, No. 44 (April 20, 1983).

136 “Monument at Highway 7-287 comes tumbling down,” The Louisville Times, Vol. 69, No. 44 (April 20, 1983);
clipping dated April 2, 1983 titled “Monument topples,” located in the Boulder Daily Camera Archives maintained
by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

137 “Monument to be rebuilt,” The Louisville Times, Vol. 69, No. 47 (May 11, 1983).

133 Clipping dated July 9, 1983 titled “Monument going back up,” located in the Boulder Daily Camera Archives
maintained by the Carnegie Library for Local History, Boulder, Colorado.

139 Uncaptioned photo, The Louisville Times, Vol. 70, No. 3 (July 6, 1983).
140 The Louisville Times, Vol. 70, No. 3 (July 6, 1983).

141 Warranty Deed recorded March 7, 1983 at Reception No. 536538 in the records of the Boulder County Clerk and
Recorder.

142 photo dated August 5, 1983 from the records of the Boulder County Planning Department.

43 Munio, Natalie, “87-ear-old-pillars devoted to WWI vets at US-287 & Arapahoe gaining new attention,* Colorado
Hometown Weekly (November 10, 2015) found at https://www.coloradohometownweekly.com/2015/11/10/87-year-
old-pillars-devoted-to-wwi-vets-at-us-287-arapahoe-gaining-new-attention/ [accessed July 27, 2021].

144 See https://gallowayus.com/project/nine-mile-corner/ [accessed July 27, 2021].

145 See Silo Subdivision Final Planned Unit Development (PUD), approved by the Lafayette City Council, October
17, 2017.

146 Data obtained from Boulder County Assessor’s Office website found at https://www.bouldercounty.org/
departments/ assessor/ [accessed September 7, 2021].

147 « Arapahoe Road / CO State Highway 7: Planning & Environmental Linkage (PEL) Study Update,” presented to
the Boulder County Open Space Board of Trustees, dated August 9, 2017.
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MATCH LINE 8+50
SEE SHEET R1.1

169 TAPER _

g

ARAPAHOE ROAD SIGNAGE & STRIPING PLAN: m4>

9+50.00 TO STA 17+00.00

SCALE: 1240

_
|
_
|
_
_
|
|
|
|

ARAPAHOE ROAD PAVING PLAN: STA 9+50.00 TO STA 17+00.00

SCALE: 1'=40

MATCH LINE 8+50

_
_
_
_
*
_
_
_
|

ARAPAHOE ROAD UTILITY PLAN: STA §+50.00 TO STA 17+00.00

SCALE: 1°=40"

SIGNAGE & STRIPING SCHEDULE

() PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC LEFT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

@ PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 4* WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

(3) PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC & WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

@ PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 4* WIDE SKIP LANE LINE, WHITE

() PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC & W1DE DOTTED EXTENTION UNE, WHITE
() PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 24° WIDE STOP BAR, WHITE

@ PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC CROSSWALK STRIPING PER H.UT.CD, WHITE
QV PROPOSED 4" DOUBLE SOLID YELLOW LINES

(3) EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO REMAIN

e EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO BE REMOVED

@ PROPOSED "ONLY" TEXT, WHITE

(2) PROPOSED *STOP* SIGN (PER MUTCD R1-1 DETAIL)

(13) PROPOSED "ONE WAY" SGN (PER MUTCD R6-1R DETAL)

(1) PROPOSED 4" WIDE SOLID LINE, YEt£ 0w

(35) PROPOSED & WIDE DOTTED EXTENSION LINE, WHITE

(16) PROPOSED RIGHT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

(17) EXISTING *STOP" SIGN TO REMAIN

e PROPOSED "RIGHT LANE MUST TURM RIGHT* SIGN (PER MUTCD R3-TR DETAIL)
e PROPOSED BUS STOP SIGN, BUS STOP LOCATION TO BE CONFIRMED WITH RTD
@ PPROPOSED BIKE LANE SYMBOL, WHITE

21} PROPOSED ARROW SYMBOL, WHITE

(2) EXISTING SIGN TO REMAIN

(@) EXISTING SIGN T0 BE RELOCATED

@ PPROPOSED KEEP RIGHT MEDIAN SIGN (PER MUTCD R4-7 DETAIL)

PAVING PLAN SCHEDULE

undz

i
i
|
i

- _r ARAPAHOE RD.|

R -

S

KEY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

(&) PROPOSED " CURB AND 2 GUTTER (REF SHEET R5.2) (BA) PROPOSED TYRE M RIP RAP PAD (5%6)

(8) ProPOSED SAWCUT

(©) PROPOSED ASPHALT PAVEMENT (REF SHEET R3.)

() PROPOSED ADA RAMP (REF SHEET R52)

(E) PROPOSED EDGE OF CONCRETE

(F) EXISTING ROADWAY PAVEMENT TOREMAN

(B) EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TO REHAIN

(H) EXISTING EDGE OF ASPHALT TO REMAW

(9) EXISTING ADA RAKP TO REMAN

(K) EXISTING TRAFFIG SIGNAL T0 BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

@ EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EOUPMENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

(M) EXISTING MONUMENT TO REMAIN, COORD, W1 BOULDER COUNTY ON
PROTECTION PRIOR T0 CONSTRUCTION.

(W) EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TOBE REMOVED

(G) PROPOSED SIDEWALK (REF SHEETR5.2)

(P) EXISTING INLET TO REMAIN

() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM TO REHAN

(R) EXISTING STREET LIGHT T0 REMAI

@ EXISTING {NLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET
() EXISTING SIDEWALK TO REMAN

(U) PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT TO MATCH EXISTING JOINTING
{REF SHEET R3.1 8 R6.2

(¥) EXISTING EOGE OF CONCRETE TO REMAN
(W) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGRAL POLE AND MAST ARM (REF SIGNAL FLANS)
(X) PROPOSED STAMPED *BRICKFORH* CONCRETE MEDIAN WITH TILE RED

COLOR HARDENER. TWO PARTS "STONE GRAY" ANTIOUING AGENT, ONE
PART "DEEP CHARCOAL®

(B5) PROPOSED 2* ASPHALT WILL AND OVERLAY
(EC) PROPOSED TYPE 3 W-8EAM GUARDRAIL

(REF SHEETR5.2)

(BD) PROPOSED RAILING (EY OTHERS)

(EE) EXISTING FENCE TO REMAIN

(FF) EXISTING FENCE TO BE REWOVED

(69) EXISTING TELEPHONE VAULT TO REMAIN
@ EXISTING TELEPHONE VAULT TO

BERELOCATED

(i) EXISTING TELEPHONE CABINET TO

BE RELOCATED

43) EXISTING TELEPHONE MANHOLE.

TOREMAIN

(K) PROPOSED PEDESTRUAN EASEWENT

(6" BEHIND SIDEWALK)

@ PROPOSED 6° CURB AND 1* GUTTER

{REF SHEET R5.2)

(@) PROPOSED ISLAND SEEDED WITH

HATIVE GRASS MIX

@ PPROPOSED CONCRETE PEDESTRIAN

SANCTUARY LANDING PAD
W TRUNCATED DOMES PER SHEET R5.2

(©0) EXISTING GUARDRAL TO BE REMOVED
(EF) PROPOSED RT0 BUS STOP WI SHELTER

{REF SHEETRS.2)

@ PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOGATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT (REF SIGNAL PLANS)

() PROPOSED BT WIDE CONCRETE CROSSPAN (REF SHEET R5.2)

UTILITY PLAN SCHEDULE

(2) EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC TO REMAN

() EXSTING GASLINE TOREMAN

(©) EXISTING IRRIGATION LINE TO REMAIN

(@) EXSTING WATER MAI TO REMAIN

() EXSTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EOUIPHENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOGATED
(@) PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET (SEE STORM SEVER PLAN & PROFILES)
() EXSTING STORM SEWER INLET TO REMAI

() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM TO REMAN

(1) EXSTING STREET LIGHT TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING HLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R JNLET
(i) PROPOSED STORM SEWER (SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)

(1) EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE TO REMAI

(=) PROPOSED SAMITARY SEWER (SEE SANITARY SEWER PLAN & PROFLES)
0) PROPOSED WATER LINE {SEE WATER PLAR & PROFILES)

() EXISTING STORM SEWER TO REKAN

(@) EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHOKE LINE TO REMAI

(&) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGRAL POLE AND MAST ARM (SEE SIGNAL PLANS)
(&) EXISTING 244NCH STORM SEWER 0 REMAIN

@ PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPHENT [SEE SIGNAL PLANS)

@v PROPOSED STREET LIGHT. GREEN COBRA LED STREET LIGHT {SEE SHEET R5.3)
@ EXISTING STORM SEWER MANHOLE TO REMAIN

@ PROPOSED 4x3' BOX CULVERT 16.5 ~ LF EXTENSION

@ EXISTING BOX CULVERT TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING POYER POLE TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING POWER POLE TO BE RELOCATED

(2) EXISTING WATER METER TO REMAN

bb) EXISTING POWER POLE AND METER
TO BE RELOCATED

(<) EXISTING OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINE
TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

9d) 40 UTILITY EASEMENT BY SEPARATE
DOCUMENT

(68) EXISTING WATER LiE TO BE
REHOVED

(i) PROPOSED STORM SEWERINLET
(BY OTHERS)

(29) PROPOSED STORM SEWER
WANKOLE(BY OTHERS)

(&) PROPOSED CURBORAIN
(SEE ROADWAY DETAILS)

(i) PROPOSED TWO-WAY CLEANGUT

ROADWAY LEGEND

PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE

PROPOSED 10T LINE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EASEMENY BOUNDARY {INE

FIRE ACCESS EASEMENT

SIDEWALK EASEMENT

LANDSCAPE BUFFER

EXISTING TO REMAIN

PROPOSED FUTURE

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
PROPOSED 2* ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY
PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

EXISTING MINDR CONTOUR

EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR

PROPOSED MINOR CONTOUR

455 PROPOSED MA

PROPERTY BOUNDARY UNE
PROPOSEDLOT LINE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE

EXISTING WATER LINE

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING STORM SEWER

EXISTING UNDERGROLND GASLINE
EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL
EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE
EXISTING FIBER OFTIC LINE

‘STORM SEWER BY OTHERS {LESS THAN 127
STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (GREATER THAN 12)
SANITARY SEWER BY OTHERS

WATER LINE BY OTHERS

W———— PRCPOSED WATER LINE
PROFO! SEWER

PROPOSED STORM SEWER {GREATER THAN 12}
PROI GAS LINE

PROI
PROPOSED

TELEPHOKE

EXISTING WATER VALVE

EXISTING MANHOLE

PROPOSED WATER METER

PROPOSED WATER VALVE

PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT

PROPOSED MANHOLE

UTRATY PEDESTAL

PROPOSED ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
a PRCPOSED INLET

[EESIQ(XO@X

BASIS OF BEARING

BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEASY OUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND
MONUMENTED ON THE WEST BY A 2.5" ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED "PLS20752" IN A RANGE 80X £OR
THE N 1/4 CORNER AND MONUMENTED ON THE EAST BY A 25" ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED
*PLE12405" FOR THE NE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR S 89*6801°E.

BENCHMARK

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE RAVD 89 AND ARE DERVED VIA GPS OBSERVATIONS FROM THE LIECA
SMARTRET RTK GPS NETWORK AND GEOID 128,

Galloway

6162 S. Willow Drive, Suite 320
Greenwood Viltage, CO 80111
303.770.8884
GallowayUS.com

Evergreen

COPYRIGHT

THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY.
COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL
BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

Date  issue / Description Init.
141519 4TH INFRASTRUC. SUB, _ACJ.
01/24/20 5THINFRASTRUC, SUB. _ACJ
02/20/20 6TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. _ACJ

03/03/20 7TH INFRASTRUC. SUB, ACJ
03/17120 FINAL STAMPED INF.SET  BSM

s fo oo 3

I

]

Project No: EDICO0D18
Drawn By: RDG
CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR Crosked By =
1. ALL UTIUTY LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE BASED ON MAPS PROVIDED Date: 8/3/19

BY THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY AND FIELD SURFACE
EVIDENCE AT THE TIME OF SURVEY AND 18 TO BE CONSIDERED AN
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OHLY, IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S
RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL
UTIUITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS
OR NOT, PRIOR JO CONSTRUCTION, REPORT ARY
DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

2. WHERE A PROPOSED UTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTILITY, IT I
THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE
VERTICAL LOCATION OF
UTILITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING OR ALTERNATIVE METHOD,
REPORT INFORMATION TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR T0
CONSTRUCTION,

Keow shats bolow.
Call betors youdg.

ARAPAHOE ROAD SITE
PLAN

R1.2
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1 SEE
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HWY 287

—

—

“PROPOSED ROM.
PER PLAT

FUTURE COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

SAFEWAY

1

CCESS
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ROPOSED RIGHT-N ~
RIGHT-OUT ACCESS

o

4, e
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=

‘\

|

ROADWAY EXTENSION
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TURE ON-SITE

|
|
|

MATCH LINE 24+00
LR N _E N ]
SEE SHEETR1.4
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N

SIGNAGE & STRIPING SCHEDULE

ARAPAHOE ROAD SIGNAGE & STRIPING PLAN: STA 17+00.00 TO STA 24+00.00

SCALE: 1*=40'

() PROPOSED THERIOPLASTIC LEFT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

(2) PROPDSED THERMOPLASTIC 4" WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

(3) PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 8 WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

(&) PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 4 WIDE SKIP LANE LINE, WHITE

((5)) PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 4° WIDE DOTTED EXTENTION Uik, WHITE
(5) PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC 24" WIDE STOP BAR, WHITE

(7) PROPOSED THERMOPLASTIC CROSSWALK STRIPNG PER MUT.C.D., Wil
(8) PROPOSED 4" DOUBLE SOLID YELLOW LINES

() EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO REMAIN

EXSTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO BE REMOVED

(1) PROPOSED "ONLY* TEXT, WHITE

@ PROPOSED "STOP* IGN (PER MUTCD R1-3 LETAR}

(33) PROPOSED "ONE WAY SIGN (PER MUTCD RE-1R DETAIL)

(4) PROPOSED 4° WIDE SOLID LINE, YELLOW

(15) PROPOSED 8° WIDE DOTTED EXTENSION LINE, WHITE

PROPOSED RIGHT TURN SYMBOL, VHITE

(37) EXISTING 'STOP" SIGN TO RENAN

69 PROPOSED "RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT" SIGN (PER MUTCD R3-7R OETAIL)
(i8) FROFOGED BUE 6TOP EICH, BUB STOP LOCATION TO 88 CONFIPER WITH RTN

@ PROPOIED BIKE LANE SYMDOL, WHITE

@D PROPOSED ARROW SYMBOL, WHIFE

(22) EXISTING SIGN TO REMAN

(23) EXISTING SIGN TO BE RELOCATED

(24) PROPOSED KEEP RIGHT MEDIAN SIGN {PER MUTCD R4-7 DETAIL)

PAVING PLAN SCHEDULE

69 PROPOSED 6 CURB AMD 2 GUTTER (REF SHEET R5.2)

1 SEE

4 INTERSECTION
PLAN

Y SHEETR4

-

— Y

HWY 287

do.

0) ~/‘_/
©

FUTURE COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

FUTURE ON-SITE
 ROADWAY EXTENSION

.. PROPOSEO R.OM.
PER PLAT

)
£

o

SEE SHEETR14

\
MATCH LINE 24+00

\ .
AN

ARAPAHOE ROAD PAVING PLAN: STA 17+00.00 TO STA 24+00.00

SCALE: =40

i
|
|

i —

®
A
e
2Tes .
EA DR
kR .
=43 %
R Yl D
b SEE
§ INTERSECTION
PLAN
% SHEETR4A
\!‘6—0/ A

{. PRUPUSEDROM.
RPLAT

FUTURE COMMERGCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

—_—

“FUTURE ONSITE
/@ ROADWAY EXTENSION

y

\
SEE SHEET R1.4

MATCH LINE 24+00

~
N

) V4 of 2N
ARAPAHOE ROAD UTILITY PLAN: STA 17+00.00 TO STA 24+00.00

SCALE: 1740

Page 73 of 141

@ PROPOSED ASPHALT PAVEMENT {REF SHEETR3.Y)

@ PROPOSED ADA RAMP (REF SHEET R5.2}

(E) PROPOSED EOGE OF CONCRETE

@ EXISTING ROADWAY PAVEMENT T REMAIN

@ EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TO REMAIN

@) EXISTING EDGE OF ASPHALY TO REMAIN

(3) EXISTING ADA RAP TO REMAN

® EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

@ EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

@ EXISTING MONUMENT TO REMAIN. COORD, Wf BOULDER COUNTY ON
PROTECTION PRIOR TO CONSTRUGTION.

(W) EXSSTING CURG AND GUTTER TO BE REHOVED

@ PROPOSED SIDEWALK (REF SHEET RS5.2)

() EXISTING INCET TO REMAM

(@) EXSTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND AST ARM TO REMAI

(R) EXISTING STREET LIGHT TOREMAIN

CS) EXISTING INLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R ILET
(7) EXISTING SIDENALK TOREMAIN

@ PROPOSED CONCRE TE PAVEMENT TO MATCH EXISTING JOINTING
{REF SHEETRA.1 & R5.2)

@ EXISTING EDGE OF CONCRETE TO REMAIN
@ PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM (REF SIGNAL PLANS)
@ PROPOSED STAMPED *BRICKFORM* CONCRE TE MEDIAN WITH TILE RED

COLOR HARDENER, TWO PARTS "STONE GRAY* ANTIQUING AGENT, ONE
PART "DEEP CHARCOAL®

(A4) PROPOSEO TYPE MRIP RAP PAD (66

ROPOSED 2' ASPHALT MILL AND QVERLAY

(CC) PROPOSED TYPE 3W-BEAM GUARDRAKL
(REF SHEET R5.2)

PROPOSEO RAILING (8Y OTHERS)

@ EXISTING FENCE TO REMAIN

(FF) EXISTING FENCE TOBE REMOVED

(66) EXISTING TELEPHONE VAULT TOREHAIN

@l E£XISTING TELEPHONE VAULT TO
BE RELOCATED

(i) EXSSTING TELEPHONE CASIHET TO
BE RELOGATED

(1) EXISTING TELEPHONE MANHOLE
"7 TOREMAN
(KK) PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN EASENENT
(& BEHAD SIDEWALK)

(LL) PROPOSED §° CURB AND T GUTTER
"7 (REF SHEETR5.2)

) PROPOSED ISLAND SEEOED VATH
MATIVE GRASS MIX

(6) PROPOSED CONCRETE PEDESTRIAN
SANCTUARY LANDING P
Wi TRUNCATED DOKES PER SHEET R5.2
EXISTING GUARDRAIL TO BE REMOVED

(PF) PROPOSEDRTO BUS STOP W/ SHELTER
(REF SHEET R5.2}

() PROPOSED LOGATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT (REF SIGNAL PLANS)

@ PROPOSED 8.FT WIDE CONCRETE CROSSPAN (REF SHEETRS.2)

UTILITY PLAN SCHEDULE

EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC TO REMAIN

() EXISTRIG GAS LINE TOREMA

((©) EXISTING IRRIGATION LINE TO REMAN

@ EXISTING WATER MAIN TO REMAIN

(9 EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

(F) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EOUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED
@ PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET (SEE STORM SEWER FLAM 8 PROFILES)
() EXISTING STORM SEWER INLET TO REMAIN

() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST AR TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING STREET LIGHT TO REMAIN

() EXISTHIG ILET TOBE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE RINLET
() PROPOSED STORM SEWER (SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)

@ EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE TO REMAIN

(D PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER {SEE SANITARY SESVER FLAN & PROFILES)
(3) PROPOSED WATER LINE (SEE WATER PLAN 4 PROFILES)

@ EXISTING STORM SEVWVER TO REMAIN

(A]) EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE LINE TO REMAIN

(D PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGHAL POLE AND MAST ARM (SEE SIGNAL PLANS)
() EXISTING 2INCH STORM SEWER TO REMAN

(t t) PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPHENT (SEE SIGHA) F1ANS)
() PROPOSED STREET LIGHT. GREEN COBRALED STREET LIGHT (SEE SHEET R5.3)

() EXISTING STORM SEWER MARHOLE TO REMAN
(iv) PROPOSED 43 BOX CULVERT 16,5 - LF EXTENSION
() EXISTHG BOX CULVERT TOREMAN

(Y) EXISTING POVER POLE TO REMAN

() EXISTIRG POWER POLE TO B RELOCATED

EXISTING WATER METER TO REMARI

(55) EXISTING POWER POLE AND NETER
70 BE RELOCATED

() EXISTING OVERHEAD ELECTRIC LINE
TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED

4d) 40 UTILITY EASEMENT BY SEPARATE
DOCUMENT

EXISTING WATER LIHE TO BE
REMOVED

@ PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET
(8Y OTHERS}

PROPOSED STORM SEWER
MANHOLE (8Y OTHERS)

bh) PROPOSED CURB DRAIN
(SEE ROADW/AY DETAILS)

(i) PROPOSEQ TWOWAY CLEANOUT

KEY MAP

NOTTO SCALE

ROADWAY LEGEND

PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE

PROPOSED LOT LIE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE

FIRE ACCESS EASEMENT

SIDEWALK EASEMENT

LANDSCAPE BUFFER

EXISTING TO REMAIN

PROPOSED FUTURE

PROPQSED NEW

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
PROPQSED 2" ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY
PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

UTILITY LEGEND

EXISTING MINOR CONTOUR
EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
PROPOSED MINOR CONTOUR
PROPOSED MAJOR CONTOUR
PROPERTY BOUNOARY LINE
PROPOSEDLOT LINE
ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY UNE
EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE
EXISTING WATER LINE
EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
EXISTING STORM SEWER
EXISTING UNDERGROUND GAS LINE
EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL
EXISTING UNOERGROUND TELEPHONE
EXISTING FIBER OPTIC LINE
STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (LESS THAN 12}
v STORMSEWER BY OTHERS (GREATER THAK 17)
SANITARY SEWER BY OTHERS
WATER LINE BY OTHERS

PROPOSED WATER LINE

SEWER

ORM TER THAN 12}
GASLINE
ECTRICAL
TELEPHONE

PROPO!

PROPOSED

FPROPO!

EXISTING WATER VALVE

EXISTING MANHOLE

PROPOSED WATER METER

PROPOSED WATER VALVE

PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT

PROPOSED MANHOLE

UTHLITY PEDESTAL

PROPOSED €LECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
C] PROPOSED INLET

[HSE@<XOOI

BASIS OF BEARING

BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND
MONUMENTED ON THE WEST 8Y A 2.5" ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED PLS20752° [N A RANGE BOX FOR
THE M 1/4 CORNER AND MONUMENTED ON THE EAST BY A 2.5* ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED
‘PLS12405" FOR THE NE CCRNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR § 89°5801" €.

BENCHMARK

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE NAVD 83 AND ARE DERIVED VIA GPS OBSERVATIONS FROM THE LIECA
SMARTNET RTK GPS NETWORK AND GECID 128,

Gali

joway

5162 S, Willow Diive, Suita 320
Greenwood Village, CD 80111
303.170.6884
Galowayls,com

Evergreen

G

COPYRIGHT

THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,

8E ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

3*

Date  lssue/ Description Init.
14/15/19 4TH INFRASTRUG. SUB.  ACJ
01/24/20 5THINFRASTRUG, SUB,  ACJ
6TH INFRASTRUC. SUB, _AGJ.

Y020 7TH INFRASTRUC, SUB.  ACJ
03/17/20 FINAL STAMPED INF. SET  BSM

fo | jo o i
S
3
=
N
S

Project No: E0I000018

Orawn By: ROG
CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR Checked By: BsM
1. ALLUTILITY LOCATIONS SHOVN ARE BASEO ON MAPS PROVIDED Date: 9N19

8Y THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY AND FIELD SURFACE
EVIOENCE AT THE TIME OF SURVEY AND IS YO BE CONSIDERED AN
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OHLY. IT 1S THE CONTRACTOR'S
RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL
UTRLITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, \WHETHER SHOWN ON THE FLANS
QRHOT, PRIOR TO COMSTRUCTION, REPORT ANY
DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO COHSTRUCTION.

2. VIHERE APROPOSED UTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTILITY, ITIS

THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSISRITY TO FIELO VERIFY THE
HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF SUCHEXISTING ¥oca ks below,
VIGTY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING OR ALTERNATIVE MET: Gallbaters you sy

REPORT INFORMATION TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

ARAPAHOE ROAD SITE
PLAN

R1.3




/

Ly
s
/

O

SIGNAGE & STRIPING SCHEDULE
@ PROPOSED LEFY TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

@ PROPOSED 4" WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

@ PROPOSED §° WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

@ PROPOSED 4* WIDE SKIP LANE LINE. WHITE

.

ol

X,
SEE SHEETR1.8 ~ Sy

99+00.

Galloway

6162 8. Witlow Drive, Suite 320
Greenwood Vilage, CO 80111
300.770.8884
GallowayUs.com

M4

(8) PROPOSED 4 WIDE DOTTE EXTENTION LINE, WHITE
(8) PROPOSED 24 WIDE §TOP BAR, WHITE

— | (7) PROPOSED CROSSWALK STRIPING PER MUT.C.0. WHITE
PROPOSED 4' DOUBLE SOLID YELLOW LINES
EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO REMAN

Ry

Q’:') EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO BE REMOVED
(i) PROPOSED "ONLY TEXT, WHITE

(1) PrOPOSED *STOP* SIGR

(13) PROPOSED "ONE WAY SIGN

PROPOSED 4" WIDE SOLID LINE, YELLOW

@ PROPOSED ' WIDE DOTYED EXTENSION LINE, WHITE
(i8) PROPOSED RIGHT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

@ EXISTING "STOP" SIGN TO REMAIN

PROPOSED *RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGH" SIGN

SEE SHEETR1.6

o

¢ MATCH LINE 91+00
I —

1
]

{Services §

FUTURE COMME RCIAL B % @ PROPOSED BUS STOP SIGN, BUS STOP LOCATION T0 BE CONFIRMED WiTH RID %EM&ATP
DEVELOPMENT et i
I , ; ROADWAY LEGEND
HIGHWAY 287 SIGNAGE & STRIPING PLAN: STA 91+00.00 TO STA 99+00.00 _ storng
. +00. +00. e e
HE Ty PAVING PLAN SCHEDULE .77 ot e oy
‘\ () PROPOSED 6 CURB AND Z GUTTER T e ::::‘::;;0::;‘:’::?'45
(®) PrOPOSED SAWCUT .
(C) PROPOSED ASPHALT PAVEMENT e f:m‘;i:ﬁ;:i:
0 2 o

——— (D) PROPOSED ADA RAN? EXISTING TO REMAIN
() PROPOSED EOGE OF CONCRETE PROPOSED FUTURE
SCALE: 14l e PROPOSEDNEW

(F) EXISTING ROADWAY PAVEMENT TO REMAIN
(©) EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TO REMAN

PPROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
PROPOSED 2 ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY

COPYRIGHT
THESE PLANS ARE ANINS TRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF

PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY,

(H) EXISTING EDGE DF ASPHALT TO REMAN
() EXISTING ADA RAUP TOREMAIN

] UTILITY LEGEND COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL
——— i —L SR m— —— e s e e e S ettt i e e i, s et s, e e v — vrv— oot e ittt EX{5TS iG] D, RE ).
N e e e e —— — —L (K) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED o oA G BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED
(L) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED EXISTING MAKOR CONTOUR
@ EXISTING MONUMENT TO REMAIN < PROF CONTOUR
2 (H) EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TO BE REMOVED ES MAJOR CONTOUR
CD\ (2) ProPOSED SIDEWALK == e e PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
e PR LoTUNE
(P) EXISTING INLET TO REMAIN 0ROSED

— ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE

(@) EXSTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AKD MAST ARMTO REMAIN e EASEMENTBOUNDARY LINE -
o I (R) EXISTING STREET LIGHT TO REMAIN EXISTING WATER LINE O
(=1 «w R
stk - (%) EXISTNG INLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET EXISTING SANTARY SEVE ) .
> g EXISTING STORM SEVER o (@)
g E—~ e @ oxsmhesoEmKTOREMAN EXISTING UNDERGROUND GA LINE = [d
S W () PROPOSED GONCRETE PAVEHENT EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL ) S) m
e ] (¥) EXISTING EDGE OF CONCRETE TOREMAN ? EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPRONE =z Z (@)
° (W) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM . EXISTING FIBER OPTIC LINE o) = I
EVER BY OYHERS (LESS THAN 121
o @ PROPOSED STAMPED CONCRETE MEDIAN TO MATCH EXISTING :IZ:: :EWER BY OTHERS :GREATER 'IHA:I 12 O m O &
(X) PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGHAL EQUIPUENT SANITARY SEWER BY OTHERS w ] (@]
@ PROPOSED 8-FT WIDE CONCRETE CROSSPAN WATER LINE BY QTHERS m Z a é
PROPOSED RIP RAP e W PROPOSED WATER LINE <Q
nen al a)
(€B) PROPOSED ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY PROPO! SEWE = o) o
N — PROPOSED STORM SEWER (GREATER THAN 127) ( ) (D Z ~
_ i i S (€0) EXISTING GUARDRAIL TO REMAIN i e 5 = O ] %
FUTURE COMMERCIAL 5 . froro FZwWw &G
- ur - PROPO: TELEPHONE >.
UTILITY PLAN SCHEDULE b Es S % Z0
EXISTING UNDERGROUND EEECTRIC TO REMAIN ,‘ EXISTING WATER VALVE ) A ; (@]
() EXSTING GAS LINE TO REWAR © EXISTING MANHOLE O L w Tuw
® 4E TOREMAI o PROPOSED WATER METER [TH O z > [0) E
PROPOSED WATER VALVE =
() EXISTING WATER MAIN TO REMAIN - PROROSED R HrD Z OZuWw T W
v RANT
= EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REVOVED AND RELOCATED @ PROPOSEQ NANHOLE
SCALE Tedv
(1) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EOUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED a UTILITY PEDESTAL
[O) EVER INLET (SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES) i:z::g F:E?R'CN" ANSFORMER
[ =]-15] .
(W) EXISTING STORM SEWER BLET TO REMAN # Date  lssue/Description  Init.
() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGHAL POLE AND MAST ARMTO REMAN 1 1nsno 4THINFRASTRUC, SUB. _AGY
2
(1) EXISTING STREET LIGHT TO REMAIN "
(&) EXISTING INLET TOBE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET BASIS OF BEARING .
@ PROPOSED STORM SEWER {SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES) BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND 5 03/17/20 FINAL STAMPED INF. SET ﬂ
MONUMENTED ON THE WEST BY A25* ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED "PLS20752" I A RANGE BOX FOR - —_——
() EXISTING SANITARY MAROLE TO REMAIN THEN 114 CORNER ANO MONUMENTED ON THE EAST BY A 2" ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED -
PLS12405" FOR THE NE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR S 89°5801°E.
I (1) PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER (SEE SANITARY SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)
e (o) PROPOSED WATERUINE (SEE WATER PLAN) BENCHMARK B
e + —
i e QL,O 0 } (2) exsrivestomu sevem ToRean ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE NAVD 65 AND ARE DERIVED VIA GPS OBSERVATIONS FROM THE LIECA - —
Juw (@) EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE LINE TO REMAN SMARTNET RTK GRS NETWORK ANO GEOID 128. e e
T
A (1) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGHAL POLE AND MAST ARM -
= R —— —_—
=& () EXISTING 24NCH STORM SEWER TO REMAN CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR _
i (1) PROPOSED LOGATION OF RELOGATED TRAFFIC SKGNAL EOUPHENT O E SASED ON APS PROVDED
(&) PROPOSED STREET LIGHT. 260-WATT HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM, 35T I\ HEIGHT. R ATE D S VEY AND 10 T0 B CONSIDERED AV
() EXISTING STORM SEWER MANHOLE T0 REWAIN RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL
UTILITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLARS et ——————
(W) EXISTING BOX CULVERT UNDER HIGHWAY 287 ORNOT, PRIOR T0 CONSTRUCTION. REPORT ANY Project No: EDICODD1G
OISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
5 (X) EXISTING BOX CULVERT TO REMAN Orawn By: RDG
B 2. WHERE A PROPOSED UTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTILITY, T 1§ T -
. 8 AR (1) EXISTING POWER POLE TO REAN THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE bel Checked By:
NSRRI, J— - - = e [OSEaETI - HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF SUCH EXISTING -
T - (2D EXISTING PORER POLE T0 8 RELOCATED URLITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING OR ALTERNATVE METHOD, Gl betrs you dg Date: 21319
RIGATONOICh cteL 0 FUTURE COMMERCIAL g EXSTING WATERNETERTOREMWAK Conaminon 0 e EHHEERFROTO HIGHWAY 267 SITE PLAN
PIPE CONVERSION STRUCTURE BY DEVELOPMENT R e B )
SEPARATE DOCUMENT — - = e - r EXISTING POWER POLE AND METER TO B RELOCATED
PR e [ () EXISTING INLET TOBE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE RINLET
40 UTILITY EASEMENT
; : EXISTING WATER LINE TOBE REMOVED
(i) PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET (BY OTHERS) R 1 7
HIGHWAY 287 UTILITY PLAN: STA 91+00.00 TO STA 99+00.00 PROPDSED STORM SEWER MAHHOLE (BY OTHERS) "
SCALE: 7240
-

Page 74 of14%
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Zi

425

S TAPER

b

<]

MATCH LINE 106+00
LETT IR RRE RIRIE_ )
3 SEE SHEET R1.9

S

101200

S
=3

|
By

b

105850
4
HWY 287

SIGNAGE & STRIPING SCHEDULE

HIGHWAY 287 SIGNAGE & STRIPING PLAN: STA 99+00.00 TO STA 106+00.00

SCALE: 140

SCALE: 1'=40°

@ PROPOSED LEFT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE
@ PROPOSED 4" WIOE SOLIO LINE, WHITE
@ PROPOSED 8 WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE
@ PROPOSED 4" WIDE SKIP LANE LINE, WHITE
@ PROPOSED 4" WiDE GOTTED EXTEN
@ PROPOSED 24* WIDE STOP BAR, WHITE

Cw PRUPUSEL LKUSSHALR § IRIPING PER MUT.C.D, WHITE
@ PROPOSED 4 DOUBLE SOLID YELLOW LI
@ EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO REMAIN

e EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO BE REMOVED

(15) PROPOSED “ONLY" TEXT, WHITE

(1) proposen SToR SiN

(13) PROPOSED ONE WAY" SIGN

(14) PROPOSED 4 WIDE SOLID LINE, YELLOW

@ PROPOSED 8* WIOE DOTTED EXTENSION LINE, WHITE

e PROPOSED RIGHT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

(7) EXISTING *STGP" SIGN TOREMAIN

(18) PROPOSED "RIGHT LANE HUST TURN RIGHT" SIGN

(1) PRNPNSEN RUIS STOP SIGN. BUS STOP LOCATION TO 8E CONFIRMED WITH RTO

PAVING PLAN SCHEDULE

SEE
INTERSECTION
PLAN

mg
8z
ot
w
zau
ER ¥
iy
38

() PROPOSED & CURB AND Z GUTTER

(B) PROPOSED SAVICUT

@ PROPOSED ASPHALT PAVEMENT

(D) PROPOSED ADARANP

(E) PROPOSED E0GE OF CONCRETE

@ EXISTING ROADWAY PAVEMENT TO REMAIN

(G) EXISTING CURE AND GUTTER TO REMA

@ EXISTING EDGE OF ASPHALT TO REMAIN

() EXISTIHG ADA RAMP TOREMAIN

@ EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVEQ AND RELOCATED

Ov/v EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT TO 8E REMOVED AND RELCCATED
® EXISTING MONUMENT TO REMAIN

() EXISTING CURB AND GUITER TO BE RENOVEO

(G) PROPOSED SICEWALK

(P) EXISTING INLET TO REMANY

(@) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING STREET LIGHT TO REMAN

mwv EXISTING INLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET
(7) EXISTING SIDEWALK TO REMAN

(U) PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

@ EXISTING EDGE OF CONCRETE TO REMAIN

(W) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM

® PROPOSED STAMPED CONCRETE MEDIAN TO MATCH EXISTING
@ PRDPOSED LOCATION QF RELGCATED TRAFFIC SIGHAL EQUIPMENT
@ PROPOSED §-FT WIDE CONCRETE CROSSPAN

(W) PROPOSED RIP RAP

@ PROPOSED ASPHALT #ILL AND OVERLAY

(€0) EXISTING GUARDRAIL TOREMAIN

UTILITY PLAN SCHEDULE

HIGHWAY 287 PAVING PLAN: STA 99+00.00 TO STA 106+00.00

SCALE: 1=40

@ EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC TO REMAN

() EXISTING GAS LINE TO REMAN

(£) EXISTING IRRIGATION LINE TOREMAN

(9) EXISTING WATER MAI TO REMAIN

() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOGATED

@ EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELCCATED

INTERSECTION
PLAN

100+00

T s = e e s et

MATCH LINE 106+00
o R B G G 0N 8 B0 D R
SEE SHEETR1.8

a

i
mllll-ll!l-llllé
]

1

HIGHWAY 287 UTILITY PLAN: STA 99+00.00 TO STA 106+00.00

SCALE: 148

@ INLET {SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)
@ EXISTING STORM SEWER INLET TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARK TO REMAIN

9 EXISTING STREET LiGHT TO REMAN

@ EXSTING INLET YO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET
@ PROPOSED STORM SEWER (SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)

@ EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE TO REMAIN

@ PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER (SEE SANITARY SEVER PLAN & PROFILES)
@ PROPOSED WATER LINE (SEE WATER PLAN)

@ EXISTING STORM SEWER TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE LINE YO REMAIN

@ PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE ANO MAST ARM

@ EXISTING 244NCH STORM SEWER TO REMAIN

@ PROPOSED LOGATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EGUIPMENT

@ PROPOSEQ STREET LIGHT. 250-WATT HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM, 35FT INHEIGHT.

@ EXISTING STORM SEWER MANHOLE TO REMAN

(v EXISTING BOX CULVERT UNDER HIGHWAY 287

(X) EXISTING BOX CULVERT TOREMAIN

() EXISTING POWER POLE TO REMAN

Qv EXISTING POWER POLE TO BE RELCCATED

(2) EXISTING WATER METER TOREMAIN

A\a@ EXISTING POWER POLE AND METER TO 8E RELOCATED
honv £XSTING IMRET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH FYPE R INLET
(@) 40 unuiry easemen

(20) EXISTING WATER LINE TO BE REMOVED

(i) PROPOSED STORM SEWER INCET (BY OTHERS}

(23) PROPOSED STORM SEWER MANHOLE (BY OTHERS)

THIS SHZET

]

HEWY 287

|

KEY MAP

NOT 70 SCALE

ROADWAY LEGEND

PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE

PROPOSED LOT LINE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EASEMENT BOUNOARY LINE

FIRE ACCESS EASEMENT

SIDEWALK EASEMENT

LANDSCAPE BUFFER

EXISTING TO REMAIN

PROPOSED FUTURE

PROPOSED NEW

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
PROPOSED 2" ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY

PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

UTILITY LEGEND

EXISTING MINDR CONTOUR

EXISTING MAIOR CONTOUR

PROFOSED MINOR CONTOUR

515 JOR CONTOUR

PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE

PROPOSED LOT LINE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
e - EASEMENTBOUNDARY LINE

EXISTING WATER LINE

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING STORM SEWER

EXIBTING UNDERGROUND GAS LINE
EXISTING LINDERGROUND ELECTRICAL
EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE
EXISTING FIBER OPTIC LINE

STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (LESS THAN 12}
STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (GREATER THAN 12°)
SAMITARY SEWER BY OTHERS

'WATER LINE BY OTHERS

W PROI LINE

PROPOSED SANITARY SEVER

PROPOSED STORM SEWER (GREAFER THAN 12}
G e PROPOSED UNDERGROUND GAS LINE

g —————— PROPOSEQ UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL
TELEPHONE

EXISTING WATER VALVE

EXISTING MANHOLE

PROPQSED WATER METER

PROPOSED WATER VALVE

PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT

PROPOSED MANHOLE

UTILITY PEDESTAL

PROPOSED ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
L] PROPOSED INLET

BASIS OF BEARING

Dgopecroomn

Galioway

6162 8. Willow Drive, Suite 320
Gresnwood Viflags, CO 80114
302.770.8884
Gallowayls.com

vergree

COPYRIGHT

THESE PEANS ARE AN [NSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPUICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY.
COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL
BE ENFORCED ANO PROSECUTED.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE R

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

BEARWGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND
TAONUMENTED OM THE WEST BY A 2.5 ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED “PLS20752" IN A RANGE BOX FOR
THE N 4 CORNER AND MONUMENTED ON THE EASTBY A 2.5° ALU! CAP STAVPED
“PLG12405" FOR THE NE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR S 83°5801° E.

BENCHMARK

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE NAVD 88 AND VIAGPS C
SMARTNET RTK GPS NETWORK AND GEOID 128

CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR

f. ALL UTILITY LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE BASED ON MAPS PROVIDED
8Y THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY AND FIELO SURFACE
EVIDENCE AT THE TIME OF SURVEY AND 1S TO BE CONSIDERED AN
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OHLY, IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S
RESPONSIBILITY TQ FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL
UTHITIES, PUBLIC OR PRVATE, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS
ORNOT, PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, REPORT ANY

TOTHE IORTO

FROM THE LIECA

# Date Issue / Description init.
1 1415119 4THINFRASTRUC, SUB. ACJ
2 01024720 STHINFRASTRUG. SUB. ACJ
3 0220120 BTHINERASTRUC. SUB. ACJ
4 03020 7THINFRASTRUC, SUB, AGJ
5

03/17/20 FINAL STAMPED INF. SET  BSM

UTILITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING DR ALTERNATIVE METHOD.
REPORT INFORMATION TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR 70
CONSTRUCTION,

Projsct No: 01000018
Callborayon da Orawn By: RDG
Checked By: 8sM
Date: 91319

HIGHWAY 287 SITE PLAN

R1.8
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SIGNAGE & STRIPING SCHEDULE

(©) PROPOSED LEFT TURN SYMBOL WHITE

! (2) PROPOSED 4" WIDE SOLIDLINE, WHITE
l (3) PROPOSED & WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

6162 S. Witlow Drive, Suite 320
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
303.770.8884

GallowayUs.com

l
|
I
() PROPOSED 4" WIDE SKIP LANE LINE, WHITE
I @ PROPOSED 4" WIDE DOTTED EXTENTION LINE, WHITE
~. | (&) PROROSED 24* WIDE STOP BAR, WHITE
108400 11140 112400 113400 (7) PROPOSED CROSSHALK STRIFING PER MU.T.C.0, WHITE
—t— e R (B) PROPOSED 4" DOUBLE SOLID YELLOW LINES
() EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO REMAN
GD EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO BE REMOVED
(1) PROPOSED "ONLY TEXT, WHITE
(i2) PRoPOSED 'STOP* SiGN
(13) PROPOSED "ONE WAY" SIGN
PROPOSED 4° WIOE SOLID LINE, YELLOW
(18) PROPOSED 8 WIOE DOTTED EXTENSION LINE, WHITE
PROPOSED RIGHT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE
(20) EXISTING "STOP" SIGN 70 REMAN
PROPOSED "RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT" SIGN ‘ KEY MAP

I PROPOSED BUS STOP SIGN. BUS STOP LOCATION TO BE CONFIRMED ¥TH RTD |r NOT 70 SCALE

MATCH LINE 106+00
SEE SHEET ##

107400 ;.
e e e e e i

o

O HWY 287

Evergreen

| ROADWAY LEGEND

PROPERTY BOUNDARY LiNE
PROPOSED LOT UNE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE

PAVING PLAN SCHEDULE FIRE ACCESS EASEMENT

(R) PROPOSED & CURB AND 2 GUTTER e —— ——  SIDEWALKEASEMENT
PROPOSED SAWCUT S e e — e LANDSCAPE BUFFER
EXISTING TOREMAIN
PROPOSED FUTURE

HIGHWAY 287 SIGNAGE & STRIPING PLAN: STA 106+00.00 TO STA 113+00,00

SCALE: 1'=40"

(©) PROPOSED ASPHALT PAVEMENT
(0) PROPOSED ADARAMP

SCALE: 1*=40"

(E) PROPOSED EOGE OF CONCRETE PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT

Pi PHALT MILL AND Y
(F) EXISTING ROADWAY PAVEMENT TO REMAIN ROPOSED Z AS L AND OVERLA COPYRIGHT
e PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT THESE PLANS ARE AN NSTRUNENT OF
(G) EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TO REMAIN SERVIGE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
(H) EXISTING EDGE OF ASPHALT TO REMAIN UTILITY LEGEND DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITROUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY.
(3 EXISTING ADA RAP TO REMAN EXISTING HNOR CONTOUR PPV TS AndD BHE RINCE RS oL
(K) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL YO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.
(L) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EGUIPHENT TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED & PROI ONTOUR

'—-".———m PROPOSED MAJOR CONTOUR
() EXISTING MONUMENT TO REMAIN

r— — —— S—— PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
e PROPOSEDLOTLINE
(0) PROPOSED SIDEWALK e e ADIACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE

(N) EXISTING CURG AND GUTTER TOBE REMOVED

(P) EXISTING INLET TO REWAN — T T EASEMENTROUNDARYONE
EXISTING WATER LINE
() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARH TO REMAIN EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
(R) EXISTING STREET LIGHT TOREMAN - EXISTING STORK SEWER
(5) EXISTING INLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET . EXISTING UNDERGROUND GAS LINE
(F) EXSTING SIDEWALK T REMAN ; EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL
@ PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT ; EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE
EXISTING FIBER OFTIC LINE

(V) EXISTING EOGE OF CONCRETE TO REMAIN

STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (LESS THAN 12)
(W) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM

STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (GREATER THAN 12}

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

(]
14
O w
P (:E
(X) PROPOSED STAMPED CONCRETE MEDIAN TO MATCH EXISTING : SANITARY SEWER BY OTHERS o O E
(Y)) PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT WATERLINEBY OTHERS i g é
(Z) PROPOSED B-FTWIDE CONCRETE CROSSPAN PROPOSED WATER LINE zZ
- SEWER L <0
@) ProposoRPRA? D STORM SEWER (GREATER THAN 12) 04 0O A
PROPOSED ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY m o Z w
€0) EXISTING GUARDRALL TO REMAIN = O T} g é
uT: PROPOSED UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE zZ L w N O
-
" EXISTING WATER VALVE u =0 > O
UTILITY PLAN SCHEDULE = S0 <
& EXISTING MANHOLE O
EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC TO REMAIN - [0’ ;
(o] PROPOSED WATER METER LLI 4
(b) EXISTING GAS LINE TO REMAIN - PROPOSED WATER VALVE O =z 10} I ul
() EXISTING IRRIGATION LINE TO REMAIN v PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT o< > 9 4
(@) EXISTING WATER WA TO REMAN @ PROPOSED MANHOLE 0OZwWw I
@ UTIUTY PEDESTAL
(&) EXISTING TRAFFIC SKSNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATEG p PROPOSED ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
(1) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT TO % REMOVED AND RELOCATED =os PROPOSED INLET

PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET (SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)

# Date lssue/Description fnit.
() EXISTING STORM SEWER INLET TO REMAIN

A1 11715119 4TH INFRASTRUC. SUB.  ACJ.
2 01/24/2D STHINFRASTRUC.SUB. ACJ
3 02/20/20 6THINFRASTRUC. SUB. ACJ
4
5

() EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM TO REMAN
(1) EXISTING STREET LIGHT 70 REMAIN

BASIS OF BEARING

BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH UNE OF THE RORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND
25" AL STAMPED "PLS20752" IN A RANGE BOX FOR

(k) EXISTING INLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R INLET D3/03/2D 7TH INFRASTRUC. SU!

THE N 14 CORNER AND MONUMENTED ON THE EAST BY A 25" ALUMINUM CAP STAHPED 0X17120 FINAL STAMPED IN
(1) PROPOSED STORM SEWER (SEE STORM SEWER PLAN & PROFILES) "PLS12405" FOR THE NE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR $ 89°5601°E. —_—
() EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE TO REMAIN T T ——
(1) PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER (SEE SANITARY SEWER PLAN & PROFILES) BENCHMARK o -,
ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE NAVD 83 AND ARE DERIVED VIA GPS OBSERVATIONS FROM THE LIECA
(&) PROPOSED WATER LINE (SEF WATER PLAN) T o e ———
() EXISTING STORM SEWER TO REMAIN B —
() EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE LINE TO REMAN CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR e
1. ALL UTILITY LOCATIONS SHOWHN ARE BASED ON MAPS PROVIDED T T
® PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE AND MAST ARM BY THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY AND FIELD SURFACE B —
EXISTING 2NCH STORM SEWER TO REMAIN EVIDENGE AT THE TIME OF SURVEY AND 1S TO BE CONSIDERED AN _
@ exsrrozu SEWERTO APPROXIMATE LOCATION ONLY. IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S
@ PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOGATED TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPHMENT RESPONSIBILITY YO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF AL
UTLITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS
] (&) PROPOSED STREET LIGHT. 250-WATT HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM, 355 N HEIGHT, ORNOT, PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. REPORT ANY
DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
((¥) EXISTING STORM SEWER MANHOLE TO REMAIN
2. WHERE APROPOSED UTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTRITY, ITi5 Project No: EDI000018
(i) EXISTNG BOX CULVERT UNDER HIGHWAY 267 THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBHLITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE (oou shats DOlOW.
@ exsthosoxs . HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF SUCH EXISTING - Drawn By: RDG
EXISTING BOX CULVERT TO REW UTILITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING OR ALTERNATVE METHOD, Gl betere youcig P e
() EXISTING POWER POLE TOREMA B M TION T0 THE ENGINEER PRIOR 10 lecked By:
: : 13119
(2) EXSTING POWER POLE TO BE RELOCATED Date: o
EXISTING WATER METER TO REMAN HIGHWAY 287 SITE PLAN

EXISTING POWER POLE AND METER TO BE RECOCATED

(22) EXISTING INLET T0 BE REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH TYPE R NLET
(@) 40 UTILITY EASEMENT

EXISTING WATER LINE T0 BE REMOVED

@ PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET {BY OTHERS) R 1 . 9

PROPOSED STORM SEWER MANHOLE (BY OTHERS}

L.
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)
! .
I l . LANDIG EL=5260.80
7 STA16+5592,92.99 L
LANDING EL=5260.73
] ! ~
-
1 e . d
- STA18450.16,6967 L_J
o LANOING EL=6261.08 ¢
e L
STA15402.13, 3701
| - /‘ HE EL=526202 : v
o I - STAG4:2552, 031 L - STA 154022 i A
2 H SAVICUT ME EL=6262.74 SAWCUT NEELoBz6207
we— STA 1348083, 26,18 L
Zm m SAWCUT ME EL=5263.17 <
n 1 & STA 13047.45, 26103 L i ¥
[SE-) SAWCUT ME EL=528351
e
== b STA12+60.90, 9.0 L = - |
EXISTING FENCE MEEL=5263.97 w— " STAISH523, 1403 R
TOREMAIN i s —— — = - /Ig SAWCUT M EL=5253.55
U — — o STA 1540557, 2000 R
- oHE o e o SAWCUT ME EL=3263.73

i N
STA 1648479, 90.80'

STA0+83.29,3.24' L
‘sﬂwcm ME EL=5270.35

STA10+90.23, 446 L
SAWCUT ME EL=5266.98

STA 1440118, 20.00 R +00

R
SAWCUT ME E(=526%.49 ﬂ\g” . ?R/P:P A\’\OE R?

STA 1148519, 331" L

Khmlmnz./b, 140 L

SAWCUT ME EL=5262.41

ey

L3

.

h

e — 207300,

SISETE 15199

STA9+B1.89, 14.00' R
STA 10740112
EOA EL=5270.06

“0"5'”‘1‘08?00 o
: SIA 1144320, 2507 R

STA 108+63,10:
EOA EL=5285.11

= 88°0445°E 15097

) S e
/ lRrAin)

R STA 15+20.85, 8656 R

STA 13486.14, 5061 R

HWY 287

GRADING SCHEDULE

STA 11141318
= STA 112+66.55 STAISHTT.37, 116.0¢' R
I I EL=5283.88 . PC EL=5263.56 g STA 11342382
(4] HIDEL=526322 ’
STAISIE080, 00 e LetTss NC_sa 1612496, 15735 R
htlstars ROV SAWCUT ME EL=5260 89
B . A=087°2308"
s - STA 1841131, 15003 R
3 SAVGUT ME EL=526264
v 2
§ STA 1640047, 201.33 R
g SAWCUT ME EL=5260.88
R 3 SYA 1549852, 20088 R
; I T O-STAT13S
i : i ME EL=5263.81
LEREN R . {
ARAPAHOE ROAD GRADING PLAN: STA 9+50.00 TO STA 17+00.00
SCAE: 140
t
5275 ) 5276
G
] g E
Iz gfe
= A 5
270 e il &g ale o 5270
k / Bz %g glz [2 g% ngﬁ i 818 e gy 2
STA9481.39 e &% i 3 12 '\gg | 2l
ELEV=5270.17 it i s il 2 E ? i f%,%_,, 58 ]
B e G Ble Ble e &d o
T~ =
1,
5265 I e , | 5265
PROPOSED GRADE AT SOUTH _ STA=11426.32 T e _ b 225 i
EDGE OF ASPHALT BLEV=5265.47 PROPOSED GRADE = . e s >
" ATCENTERLINE STASI28469 —— —
i ELEV=5260.07 STA=1500975 _f ~——
ELEV=5263.60 —~
EXISTING GRADE
5260 ) - \ ATCENTER LINE ) 15260
9+50 10+00 11400 12+00 13+00 14+00 15+00 16+00 16+50

ARAPAHOE ROAD GRADING PROFILE: STA 9+50.00 TO STA 17+00.00

SCALE: 1°=4( HORIZ, 1°=4' VERT

Page 77 of 141

(1) PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
(2) PROPOSED 6" CURB ARD 2 GUTTER

(3) PROPOSED SIDEWALK

@ PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

(5) Pa0S0SED ASOHALT ML AND OVERLAY
(8) PROPOSED ADA RAMPS

@ PROPOBED GUARDRAIL

@ PROPOSED §' CURB AND F GUTTER

SCALE: 17=40°

KEY MAP

HOT TO SCALE

ROADWAY LEGEND

PROPERFY BOUNDARY LINE
PROPOSED LOT LINE

ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE

FIRE ACCESS EASEMENT

SIOEWALK EASEMENT

LANDSCAPE BUFFER

EXISTING TO REMAIN

PROPOSED FUTURE

PROPOSED HEAYY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENE
PROPOSED 2" ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY
PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

EXISTING MINOR CONTOUR
EXISTING MAIOR CONTOUR
e J7————  PROPOSED MINOR CONTOUR
e ((SH0 )———  PROPOSED HAIOR CONTOUR
© CATCH CURB AND GUTTER
® SPILL CURB AND GUTTER
7 ’

/
/ #5x 2 DOWELS @2 0.C.

7 DRILLEXIST,CONG T,
! EPOXY GROUT TYP,

EXISTING
644"
i CULVERT

/
EXISTING VNG VIALLS ;
7 TO 8E REMOVED “\/

___ HEADWALL PER CDOT
STO M-601-20

WING YALL AND FOOTING
PER COCT §T0 M-601-20

ENLARGEMENT-A: BOX CULVERT EXTENSION &

SCALE: =4

BASIS OF BEARING

BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND
HONUMENTED ON THE WEST 8Y A 2.5° ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED "FLS20752" I A RANGE BOX FOR
THE N 118 CORNER AND MONUMENTED ON THE EAST BY A 2.5 ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED
"PLS12405" FOR THE NE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR $ 89°5801 E.

BENCHMARK

ELEVATIONS SHO'WN ARE NAVD 88 AND ARE DERIVED VIA GPS QBSERVATIONS FROM THE LECA
SMARTHET RTK GPS NETWORK AND GEOID 128.

AUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR

C
1.

ALLUTHLITY LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE BASED ON MAPS PROVIDED
8Y THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY AND FIELD SURFACE
EVIDENCE AT THE TIME OF SURVEY AND 15 TQ' BE CONSIDERED AN
APPROYIMATE LOCATION OMLY, [T IS THE CONFRACTOR'S
RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL
UTILITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, WHETRER SHOWN ON THE PLANS
ORNOT, PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, REPORT ANY
DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

WHERE A PROPOSED UTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTLITY, ITIS
THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE

HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF SUCH EXISTING Koo ats Dolow,
UTRITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLIMG OR ALTERNATIVE METHOD, cb" Bbora you g

REPORT INFORMATION TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION,

Galloway

6162 S. Willow Drive, Suite 320
Greanood Villags, CO 80111
305.770.8884
GallowayUS.com

COPYRIGHT

THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY,
COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WiLL,
BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED,

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

# Date  Issue/Description init.
1 11819 4TH INFRASTRUG, SUB.  AGY.
2 5TH INFRASTRUC, SUB.  ACY
3 6TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. _ACY
4 7TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. _ACY
B 2]

FINAL STAMPED INF. SET

|

i

1

Projact No: EDI000018
Drawn By: RDG
Checked By: BSM
Date: 913119
ARAPAHOE ROAD GRADING

PLAN & PROFILE

R2.2




STA 18+3261,15.2¢0 L.
. SAWCUT ME EL=5260.78
STA 1745597, 1147 L
SAWCUT ME E1.=5261,66

STA 18+84.29,33.30' L
SAWCUT ME EL=5260.27

e

STA 19¢31.24,35.00 R

STA 2042627, 2583 L
SAWCUT ME EL=5257.88

STA12469.54,28.32' L.

SAWCUT ME EL=5250.28 \

STA 2049001, 21.72'
SAVCUT ME EL=5256.24

STA 2144597, 16.
SAWCUT ME

e
55,34

- SAFEWAY

w

=

-

3 x

STA 2342980, 685" 1. 3

it e b

e STA 22+00.29,6.87 L 2
g . SAYCUT ME EL=6254.76

STA22424.90,87T L
SAWCUT ME EL=6254 87

STA2313.37, 4600 R /
STA204987.813K L2 AL
FLEL=525465 )

STA205+22.29
FLEL=5264.91

STA 24+00
STA25+71.17

STA23+41.85, 45,00 R

Ny —
SEE SHEET R2.4

!

GRADING SCHEDULE

(1) PROPOSED HEAVY DLTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
@ PROPOSED 6 CURB AND 2 GUTTER

(3) PROPOSED SIDEWALK

(£) PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

@ PROPOSED ASPHALT MiLL AND OVERLAY
(6) PROPOSED ADA RAMPS

(7)) PROPOSED GUARDRAIL

PROPOSED 6* CURS AND 1 GUTTER

s e KEY MAP
e R T — R
ST = N |
. - = . ;, ™
Z = ' ! SEE ENARGEMENT.C | //
el THIS SHEET -
e 1 | ! I‘ B GRADING LEGEND ROADWAY LEGEND
. STA19481,70,3500 R Y EXISTING OUR _— PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
: i B REL w0 ' . EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR oo PROPDSEDLOTUNE
STA16417.46,3147 Ri= 7~ : l ) {3 PROPOSED MINOR CONTOUR m—— me— o~ —— ———  ADIACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
A 200400.00 m PR 0 MAJOR CONTOUR —_— — e EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE
( FLEL =5260, v / () opose - —— = = FIREACCESSEASEMENT
¢ . ¢ l / © CATCH CURB AKD GUTTER . L SIDEWALK EASEMENT
SEE ENLARGEMENTS i ; ® SPILL CURB AND GUTTER - em e e LANDSCAPEBUFFER
| THIS SHEEY N ! / EXISTING TO REMAIN
B { . ] ! [ S PROPOSED FUTURE
N / i i h N
E weszeek 4 ‘ PN ' PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT
— . ; —— e T IR - [ — - — — PROPOSED 2" ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY
I " | 4 PROPQSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT
i ' =
[ Lo ; f - l_ 4
: : § STA21485.82, 3663 R
| i ¢ Al f i f v fen — | k P STA203466.86.
FL EL =5254.52
ARAPAHOE ROAD GRADING PLAN: STA 17+00.00 TO STA 24+00.00
SCALE: <40
5270 5270 Szt
@ FLEL 2625560
g8
5265 ¥|i§ - 5265
% H B 22
Bl H | i i
s EING S| g5
- 5| £la i 7
- g g g3
Bls g8 8z o g § §
5260 Y b 24 §§ 83 88 S8 H 5260
- 53 Hla Sl g g -8 Sl%- X A
\\_\7\\‘ Sy 56, Eﬁ ﬁ‘ﬁ'; & Yl Gla
/ - ——— - ! Bl et % uo" {7153
PROPOSED SOUTH -
FLOW/ LINE / =
EXISTING GRADE _,
AT CERTER UNE PROPOSED GRADE
| 5255 AT GENTER LINE
ENLARGEMENT-C
SCALE T=10
5250] b | I ke - 5250
e .
17400 18+00 19+00 20+00 21+00 22+00 23+00 24+00 24+50 o
i
[a
ARAPAHOE ROAD GRADING PROFILE: STA 17+00.00 TO STA 24+00.00 4 i a4
SCALE: 1°=40 ORLZ, §"=4' VERT : v(
P
I
1
5270 5270 ‘ 4! ,
i 4
<
HP STAZ00+91.3
HP ELEV:5260.69 4 1086155,
PVISTA201+41.35 16
PYIELEV52592 YL
5265 - K687 5265 @
218 IVCHDOB) T T T e I ] e ] 98 ? :
g g L4 TOS 61,76
S|E B2 8 i
HE] {1 2 BR61.56 N 108
FI gl ) 62,02
4 & S A s BASIS OF BEARING
5260 e~ \[\ . ATCENTERUNE | . 5260 " BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND
=\ 2 | AL G K A
-~ & z v 13
e RN ] g 3 3 3 % § 8 ae & “ - PLS12405" FOR THE NE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR S 60°580%"E.
— kS
~1-gl% ol % 2
G|d Fg~— 8 % g 5
i i S e Ba BENCHMARK
“ » S\ g E M_RG_EM ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE NAVD 83 AND ARE DERIVED V1A GPS OBSERVATIONS FROM THE LIECA
1 13 P 143% n
5255 ]\M 65 ~ " e . 5955 SCALE: 9710 SMARTNET RTK GPS NETWORK AND GEOID 128,
. orsc03 e 9.
PROPOSED SOUTH _
Rowtie . ® CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR
By iy
g8 s 1. ALLUTILITY LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE BASED ON MAPS PROVIDED
8% &g g% BY THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPARY AND FIELD SURFACE
P E g b3 E g EVIDENGE AT THE TIME OF SURVEY AND IS TO BE CONSIDERED AN
4 @ VIS THE
2 2| RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL
5250 Ble 5250 UTILITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS
T s e ORNOT, PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. REPORT ANY
199+50 200+00 201+00 202+00 203+00 204+00 205+00 206+00  206+35 DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION,

ARAPAHOE ROAD SOUTH FLOW LINE PROFILE: STA 20+00.00 TO STA 25+71.17

SCALE: 17240 HORIZ, 1*=4’ VERT

WHERE A PROPOSED UTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTILITY, ITiS
THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE
HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF SUCH EXISTING
UTIITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING OR ALTERNATIVE METHOD.
REPORT INFORMATION TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION,

Knowwhats below,
Call baiora yudy.

Galloway

6162 S. Willow Drive, Suite 320
Gresnwood Village, CO 80111
303.770.8884
GallowayUS.com

3117/2020¥,
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COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL
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NINE MILE CORNER

# Date  lssue/ Description
11/15/19 4TH INFRASTRUC. SUB.
01/24/20 5TH INFRASTRUC, SUB,

RA
2
3 0220120 6THINFRASTRUC, SUI
4
5

03/03/20 7TH INFRASTRUC. SUB.
03117120

FINAL STAMPED INF. SE

I

Project No: EDi000018
RDG
BSM

9/3/19
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Date:
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EXISTING
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s 7f 28 T 1w i 7.5
THRUTANE EFTTURN | THRULANE | THRULANE
}'B } (WEST) LANE (EAST) (EAST)
- SOLID s OURLE Pkl
SHOULDER t
LANE LINE
I L
GRAVEL SHOULDER crveLsnowom T ~
EXISTING TYPICAL SECITION AT MONUMENTS WEST OF HWY 287
HOT TO SCALE
CEXISTING
< BONUMEN
s
PAVED SHOULDER 28 PAVED SHOULDER
s, i -
RIGHT TURN
LaNE
GUARD
RAIL(TYP)

GRAVEL
SHOULDER

SHOULDER
JANF I INE.

PROPO3ED CURD AHD GUTTCR -

L

GRAVEL SHOULDER

TION AT MONUMENTS WEST OF HWY 287

PROPOSED TYPICAL S

NOT YO SCALE

8 PCC CONCRETE PAVEMENT WITH

CAP SEAL TO BE APPLIED TO ADIACENT SR SRCENENS PER GEOTEGH

S5 HOTMUASPMALT ... £XISTING ASPHALT ROAD SURFACE

TRIRRRRERERURL LR,

HEAVY DUTY CONCRETE PAVING

HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVING

PAVEMENT SECTION DETAILS

NOT TOSCALE

CONTRACTOR SHALL REFERENCE GEOTECHNICAL REPQRT BY CHL THOMPSON, INC.. FOR
PAVEMENT DESIGN AND SOIL PREPARATION REQUIRENENTS.

SIMCIRC - SCARIFIED, MOISTURE CONDITIONED, RECOMPACTED

s
2

16
THRU LANE
(EASTY

EXISTING
SICEWALX.

EXISTING
LANDSCAP;

COUBLE
YELLOW

SOLID LANE LING

PAVED SHOULDER

EXISTING CURG —”
AND GUTTER

EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION EAST OF HWY 287

NOT TO SCALE

A5 AT VARIES . w I " i 6 1 "o
’E] RIGH? 1URN BRE | TWRULARE | THRULANE | LEFTTURN | LEFTTURN | RAICO | THRULARE |  THRULAME | BME
EE §§ LANE UWE | (WEST) (EST) ci LAKE MEDIAH (€ASTH (EAST) | UANE
faw
5812 % SOLID TURN

@ SOLIDBIKE | /= SKIPLANE SOLID BIKE
SOLID BIKE LINE LANE UINE LANE LINE

LANE LitE

LANE UNE

EXISTING CURR ~
AMD GUTTER

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION EAST OF HWY 287

HOT TO SCALE

Page 79 of 141

PROPOSED CURS
AND GHTTFR

48 VARES 10 10 10 W A8
EXISTNG THRULANE | THRULANE | LEFT TURN THRULANE
LANDSCAPE {WEST) (WEST) LE (EAST)

DOUBLE
YELLOW
LANE UNE

£~ SKIPLANE SOLID LANE LINE

~ SOLID TURN |

LANE LINE. PAVED SHOULDER

—— e
EXISHNG CURY -~

moswR - EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION AT RESIDENTAL
NOT T0 SCALE
25 25
48 VARIES 5 1 an ‘ pIN 1" . i 5 [ & | 4
E] EXISTIG BIKE |~ THRULANE | THRULANE | LEFTTURN | THRULANE | THRULANE | BIKE [ [PROPOSED [PROPOSED |
é % LANDSCAPE LAHE | (WEID (9EST) LaHE (asn (CAST) | LAME | | LANSCAPE | SIDEWALK
ng OOUBLE SOLID BIKE

LANE LiNE
SKIP LANE

SOLID BIKE
_— LANE LINE

YELLOW

SOL
LANE LINE 1D TuRH

LANE LIE

EXISTING CURS
AND GUTIER

PROPOSEDCURE
AN GU3 (ER

PROPQOSED TYPICAL SECTION AT RESIDENTIAL

NOT TO SCALE

Galloway

8182 8, Willow Drive, Sulta 220
Gravmavod ViBags, COBO111
303.770.8654
QatiowaylU3.com
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COPYRIGHT

THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY. AND MAY NOT BE OUPLICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WiTHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY.
COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL
BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

# Date Issue / Description Init.
11115119 4TH INFRASTRUG. SUB.  ACJ.
2 01/24/20 5THINFRASTRUC. SUB.  ACJ.
8 02120120 6THINFRASTRUC.SUB. AC
4 030320 7TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. ACJS
5
3

ACS
03/05/20 BIDSETAOM.1___ ACJ
03/17/20 BID SETADM. 2 AGJ
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Drawn By: RDG
Checked By: B5M
Dato: 9319
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SECTIONS
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UTILITY LEGEND

PRDPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

BASIS OF BEARING

BEARINGS ARE BASED ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 34 AND

THE WEST BY A 25 ALL SYAMPED"PLS29752" IN A RANGE BOX FOR
THEN 14 CORNER AND MONUMENTED ON THE EAST BY A 2.5 ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED
“PL512405" FOR THE RE CORNER AND IS ASSUMED TO BEAR § 89°5801° €,

BENCHMARK

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE NAVD 68 AND ARE DERIVED V1A GPS OBSERVATIONS FROM THE LIECA
SMARTNET RTK GPS NETWORK AND GEOID 128,

mO>U§>< _lmOmZO EXISTING MINOR CONTOUR
e—— e — PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
——— e e i, PROPOSED LOT LINE oy
llllll ADIACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE u = cONTouR
e EASEMENT BOUNDARY LINE
F FIRE ACCESS EASEMENT s — e e PROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
,,,,,, e SIDEWALKEASEMENT e e PROPOSEDLOTLINE
S Y e p— ADUACENT FROPERTY BOUNDARY LINE
EXISTING O REMAIN T T e EASEMENT BOUNDARY LNE
PROPOSED FUTURE EXISTING WATER LG
PROPOSED NEW EXISTING SANITARY SEWER
PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT EXISTING STORM SEWER
PRDPOSED 2" ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY EXISTING UNDERGROUND GAS LINE

EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAL
EXISTING UNDERGROUND TELEFHONE
EXISTING FIBER OPTIC LINE

STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (LESS THAN 12')
STORM SEWER BY OTHERS (GREATER THAN 12')
SANTARY SEWER BY OTHERS

'WATER LINE BY OTHERS

PROPOSED WATER LINE P

PROJ SEWER P

ORM SEWWER (GREATER THAN 12°)

CAUTION - NOTICE TO CONTRACTOR

1. ALLUTILITY LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE BASED ON MAPS PROVIDED o
BY THE APPROPRIATE UTILIFY COMPANY AND FIELD SURFACE

i PROPOSED TELEPHONE
EVIDENCE AT THE TIHE OF SURVEY AND IS TO BE CONSIDERED AR
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OALY. IT 1S THE CONTRACTOR'S ¥ XY X——X—— PROPOSED GUARDRAIL
RESPONSIBILITY TO FIELD VERIFY THE FIELD LOCATION OF ALL x EXISTING WATER VALVE
UTILITIES, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, WHETHER SHOWN ON THE PLANS )
ORKOT, PRIOR Y0 CONSTRUCTION. REPORT ARY ] EXISTING MAKHOLE
TO THE ENGINEER PRIOR ® PROPOSED WATER METER
2. WHERE APROPOSED LTILITY CROSSES AN EXISTING UTILTY, ITIS - PROPOSED WATER VALVE
THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILTY TO FIELD VERIFY THE POSE! ORANT
HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATION OF SUCH EXISTING Yoor alt below. v PROPOSED FIRE HYt
UTILITY, EITHER THROUGH POTHOLING OR ALTERNATVE HETHOD, Gl betore you ag @ PROPOSED MANHOLE
REPORT iNFORMATION TO THE ENGINEER PRIORTO - a UTILITY FEDESTAL
CONSTRUCTION, o
P @ PROPOSED ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER
~ Mo .

SCALE: 1*=20

HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD INTERSECTION PLAN

SCALE: 1's20'

GAS LINE OU/

J

97+00

RS e U—

P g ;;@./«.». [

SIGNAGE & STRIPING SCHEDULE

(1) PROPOSED LEFT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

(2) PROPOSED 4" WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

(3) PROPOSED & WIDE SOLID LINE, WHITE

@ PROPOSED 4" WIDE SKIP LANE LINE, WHITE

(5) PROPOSED 4° WIDE DOYTED EXTENTION LINE, WHITE
(&) PROPOSED 24" WIDE STOP BAR, WHITE

(7) PROPOSED CROSSWALK STRIPING PER M.LT.C.D., WHITE

(2) PROPOSED 4' DOUBLE SOLID YELLOWLIES

() EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO REMA

e EXISTING PAVEMENT MARKING TO BE REMOVED
(11) PROPOSED "ONLY" TEXT, WHITE

(12) PROPOSED *STO" SIGH

(33) PROPOSED "ONE WAY" SIGN

(1) PROPOSED 4" WIDE SOLIDLINE, YELLOW

(i5) PROPOSED & WIDE DOYTED EXTENSION LINE, WHITE
e PROPQSED RIGHT TURN SYMBOL, WHITE

(i) EXISTING 'STOP" SIGN TO REMAIN

(18) PROPOSED "RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT'SIGN

e PROPOSED BUS STOP SIGN. BUS STOP LOCATION TO BE COFIRMED WITHRTD

(20) PROPOSED BIKE LANE SYMBOL, WHITE
(21) PROPOSED ARROW SYMBOL, WHITE
(32) EXISTING SIGKTO REMAN

(Z3) EXISTING SIGN T0 BE RELOCATED

UTILITY PLAN SCHEDULE

@ EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC TO REMAN
@ EXISTING GAS {INE TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING IRRIGATION LINE TO REMAIN

@ EXISTING WATER MAIN TO REMAIN

(&) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND
RELOCATED

@ EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL EQUIPMENT TO BE
REMOVED AND RELOCATED

@ PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET (SEE STORM
SEWER PLAN & PROFILES)

() EXISTING STORM SEWER INLET TO REMAN

(1) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGRAL POLE AND MAST ARM
TOREMAN

(1)) EXISTING STREET LIGHT TOREMAIN

() EXSTING INLET TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED
WITH TYPE RINLET

(1) PROPOSED STORM SEWER (SEE STORMSEWER
PLAN & PROFILES)

(1) EXISTING SANITARY MANHOLE TO REMAIN

(1) PROPOSEC SANITARY SEWER (SEE SANITARY
SEWER PLAN 8 PROFILES)

() PROPOSED WATER LINE (SEE WATER PLAN)
(©) EXISTING STORM SEWER T0 REMAIN

(3) EXSTING UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE LINE TO
REMAN

(1) PROPOSED TRAFFIG SIGNAL FOLE AND MAST ARM
(5) EXISTING 24INCH STORM SEWER TO REUAN

(1) PROPOSED LOCATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC
SIGNAL EQUIPMENT

@ PROPOSED STREET LIGHT, 2650-WATT HIGH
PRESSURE SODIUM, 35T iN HEIGHT,

(1) EXISTING STORM SEWER MANHOLE TO REMAIN
(i) PROPOSED BOX GULVERT EXTENSION

() EXISTING BOX CULVERT TO REHAIN

(1) EXISTING PONER POLE TO REMAN

(2) EXSTING POWER POLE TO BE RELOCATED
(@) EXISTING WATER METER TO REMAN

(Bb) EXISTING POWER POLE AND METER T0 BE
RELOCATED

(=) EXISTING BILET 70 BE REMOVED AND REPLACED
WITR TYPE R INLET

() 40'UTIITY EASEMENT

(E) EXISTING WATERLINE T0 BE REMOVED

() PROPOSED STORM SEWER INLET (BY OTHERS)
(@) PROPOSED STORM SEWER MANHOLE (8Y OTHERS)

PAVING PLAN SCHEDULE

(R) PROPOSED 6 CURB AND Z GUTTER

() PropoSED SAWCUT

() PROPOSED ASPHALT PAVEMENT

() PROPOSED ADARAP

(E) PROPOSED EDGE OF CONGRETE

@ EXISTING ROADWAY PAVEMENT TO REMAIN

() EXSTING CURB AND GUTTER TO REMAN

(H) EXSTING EDGE OF ASPHALT TO REMAIN

(3) EXISTING ADA RAMP TO REMAI

(K) EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED
© exsme 1GNAL EQUIPHENT TO BE REMOVED
(M) EXISTING MONUMENT TO REMAIN

() EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER TO BE REMOVED

@ PROPOSED SIDEWALK

(P) EXISTING INLET TO REMAIN

(@) EXISTIHG TRAFFIC SIGHAL POLE AD MAST ARM TO REMAN
@ EXISTING STREET LIGKT TO REMAIN

(5) EXISTINGINLET 70 BE REMOVED AND REPLAGED WITH TYPE R INLET
(T) EXISTING SIDEWALK T0 REMAIN

(U) PROPOSED GONCRETE PAVEMENT

(¥) EXISTING EOGE OF CONCRETE TO REMAIN

(W) PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGHAL POLE AD MAST ARM

(X) PROPOSED STAMPED CONCRETE MEDIAN TO MATCH EXISTING
(¥) PROPOSED LOGATION OF RELOCATED TRAFFIC SIGHAL EQUIPMENT
(Z) PROPOSED BT WIDE CONCRETE CROSSPAN

() PROPOSED RIP RAP

@ PROPOSED ASPHALT MILL AND OVERLAY

(€0) PROPOSED CDOT GUARDRALL

(©0) PROPOSED RAILING

(E) EXSTING FENCE TO REMAN

(FF) EXISTING FENCE TO BE REMOVED

(69) EXISTING TELEPHONE VAULT TO REMAIN

@ EXASTING TELEPHONE VAULT TO BE RELOCATED

(1) EXISTING TELEPHONE CABINET TOBE RELOCATED

(35) EXISTING TELEPHONE MANHOLE TO REMAIN

&) prol TRIAN EASEMENT (" BEHIND SIDEWALK}
(D) PROPOSED 6" CURB AND 1" GUTTER
(94 PROPOSED ISLAND SEEDED WITH NATIVE GRASS MX

(D) ONCRETE

Galloway

8162 S. Wilkow Drive, Suite 320
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
303.770.8884
GallowayUS.con

Evergreen

x

COPYRIGHT

THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
‘GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY,
COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL
BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

# Date  issue/Description [nit,
1. 111518 4THINFRASTRUG. SUB. _ACJ
2 01724120 STHINFRASTRUC, SUB. ACJ
3 0212020 6TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. ACJ
4
s

03/03/20 7TH INFRASTRUC, SUB, _ACJ
03/17/20 FINAL STAMPED INF, SET  BSM

Project No: EDI000018
Orawn By: RDG
Checked By: BSM
Date: 97311
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE

ROAD INTERSECTION PLAN
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8162 S. Willow Drive, Suita 320
Greenwood Villags, CO 80111
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WORD AND SYMBOL NOTES

LETTER SPaCHiG ShAcL B B DICHES EXCERT FOR THE
ETTER "N WAICH 1S 6 1K

WSE T NG WERD
LANES AT ISTALED.

FOR THE FOLLDWING M, X, B S DUAHSIONS PAY:

H = 4 WORDS
SIKE - 5.5 SGFT. LKE - 50 SQFT,
GRLY - 6.0 SOFT. XIHG - 5.0 SQFT.
H_=_B'WORDS
STOP - 239 OFT. KS - 200 SOFT.
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6162 S. Willow Drive, Suile 320
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
303,770.8884
GallowayUS.com
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COPYRIGHT

THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF
SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF
GALLOWAY, AND MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT
THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF GALLOWAY.
COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WiLL
BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION

DOCUMENTS
HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.

EVERGREEN DEVCO INC
ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER

# Date  iIssue / Description Init.
1. 1171549 4TH INFRASTRUC. SUB.  ACJ
M 01124720 5TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. m
3 02/20/20 8TH INFRASTRUC. SUB. ACY
4 03/03720 7TH INFRASTRUC, SUB.  ACJ
5 0317720 FINAL STAMPED INF.SET  BSM
Projct No EDI000018
Orawn By: RDG
Checked By: BSM
Date: 9319
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STA 13480.18,24.00' R
PC EL=5284.69

EXISTING HONUMENT TO
REMAIN, COORD, W/ BOULOER
COUNTY OX PROTECTION FRIOR
0O CONSTRUCTION.

S§TA14+23.75, .50 R
GUARDRAIL

. EXISTING UTidTY
POLE TO REMAIN

Z

=¥

—t

STA15400.75,24.00 R
PTEL=5263.80

__STA 150490, 2650 R
GUARDRAIL
\_PROPOSEDTYPE S
W.BEAM GUARDRAIL

EXISTING MONUMENT TO
REMAIN, COORD. W/ BOULDER
COUNTY ON PROTECTION
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

_PROPOSED TYPE 3
Vi-BEAM GUARDRAL STA15100.96, 5819 R
U

JGUMDM L
Krmeonk-

PROPOSEQ 6" CURS
ANG Z GUTTER

_EXISTING TELEPHONE
VAULT TO REMAIN

EXISTING TELEPHONE

/ MANHOLE TO REMAIN

PROPOSED 6" CURR

/ ANDZ GUTTER STAIS4613, 7769 R
[2

C EL:ﬁmaa’\

0.38%
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STA15+80.65,87.8¢ R

PT £L=5263.83

TR
STA1651869, 30.96" R
TREL=5263.15

g

TOS:83.30,

STA16+38.13,53.30' R
EL=5263.35

108 6345

PROPOSED 6 CURB

AND 2 GUTTER \

STA 1645140, 2769 R
PTEL=526255

& —
M e S v

x
| PROMOGED TRAFFIC EICNAL &
.

PULE ANU MAS [ ARM

PROPOSED TRAFFIC

3
SioNALEQUIMENT  *

D
.
L)
s
STA 1644499, 5493 R :
.
»

BREL=6262.86
;.
.
.
.
SAWNCUT

UIKE (TYP.)

233

HIGHWAY 287

25y

STA 16+24.06, 14385 R
PTEL=5263.61
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HIGHWAY 287 & ARAPAHOE RD.
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ERIE, COLORADO

NINE MILE CORNER
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Date  lssue/ Description tnit.
11115119 4TH INFRASTRUC. SUB.  ACJ.
01/24720 STH INFRASTRUC. SUB, _AGJ.
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03/%20 7TH INFRASTRUC.SUB. ACJ
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: N L l
’ R ARAPAHOE RIDGE FILING NO. 3 | ] /

/\ GRASS-LINED CHANNEL (EXIST.)

REACH B8P 20 (Okson) 4, |
/ I PRINCE TRIBUTARY-REACH 6{0SP) |
— === = COMBINATION INLETS

{EXIST}

8

Gailoway

Planning. Architecture. Engineering.

6162 S Willow Drive, Suile 320, Greenwood Village, CO 80115
303.770.8884 O

www.gallowayUs.com

ORI ety oty b A Resr

ARAPAHOE RIDGE FILING NO. 4 I

‘ AREA INLET (EXISY.) TOBE \
I l REPLACEOWITH 5 CDOT + V4
STORM DRAN TVPE R CURB INLET, -1 \\ /k BN

CONNECT NEW INLET TO — ARAPAHOE RIDGE FILING NO. 2 PROPOSED

- EXIST. STORM DRAIN

PROPOSED
STORM SEWER

RIES, DEPRESSED,

INLET I SEf .
' 16° INCLINATION |

. FILL GAP IN BERW (PROP) - " eroroseo W
e 5 PROJECT BOUNDARY {1\
rOECTEONDARY)

= ‘

{2)X3°ROP (EXIST)

' Pkopdgr.n - STORM SEWER .Jklu h
piEDE = = S =1 W\ < DETENTION POND I |/¥ [
STORSENER PROPOSED T RS ~ RELEASE RATE: £125 s INLET EXIST.) d COPYRIGHT
P, RELEAE RO POND 2 sl * STORM SEWER - % | STORMSEVER ] THESE PLANS ARE AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE AND ARE THE PROPERTY OF GALLOWAY, AND
TE: £26.4 ofs 71T 3, OUTFALL P A ; . MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED, DISCLOSED, OR REPRODUCED WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF
|5 s ; # | THE ARCHITECT. COPYRIGHTS AND INFRINGEMENTS WILL BE ENFORCED AND PROSECUTED.
, | 13
i | | 5l
. S ; 3 [ ! l
, L 2 Rep(ExsTy s | Z j o ! |
=5250.94 N o ./ MULTI-FAMILY PROJECT =l | ! l LEGEND
Wy e ] AREA: £14.7 ACRES : l -
ROPOSED ROADSICE ()] Ple » ey e e e
< swae , -7 ) 1 l ' PROPOSED MAJOR CONTOUR
g MMERCIAL PROJECT - PROPOSED HINOR CONTOUR
EA: $32.5 ACRES l 1 ‘ EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR
< EXISTING MINOR CONTOUR
ﬂ -7 ' l | EXISTING STORM SEWER
PROPOSED STORM SEWER
] | I PROPOSED STORM INLET
S o PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
oS i S = - SOUTH BOULDER = I | ' FUTURE RIGHT-OF-WAY
SN i, PROPOSED CONNECTION TO CANYON DiTCH (E)fls'.) ' PROPOSED LOTLINE
(| RE-AUGNED SOUTH BOULDER ; iy - | l | FUTURE LOTUNE
~ CANYON DITCH 3 PROPOSED 3
' - \ \ - STORM SEWER * I EASEMENT LINE
p L e - < \. OUTFALL - _I
y ~ PROPOSED ROADSIDE _ 2 el —— e —— e —
ALE = - .
R , T I || DRAINAGE SYMBOLS:
~ - 17 l | l SUBBASINID
PROPOSED 7 X4 5\ |
. BOX CULVERT % | m
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT (N N, '
(FUTURE) ~ : | ] 98
3 l jacres
‘SOUTH BOULDER ! 5-YEAR RUNOFF COEFFICIENT
SUBBASIN AREA
CANYON DITCH (EXIST) ‘ | 100-YEAR RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (ACRES}
- l
A : : B : |
i ; \, RE-ALIGNED SOUTH | l
7. ="/~ 7 BOULDER CANYON DITCH co DESIGN POINT
H / S MRCPIROP) e e e e N e S e LR
e EENEBEENEERE  0SFSWMMSUBBASINBOUNDARY
£X e D - ¥ PROJECT SPECIFIC SUBBASIN
2 . & > ISRENNASEBNNNEDER
EX. 16" RCP 2 D BOUNDARY
EX. QUTLET STRUCTURE " ves Z z g
R(# /¢ .- EXISTIRG OETENTION POND

S 1C£S PER ACRE RELEASE RATE (ASSUMED)

= 4BCFS PEAK 100-YEAR RELEASE J_ g_l_ —1 _l_ I_ _L _l_
7NN G Lg LuC

Eﬁll.svrér‘l‘cisromun\w‘/\/ N7 — —-; —] (_ —— _}
|
|
|

‘/\/' OVERLAND £LOW DIRECTION
{LE., LANDSCAPING)

DIRECT FLOW DIRECTION - FUTURE
(LE. PAVEMENT, CURB AND
GUTTER)

NOTES:
@ DETENTION POND FOOTPRINT {PROPOSED CONDITION) 100-YEAR

‘tgt T s <
N ‘B o )
EX AREAINLET -

Y ﬁl- ! Sumosmm

EXISTING STORM DRAIN
CULVERT (SIZE UNKNOWN)

Project No:

Sy ::: 05/17/2017

Checked By:

____________________________ NINE MILE CORNER

FINAL DRAINAGE PLAN - Inset from Figure B-6 ERIE, COLORADO

Town of Erie Outfall Systems Plan (West ofCoal Creek) N. 107th Street and Arapahoe Road
NINE MILE CORNER | ERIE, CO RESPEC Consulting & Services, January 2014
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The Future of the Pillars at Nine Mile Corner
Lafayette YMCA - April 12, 2022
Panelists
Bill Meyer — Boulder Rotary Club
Jason Marmor — Colorado Department of Transportation
Denise Grimm — Boulder County

For more information, see 9milecornerpillars.com.

Evaluating the Desirability of Pillar Alternatives

Location — The original monument was intentionally located at the “entrance” to
the City of Boulder

- How important is this location?
- Is the alternative location comparable or otherwise acceptable?

Function — The original monument was intended to flank Arapahoe Road and
form a visual Gateway

- How important is it that the monument serve as a gateway?
- Will the alternative fulfill this function?

Purpose — The monument was intended to honor soldiers from Boulder County
who served in WWI

- Has the original location fulfilled that purpose?

- Will the alternative adequately fulfill this purpose?
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Evaluating the Feasibility of Pillar Alternatives
Ease of Site acquisition (purchase, donation, public space)
Ability to obtain Zoning/Permits

Ease of public access and safety (parking, bike or walking paths, conflicts with
traffic)

Vehicular safety

Permanency (likelihood of future redevelopment)

Responsibility for future maintenance

Potential for vandalism

Potential costs:
Repair/reconstruction of current location
Site acquisition costs at new location
Design costs

Site preparation costs at new location (surveying, grading, sidewalks,
entrances, parking, utilities)

Legal/administrative costs (site acquisition, permitting)
Restoration/relocation expenses
Amenities (signage, landscaping, lighting)
Funding
Current costs

Future Maintenance
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PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Demolish pillars

Leave pillars in place and:

a.
b.

C.

Do nothing
Restore and maintain

Restore, maintain, and enhance with signage, etc.

Relocate pillars to flank US 287 south of Arapahoe

Relocate pillars to flank Arapahoe between current location and 95th Street

Relocate both pillars to single spot (i.e., not flanking a roadway) in the vicinity of the
current location

a.

b.

NE corner of Arapahoe and US 287 (Arapahoe Ridge)

Nine Mile Corner Development

Erie property immediately to the south (old Prince Reservoir No. 1)
Tebo Development

Silo Development

Intersection of Arapahoe and 95" St.

Lafayette YMCA

Intersection of Arapahoe and 111" St.

Relocate pillars to another spot away from current location

Flanking entrance to Legion Park

Flanking entrance to US 36 overlook
Flanking walkway or roadway on CU campus
Flanking entrance to Flagstaff Mountain Park
Entrance to an open space location

Boulder Mall

Infinite Walk of Peace (adjacent to Boulder Public Library)
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THE FUTURE OF THE GATEWAY PILLARS - WHERE WE ARE NOW
(April 18, 2022)

After the public forum on April 12, and the deluge of emails and posts that we received,
the issues are coming into sharper focus. Here is where we are at the moment:

Unanimity — It’s fair to say that the unanimous view of everyone who has offered an
opinion is that the pillars should be preserved in some form. Destruction and removal are not
options.

Consensus — While there is no consensus on some issues, several points of general
consensus have emerged:

1. The pillars should be located on a site where they will not again be subject to further
movement or disturbance.

2. Any relocation must be to a governmentally owned space because:
a. Ownership by a governmental entity is needed to provide perpetual maintenance.
b. The monument should not become identified as part of a commercial enterprise.

NOTE: While it has been suggested a private landowner might be persuaded to
donate/sell a small parcel to a governmental entity for the pillars, it seems extremely
unlikely that a governmental entity would take on the responsibility for a small
parcel that is not attached to a larger parcel owned by that entity.

3. Any solution should enhance the pillars’ visibility as a memorial.
4. The pillars should be moved in tandem; moving one pillar alone is not an option.

Preferences — Though perhaps not rising to the level of requirements, a few majority
preferences are apparent:

1. The pillars should be located at a site as near as possible to the current location. While
the builders’ original hope of using the Gateway to attract tourists to Boulder has long since
disappeared, the pillars over the decades have become a sentimental landmark for Boulder County
residents. If possible, a relocation site should recognize that sentiment and keep the pillars where
they will continue to be easily and routinely enjoyed by Boulder County residents.

2. If relocated, some semblance of a “gateway’” appearance should be maintained. The
pillars were never designed as a stand-alone monument, but instead were intended to be integrated
along with the canon park into the Road of Remembrance. While the Road of Remembrance
cannot now be recreated, any relocation should attempt to maintain some of that character.
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3. The pillars should have reasonable visibility for persons in vehicles passing by on a
nearby highway or street. While there has been discussion about providing for pedestrian access
to the pillars, the pillars’ original setting was not pedestrian friendly. Nor were the pillars designed
with features (e.g., sculptures, mosaics, dioramas) to attract close examination by foot traffic.
Instead, the Gateway was specifically designed to be viewed from passing vehicles; even the
signage (plaque, cornerstone) was located for viewing from a vehicle passing between the pillars.

Using these parameters, the list of potential alternatives can be narrowed, leaving the
following list (in order of distance from present location):

1. Leave the pillars in place, but repair and enhance. For some, keeping the pillars in
their current location remains paramount. If that option is chosen, the clear consensus is to repair
the pillars and find some way with signage to promote their history and memorial purpose.

2. Reconfigure the intersection to better protect and display the pillars. Several persons
argued that the intersection should be rebuilt, both to protect the pillars and improve traffic safety.

3. Erie property on the southwest corner of the intersection (old Prince Reservoir No. 2).
Within the parameters, but not discussed at the forum.

4. Proposed transit superstation on US 287. Though not discussed in depth at the public
forum, relocating the pillars to the proposed transit superstation on the west side of US 287 south
of the intersection fits within the parameters thus far identified.

5. Erie Lake. Not on the prior list, Erie Lake (located north of the intersection on the east
side of US 287) fits the parameters.

6. Future intersection of Arapahoe and Aspen Ridge Drive (entrance for Silo and Tebo
developments). Within the parameters, but not discussed at the forum.

7. Bullhead Gulch - Yarrow Park. Located on the north side of Arapahoe west of the
current location, these areas are owned by the City of Lafayette. Not previously discussed.

8. Forest Park. Small park owned by the City of Lafayette on the southeast corner of
Arapaho and 95,

9. Legion Park. County owned property west of 75" Street.
10. Davidson Mesa Scenic Overlook on US 36. CDOT-owned.

Assuming no more serious alternatives emerge, the next step is to start exploring the
feasibility of the various options. While we will be gathering information on all of the listed
alternatives, anyone with an interest in a particular location is encouraged to do their own research
and thinking, and offer a more detailed outline of a plan for that location.

Bill Meyer
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MESSAGES RECEIVED CONCERNING GATEWAY PILLARS
(April 11, 2022 as of 8:30 am)

From: Guy Higgins <guy1016@icloud.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 14, 2022 at 11:10 AM
Subject: 9 Mile Corner Memorial

| am a veteran of 30 years active duty in the US Navy. My father was also a 30-year vet, my
mother was a WWII Navy nurse, and my brother was a career Hospital Corpsman. Memorials to
our veterans are important to me. | attended the presentation at the Lafayette library on
Sunday the 13th. | very much appreciated it. | will be unable to attend the session on April
12th since | already have two conflicting meetings that evening.

That said, | think that preserving the memorial pillars should be a high priority for the city and
the community. Lafayette developed a Comprehensive Master Plan over the last two years,
and in that CMP are proposals for visually impactful “Gateways” to the city. | think that one of
those gateways should be park with the pillars moved from their current location (where | think
that they are being gradually destroyed by passing traffic) to a gateway park — a park that
could be themed as a memorial park for all those Americans who fought in our wars since
Lafayette was founded. The city cemetery is the resting place for some small number of those
veterans dating back to the Civil War.

I would be stunned if Arapahoe Road isn’t widened within the next decade. The traffic to and
from Boulder from the surrounding municipalities is increasing every year and | don’t see that
ending. Lafayette, Erie, Thornton, even Brighton are going to provide housing for people
working in Boulder, so improvements to the transportation in/out of Boulder will be
necessary. That means that Arapahoe will have to become four lanes - two in each direction,
and that means that the Arapahoe - 287 intersection is going to get a whole lot bigger,
endangering the pillars. Let’s bite the bullet now and move them out of any potential eight-
lane intersection (two travel and two turn lanes in each direction).

Very Respectfully,
Guy Higgins
CAPT, USN (Ret)
Lafayette, CO
714-276-3100
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mailto:guy1016@icloud.com

Date: Thu, Mar 24, 2022 at 3:53 PM
Subject: New submission on Collected Forms "Collected form: .et_pb_contact_form, .clearfix
To: <chad@tmcdigitalmedia.com>

Email:
kaystoakes@comcast.net

First Name:
Kay

Last Name:
Stoakes

Re: Nine Mile Corner Program. My mother, Virginia Ostrander was a 100-year resident of
Boulder County, 1918-2018. As children she would often tell us about various landmarks and
things unique to Boulder County. Because many family members were scattered around the
County we did a fare amount of riding most the country roads (by automobile). Anyway she
always said the Nine Mile Pillars were built by CCC during the 1930's as were many other
improvements....Flagstaff road barriers, theatre, picnic areas and shelters, Bluebell Canyon
shelter, Boulder Canyon Road barriers, among a few. She also told us the Nine Mile Corner
name was because from the pillar location is s 9 miles to Boulder, 9 miles to Longmont and 9
miles to Louisville. Questions, my land line 720-600-5193

Mel Haik <mel.haik@icloud.com>

April 10 11:09 AM
Please save those important, historic pillars. If they have to be moved to save them, then move
and reconstruct them on Arapaho to the west. If a WWI cannon can be acquired, please add

that armament. We must honor those who served and we must remember the sacrifices.

Thanks!

2
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Posted to Next Door as of 8:30 am on April 11

Debbie Sencenbaughe Old Hwy 52 and WC- 5

Promises were made at the time, by my recollection, that there would be *no problem* preserving
the pillars without relocating them. Government promises are easily broken. CDOT’s as well. I'm
jaded.

Mary Anne Hubblee Monarch Estates - Firestone

| remember the same discussions and promises. Although | thought they moved them? | wonder if
there is a way to research articles in the Daily Camera? Do you have any idea when the road changes
were made?

Ron Brotzmane Niwot

Don’t destroy them. They were bombed in 1966 by a bunch of radicals. The canons had to be
removed then They were never the same. They honor our WW1 vets. Keep the history. Who
designed this new road anyway. Boulder county commissioners must not have been interested in
what happened to them.

Jean Dayhoff e Brennan by the Lake
Everyone should attend or voice their opinion!!

Jackie Connor e Erie Commons
yes, attendance is needed. But, come armed with facts. Knowledge is power!

Dave Svoboda ® Longs Peak
To the contrary, most people don't care so much about facts as they do feelz.

Jackie Connor e Erie Commons

As Past Chairman of the Erie Historic Preservation Advisory Board, we did extensive research on
them. They do mark from their point to the City of Boulder. Thus, they are known as the Nine Mile
Markers. Tyler Carlson, who is the developer of Evergreen is willing to have them moved to the new
area where Lowe's is being built. He respects history and wants to see them preserved. They can be
moved by wrapping them. Feel free to contact me at: classyjackie93@gmail.com.

Suzanne Cotee Phillips/Owl/GR/Dawson

Thanks for letting us know. By wrapping them with what? Would it be miles of plastic, and /or
styrofoam, wood? | have seen this in a shop in action, as they had to ship their high end custom
cabinetry to home owners in Aspen and other hospitality places with endless wasteful resources. It
was jaw dropping! This would produce a byproduct of a mountain full of plastic waste. Never mind
the relocation program of the beautiful, well placed pillars. Road redesign and implementation for a
whole different feeling. It would be awful and consequential!

3
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https://nextdoor.com/profile/014H9HDdHK7ysNKyR/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/oldhwy52andwcr5--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/012TfSTkQ2Q2J5fkw/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/monarchestatesfirestone--Firestone--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/019GSS48Nk-WDqFpD/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/niwotco--Niwot--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01WP7XzkkFqwBRMBF/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/brennanbythelake--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/012jqrN5DNKW3HyFH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/longspeak--Longmont--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
mailto:classyjackie93@gmail.com
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01GDz6zWmrpCmZpyg/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/phillipsowlgrdawson--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name

Debbie Sencenbaughe Old Hwy 52 and WC- 5

A few years ago we attended a Frederick meeting about the illegal flagpole annex of parts of CR5. It
was contentious, with a large number of affected Weld residents attending wishing to speak.
Midway, the City Attorney, thinking his mike was off, which it wasn’t, advised the Mayor “by law we
have to let them speak, but we don’t have to listen to them” (quote not verbatim) Don’t have the
date but you can look up the meeting re: CR5 annexation. Don’t know if it made the record as we
were clearly not supposed to see it

Keri Beard e Erie Village
This is an area landmark and it would be a shame to lose it. 9 Mile is an eyesore and | wish they’'d
never built it.

Jackie Connore Erie Commons
Reply to Keri: Beard how sad.

Jackie Connore Erie Commons

Keri Beard the 9 Mile Pillars have never been Landmarked. This has to be done by the owner
requesting it through the Town/City or County to the local Historic Advisory Board/Comission. The
Erie Historic Preservation Advisory Board is trying to dig out the records for ownership.

Jackie Connor ¢ Erie Commons

the 9 Mile Pillars have never been Landmarked. This has to be done by the owner requesting it
through the Town/City or County to the local Historic Advisory Board/Comission. The Erie Historic
Preservation Advisory Board is trying to dig out the records for ownership.

Gloria Davis e John Breaux
| couldn't agree more Keri - thank you for standing up!!!

Suzanne Cote ¢ Phillips/Owl/GR/Dawson

Those pillars are an extraordinary piece of history, and a beautiful element! Why must we argue
about such obviously treasured things that developers want to complain about? They need to be
preserved!

Caroline Tyra e Erie Commons
The 'serious vehicular hazard' was not a thing before development at the corner. So what is the real
deal here?

Mary Anne Hubble ¢ Monarch Estates - Firestone

Reply to Caroline Tyra We've recently traveled through that intersection a couple times and, if
traveling the speed limit, | do not see why they would be an impediment to traffic. The traffic was
really heavy when we went through....I wonder if there is a hidden agenda like future plans to redo
the entire intersection?

4
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https://nextdoor.com/profile/014H9HDdHK7ysNKyR/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/oldhwy52andwcr5--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01GZpP6hntkQPKSkN/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/erievillagecolorado--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01bhW-7Fc89tcRKsB/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/johnbreaux--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01GDz6zWmrpCmZpyg/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/phillipsowlgrdawson--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01Kgmjbhkg-H3fFm8/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/012TfSTkQ2Q2J5fkw/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/monarchestatesfirestone--Firestone--CO/?source=neighborhood_name

Jackie Connor ¢ Erie Commons
Reply to Mary Ann Hubble. You nailed it! Future plans are to reconfigure the intersection.

Mary Anne Hubble ¢ Monarch Estates - Firestone
Sneaky aren’t they?!

Tiffany L. ® Longmont Estates East
Overcrowding destroying more history.

Jackie Connor e Erie Commons
Wait a minute! Have you been to Italy or Germany?

Sue Peterson e Gay St
My dad told me it used to have an arch.

Jackie Connor e Erie Commons
and a Cannon.

Will Holsclaw e Gunbarrel Estates
| believe they had to remove the arch when they moved them further apart several decades ago to
accommodate the wider roadway

Ronda Romero ¢ Indian Peaks South
| remember as a child the arch had green ivy (?) growing on it. We would drive under it as we went
to Boulder.

Gloria Davis ® John Breaux
yes it did, my brother-in-law's Grandfather helped build those arches!!

Lee Hazzard e Isabelle-Arapahoe
It’s not the pillars creating the vehicle hazard it’s the design of the merges and lane turns! Pillars
should remain in place! Enough destroying our history and preservation. Enough sprawl!

Gloria Davis ¢ John Breaux
hear hear Lee!!! Or maybe people could just be a little for respectful instead of thinking these roads
were built just strictly for them!!! Love one another!!

Randy/Deb Coffin e Arapahoe Ridge

The merge lanes are an insane way of managing traffic! The merge lanes on Arapahoe east and west
of US 287 are dangerous! | have been nearly hit a few times by drivers who appear not to check the
lane they are entering before merging! Who designs stuff like that and what is their design
rationale!?
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https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/012TfSTkQ2Q2J5fkw/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/monarchestatesfirestone--Firestone--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01BTRjjZHCGgY9J9-/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/longmontestateseast--Longmont--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/014X6yMSdYr32rHMR/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/gayst--Longmont--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01CdM8GKdF5RMrBMH/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01WsctfBf87mbrMnq/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/gunbarrelestates--Boulder--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01tSmPCn6DCshWJpc/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/indianpeakssouth--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01bhW-7Fc89tcRKsB/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/johnbreaux--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01h_5HkJWD9tRtR7D/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/isabellearapahoe--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01bhW-7Fc89tcRKsB/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/johnbreaux--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01zDXgw_WTsg-c8CF/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/arapahoeridgehoa--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name

Barbara Hansen e Blue Heron
agree. It's always a race to beat out cars in the other lane to get ahead. Same issue at 95th and
Baseline.

Jim MacDonald ¢ Kenosha Farm
It's way more important to be checking or talking on your cell phone than to be paying attention to
all the 3-4000 Ib. missiles all around you. Safety? WE don't need no stinking safety

Richard E. e Niwot
Cell phone addicted people have a death wish these days. Just try crossing the street doing that in
New York City. Road runner anyone?

christy gorringe * Niwot
dang there goes another iconic landmark. don't we love progress...speechless.

Rhonda Pollock e Countryside
Well said christy

Jim Wester ¢ East Weld
| hope they can safely relocate them. They are too close together for how busy the intersection is.

Molly Sabatino e Colliers Hill
I've always wondered about those pillars. Thank you for the history. | would be sad/mad if they were
destroyed.

Steven Dunbar e Indian Peaks North

Please read William Meyers historical summary on these pillars, link below.

While these were built to honor those that served in WW-1, make no mistake that is was commercial
and tourism interests that pushed their construction along from the outset- the same types of
interests that are developing the land around it now.

* The pillars were not maintained or cared for at all for a solid 50 year span from the 30's to the 80's.
* The north pillar was accidentally destroyed when attempting to move on a prior occasion to widen
the road, and was rebuilt where it sits today, sitting in brush and shrubs, so it already isn't "original".
Only the south pillar inside the pork chop traffic island is as built, in its original location.

* Legion park in east Boulder is tied loosely to the pillars as well. Maybe they should be relocated to
Legion Park.

* CDOT appears to not have followed the historical preservation rules on this, but in the long run,
that probably wouldn't have mattered- they would still have to move most likely given the immense
pressure from traffic and development.

The fact is the growth of the area demands they be removed one way or another. | hope they can be
moved safely to a prominent, meaningful location nearby or to Legion park, and that their original
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https://nextdoor.com/profile/01Cr7-C8ZhDSjkMrc/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/blueheronco--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01bhnmfdTjtYS_8Cs/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/kenoshafarm--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/0132YYgdYsDGKHC8q/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/niwotco--Niwot--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/015Y4n9R4p7xzM5XF/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/niwotco--Niwot--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01NKB-HG55TrFCcxB/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/countrysidelongmont--Frederick--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01WZ5d4ZCccWWd4hh/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eastweld--Longmont--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01kKhHc8sCHBLttf5/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/colliershill--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01S7nLT3ZWTJKrY6D/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/indianpeaksnorth--Lafayette--CO/?source=neighborhood_name

purpose of honoring veterans of WW!I can be better accomplished. As is and has been for a very long
time, the pillars are completely inaccessible and unable to serve this purpose.
https://boulderrotary.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Doc.-A-History-and-Current-Status-of-Nine-
Mile-Corner-Monument.pdf

Caroline Tyra ® Erie Commons
why should they be moved? Location is an important part of the history. Moving them to a park
dilutes their purpose as meaningful points on a map.

Robert Greenhalgh ¢ Dakota Ridge
I've always wondered what those were. They definitely should be saved!

Cary Teegarden ¢ South Near Rec Center

Keep the pillars where they are. Hire some engineers that know what they’re doing, we must stop
changing history. And while you’re at it you could re-restore the sign that used to be north of Iris
arch over the road saying welcome to Boulder coming in and you’re now leaving Boulder. They tore
that down years ago. They're ruining the historic icons of the city. | have family dating back to the
1800s | am fourth generation we now have six generation Boulder and these people that are moved
in here from the coast have changed Boulder drastically some for the goodAnd some not so good.

Sally Kaplan e Wildgrass
Totally agree. Landmarks and memorials are exactly that! Sally Kaplan

Donna Deffke ¢ SW Longmont Estates

My mother used to go by them when she traveled from Denver to Boulder to school at CU. The Nine
Mile Corner intersection was the only way to get to Boulder from Denver at the point in time. Most
the folks that remember that fact are long buried now.

Richard B., Country Fields
think they should remain where they are and be reconditioned.

Jenny Ott e Flatiron Meadows

Why would they propose moving the pillars now, after they recently did so much roadwork???
Nothing like build a road, ripping it out, and building it again. How many times can we do that in
Lafayette or Erie?! It’s seems there is a game to constantly throw money away through
roadwork around here.

John Putnins e Erie Village

hey are thinking about moving the pillars now because they forgot about them when they
planned the enlarged intersection. People don’t pay attention to details anymore.
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https://boulderrotary.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Doc.-A-History-and-Current-Status-of-Nine-Mile-Corner-Monument.pdf
https://boulderrotary.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Doc.-A-History-and-Current-Status-of-Nine-Mile-Corner-Monument.pdf
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01Kgmjbhkg-H3fFm8/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/eriecommons--Erie--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01gSwtqymG6gPFq5x/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/dakotaridge--Boulder--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01RpQPn92K8Qnhx7m/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/southnearreccenter--Longmont--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/01qPxBkNTkWwm_t4j/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/wildgrassco--Broomfield--CO/?source=neighborhood_name
https://nextdoor.com/profile/0132gqLmQLTx2tP89/?is=feed_commenter
https://nextdoor.com/neighborhood/swlongmontestates--Longmont--CO/?source=neighborhood_name

Jenny Ott e Flatiron Meadows
thanks for the information. Wow, that’s a pretty big oversight & 1 can’t imagine I'd have a job
if I had that BIG of oversight!

Don Parcher e Heritage Park
As | recall, there's a plaque that refers to the World War or the Great War, it being before
World War Il.

Richard B. ¢ Country Fields
Look at prior post's, they explain all about the pillars

Don Parcher e Heritage Park
| just think it's interesting that it refers to "the World War" instead of "World War "
https://boulderrotary.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Plaque.jpg

John Rhinehart ¢ Longmont Estates East

| remember those pillars, seeing them for the first time when my husband and | were house-
hunting prior to relocating here. It seem it also had an arch across Arapahoe connecting both
pillars on either side of the road. | asked our realtor about them and she told me they were a
"war memorial."

Boni Bichler-Lagana ¢ Godding Hollow

There used to be canons there and my Grandpa would be the one that kept them polished. He
would take me with him when he went. He was a WWI disabled Vet. That area means a lot to
my family.

Paul Donaghey, Historic East Side
They should be relocated to an area of honor at any one of our county buildings or libraries. In a
new location they might actually be able to be viewed & appreciated.

Demi Prentiss ¢ E. South Boulder Rd.
Happy to hear about Boulder Rotary’s constructive involvement in mitigating a bad situation.
The presentation @ 9milecornerpillars.com is about 40 min long and worth the time.

Vic Hoerner e Niwot
It is so easy to tear history down. Lets try to honor the past.

Donna Caccamise ¢ Isabelle-Arapahoe

These pillars were compromised as part of recent development, which included some really
poor engineering in changing that corner. Where was the oversight? | live nearby and never got
a notice about any of these new developments on Arapahoe at and near that corner during
their planning stages. There is a host of snafus this development has precipitated that did not
get proper consideration during planning.
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Wes Nelson e East Weld
I've lived in this area for more than 50 years and never knew that there was an actual
significance to those towers. Thanks for the info.

Serin Silva e Orchard Creek
Well, the city council just wants to rip everything out so I’'m not surprised. Forget history, just
sell, rip and take out anything that has any meaning.

Kelly Keatley ¢ Orchard Grove

Yes Please Keep Our History Safe & Alivelus P.S. Loving Memories of Seeing the Lakes & Pillars
on our way going to Denver versus going on the Turnpike

Shirley Parry e Old Town

| will never understand why people find the need to destroy historical objects. The pillars world
be meaningless if relocated. Remember the beautiful huge cottonwoods that were torn down
on Arapahoe just to widened the road? Stop it already...

Francine Startup e Winding Trail

Yes! When | moved here to Lafayette in 1988 from The east cost Hudson Valley. Worked next to
Washington's headquarters .. | was amazed at the lack of historical interest here and things
have not changed! So sad.

Vickie Slade e Bullhead Gulch/Spring Creek

So sad to see all the commercial development at this intersection where there once was a lake.
Erie is literally adding developments everywhere, gobbling up land, adding rooftops and
exacerbating traffic issues. Lafayette seems to be trying to compete for tax dollars and adding
more and more commercial development along the 287 corridor. Stop it already!!
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3060 Walnut St. Denver, Colorado 80205
303-297-2004

FAX 303-296-2840
Www.brsrestores.com

Name / Address

Colorado Department Of Transportation
10601 10th Street
Greeley, CO 80634

Budget

Date Estimate #

4/11/2022 4977

Terms

Project

Pricing is Good for 30 days

Road of Remembrance Memorials

Item

Description

Qty Rate Total

Road of Remembrance Memorials

OPTION B Crane picking and moving stone pillars in complete sections.

Rebuilt Pillar - Disassemble each buttress wing wall, document salvaged stone as well as possible,
clean mortar debris from existing stone and palletize for relocation. Salvage precast elements for
molding and manufacturing matching replacements. To divide each pillar portion of the monument
into 3 sections by "slicing" horizontally and inserting steel channels sandwiched with through bolts
and install bracing at interior. Crane lift sections off and truck to new location. Off load for later
assembly. At new foundation, Install each stone pillar section and restore shoring damage and natural
weathering damage. Rebuild stone at buttress wing walls as per original design and install new precast
caps. Cut in and modify for three window glass panes that currently are not present.

Historic Original Pillar - Disassemble each buttress wing wall, document salvaged stone as well as
possible, clean mortar debris from existing stone and palletize for relocation. Salvage precast
elements for molding and manufacturing matching replacements. To divide each pillar portion of the
monument into 3 sections by "slicing" horizontally and inserting steel channels sandwiched with
through bolts and install bracing at interior. Remove stone and concrete top, salvage stone for
reinstallation. Crane lift sections off and truck to new location. Off load for later assembly. At new
foundation, Install each stone pillar section and restore shoring damage and natural weathering
damage. Rebuild stone at buttress wing walls as per original design and install new precast caps.

Concrete Foundation: excavate, form and pour new footers as required and new pad. Engineering
design is needed for firm pricing submittal.
To furnish 6 window glass panels matching the remaining glass pieces as close as possible.

Budget Pricing Includes: Equipment and labor, site bathroom facilities, electrical generator, water
tank, crane, forklift, truck hauling and all transportation.

Budget Pricing Excludes Prevailing Wage Rates and Certified payroll reporting, traffic control,
flaggers, removal of existing concrete footers and foundation.

421,455.00 421,455.00

27,337.00] 27,337.00

o]

230.00] 1,380.00

This is a budget based on the plans and specifications or an onsite visit directed by others. TOtaI

Pricing is valid for six months and after six months a review of the conditions should be
performed and re- evaluated.

$450,172.00
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3060 Walnut St. Denver, Colorado 80205
303-297-2004

FAX 303-296-2840
Www.brsrestores.com

Name / Address

Colorado Department Of Transportation
10601 10th Street
Greeley, CO 80634

Budget

Date

Estimate #

4/11/2022

4978

Terms

Project

Pricing is Good for 30 days

Road of Remembrance Memorials

Item

Description

Qty Rate

Total

Road of Remembrance Memorials

OPTION A

Total dismantle and reassemble all stone pillars.

Both Pillars - Prepare structures and pump out water. Erect scaffolding as needed to carefully remove
all stone elements of each pillar. Categorize, palletize and transport all stone to the new location.
Install salvaged stone as per original design. Replace the unsalvageable stone that is damaged during
the demolition process with close match new stone to match existing as close as possible, install with
the existing. Install new precast caps and install three windows at each pillar to match the original
design.

Concrete Foundation: excavate, form and pour new footers as required and new pad. Engineering
design is needed for firm pricing submittal.

To furnish 6 window glass panels matching the remaining glass pieces as close as possible.

Budget Pricing Includes: Equipment and labor, site bathroom facilities, electrical generator, water
tank, forklift, truck hauling and all transportation

Budget Pricing Excludes Prevailing Wage Rates and Certified payroll reporting, traffic control,
flaggers, removal of existing concrete footers and foundation.

689,479.00 [689,479.00

27,337.00] 27,337.00

6 230.00| 1,380.00

This is a budget based on the plans and specifications or an onsite visit directed by others. TOtaI

Pricing is valid for six months and after six months a review of the conditions should be
performed and re- evaluated.

$718,196.00
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April 28, 2022
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
FOR THE FUTURE OF THE GATEWAY PILLARS

For the past few months, a Mitigation Working Group composed of roughly a dozen civic,
veterans, and historic preservation groups from across the Boulder County have engaged in a
dialogue with our local community regarding the future of the Gateway pillars located on
Arapahoe Road just west of its intersection with US 287. Scores of ideas have been discussed,
investigated, and debated.

The Working Group now has narrowed the list to the following alternatives which appear
to be potentially feasible and have some community support (in order of distance from current

location):
1.

2.

5.
6.

Current Location

Proposed Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive
Forest Park

Cross Ridge Park

Legion Park

US 36 Overlook

A more detailed description of each of these alternatives is attached. Over the next few
weeks, the Working Group will continue to seek community input concerning, and investigate the
viability of, these alternatives. Members of the community are encouraged to offer their comments
and suggestions concerning these alternatives through the portal at 9milecornerpillars.com.

The goal of the Working Group is to finalize a list of one to three alternatives, and present
them this summer for final public discussion.
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The Gateway Pillars at the Current Location

One alternative for the pillars’ future is that they remain in or near their current location.
Two approaches have been suggested:

1. Leave the pillars where they presently sit, undertake necessary repairs and
reinforcement of the structures, and add signage to identify the pillars to passing motorists.

This approach reflects the view that though the setting of the pillars has been substantially
eroded over the years, the pillars in their current location remain a significant East County
landmark and must be preserved in situ. Relocation, according to this view, destroys “what makes
the pillars the pillars.” This approach also would be less expensive than any relocation options.

The primary disadvantage of this approach that it discounts the recent findings by CDOT
that the 2021 widening project severely impacted the physical integrity and historic significance
of the pillars, and added a new and serious vehicular hazard for eastbound traffic. To somewhat
mitigate these concerns, the following steps could be undertaken:

e Repairs and additional buttressing of the pillars and their footings could reduce the
impacts of the recent construction on their physical integrity.

e The “pork chop island” where the south pillar is located could be redesigned to
remove utility fixtures, add landscaping and signage, and replace the guardrails with well-designed
knee walls or other more attractive protective structures. Similar changes could be made in the
vicinity of the north pillar to improve its visibility and appearance.

e Removing the steel guardrails and replacing them with attractive but carefully
engineered protective structures could reduce the dangers to vehicular traffic.

The net result would be a mitigation, but not elimination, of the issues reflected in the
recent CDOT survey. The pillars would remain enmeshed in a complex, busy intersection with all
of the impacts noted by CDOT. They are likely to be further impacted by additional construction
at the intersection within the next two decades. Indeed, a Traffic Impact Study commissioned in
November 2019 by the developer of Nine Mile Corner concluded that an additional left turn lane
at that intersection will be required on eastbound Arapahoe Road by 2040, necessitating a further
widening of that road at the current location of the pillars. Nonetheless, if keeping the pillars in
their current location is deemed to be of primary importance, then these steps could moderate some
of the impacts of the recent construction.

2. Same as prior approach, but also reconfigure the intersection in some unspecified way
to better protect and display the pillars.

Recognizing that the prior option does not resolve the serious impacts of the 1983 and 2021
widening projects on the Gateway’s historic setting, it has been suggested that the intersection be
reconfigured to somehow restore the original appearance of the pillars and the surrounding area.
Multiple, additional objections to the current intersection design — many of which that have nothing
to do with the pillars — also have been raised.

Unfortunately, after lengthy discussions, no alternative design has been proposed that is
compatible with the pillars’ historic setting, while at the same time providing a safe and efficient

2
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intersection for current and anticipated traffic flows. Even if one could design the intersection on
a blank sheet of paper, with the only requirements being that (a) the pillars be kept in or near their
original locations, and (b) the intersection safely and efficiently handle the anticipated volume of
traffic, it seems unlikely that a viable alternative configuration could be developed. Nonetheless,
parties are encouraged to propose any designs that meet these criteria.

3
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to the
Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive

A major challenge in finding a solution to the current situation with the Gateway pillars is
developing plan that (a) maintains some semblance of their original setting, (b) is feasible, and (c)
provides for their future. The following are two proposals that might meet these goals.

Background

Many community members have commented that the original location of the pillars —
which was preserved for nearly a century — both marked the symbolic entrance to the City of
Boulder and formed a visual gateway to Arapahoe Road framed by open farmland and the
mountain backdrop to the west. Much of that character has been lost with the two intersection
widening projects in 1983 and 2021. Arapahoe Road west of the current location, however, retains
some of its original 1928 character. That is, it is a narrow two-lane road predominantly flanked
by open land, which still offers sweeping mountain vistas to the west. Moving the pillars a few
hundred feet to the west could recapture much of their original character.

But the nature of that portion of Arapahoe Road will soon change. The City of Lafayette
has approved construction of a development currently known as the Silo subdivision on the south
side of Arapahoe beginning about a quarter mile west of the pillars’ current location. Another
commercial development is being planned by the Tebo Partnership, LLP for the land on the south
side of Arapahoe between the pillars and the Silo site.

To accommodate those two developments, a new arterial — to be known as Aspen Ridge
Drive —is planned for the south side of Arapahoe Road along the boundary between the properties.
Current plans call for installation of a new traffic light at the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive
intersection, roughly ¥ mile west of the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection.

Moreover, it also appears probable that traffic flows soon will require that Arapahoe Road
be widened. A Traffic Impact Study commissioned in November 2019 by the Nine Mile Corner
developer predicts that traffic on Arapahoe between US 287 and 95" Street will increase by 35%
2021 and 2040. Such increased traffic flows presumably will increase the pressure to widen that
portion of Arapahoe Road to four lanes.

At the same time, both Boulder County and the City of Lafayette are taking steps to
preserve the semi-rural character of many of the properties along Arapahoe. Even the planned
developments, though obviously changing the appearance of those tracts, include setbacks, open
space, and other features adjacent to Arapahoe Road that will temper the urban feel of the area.
As a result, Arapahoe Road will retain some of its rural character and most of its mountain views
for westbound traffic coming from the US 287 intersection.

Because the reconstruction of Arapahoe Road in the vicinity the new developments has not
yet begun, there may still be time to influence the design of the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge
Drive intersection to incorporate a new home for the Gateway pillars. Below is a proposal for such
a redesign, which recreates some semblance of the pillars’ original setting in a location unlikely to
be impacted by additional future changes to Arapahoe Road. In addition, a less ambitious option
for placing the pillars in a park near the intersection is discussed.
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Proposal A — A Traffic Circle at the Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive

The primary stumbling block to recreating a new “gateway” using the pillars on Arapahoe
Road is the likelihood that the highway will be widened so that (a) the pillars must again be moved,
and/or (b) their gateway character will be lost. One answer to that obstacle is to route Arapahoe
Road around the pillars. In that fashion, if Arapahoe Road is again widened in the future, the new
width could be added to the outer lanes without impacting the pillars.

This design could be accomplished by constructing a traffic circle at the intersection of
Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive, with the pillars relocated in the middle of the traffic circle.
Simple signage identifying the pillars for drivers could be placed on the circle, with perhaps some
landscaping, lights, or other features.

Exemplar traffic circle — Erie Parkway and 119" St.

While the traffic circle would not be readily accessible by foot, a small park could be
constructed on the SW corner of the intersection with more detailed interpretive signage, historic
photos, etc. This park could be accessed on foot from either the Silo or Tebo developments.

Concept for Relocation to Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive Intersection
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Advantages
The proposed design, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e Those in vehicles approaching the traffic circle on Arapahoe Road would see the
pillars directly ahead, not off to the side. While vehicles would not pass between the pillars, the
view from the east and west would preserve and highlight their historic gateway character.

e Approaching from the east, the pillars’ backdrop would be open land with
mountains in the distance, approximating the view down a Road of Remembrance planned in 1928.

e The pillars will be enjoyed by thousands of motorists each day since they are
squarely in view, not relegated to a side venue where special effort is required to see them.

e Passing motorists primarily will be the same Boulder County residents who
currently enjoy the pillars, many with an attachment and appreciation for their history.

e The adjacent park would provide space and opportunity to erect signage to explain
the pillars’ history and significance. If appropriate, the park could be used to expand the memorial
purpose of the pillars to honor veterans of other wars.

e Compared to a traffic signal, a traffic circle would enhance the appearance of
Arapahoe Road and the entrance to the two developments.

e The current status of the intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive
presents an opportunity to design and build such a configuration from scratch, rather than
retrofitting or squeezing into an existing site.

e By including the traffic circle in the initial construction of the intersection, the
expense of some of the sitework could be included in the cost of the highway improvements.

e The pillars and park could potentially be owned by a governmental entity, thus
providing for perpetual care and maintenance.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages
As one might expect, there also are obstacles inherent in the proposed design:

e The project is ambitious, requiring the consent and cooperation of multiple parties.

e The timeline for completing the new Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive
intersection is uncertain, but may be several years away.
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e The new Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection will be located at the
top of a slope on a highway currently with a 50-mph speed limit. There may be concerns about
placing a traffic circle in such a location. On the other hand, those same issues will arise regardless
of what design is adopted for the new intersection. The expertise of traffic engineers will be needed
to determine the nature and extent of any additional danger posed by a traffic circle.

e There may be concerns about whether a traffic circle would interfere with traffic
flows on an already congested Arapahoe Road. On the other hand, a traffic circle might improve
the efficiency of traffic movement compared to the currently planned signal. These relative
efficiencies should be addressed by traffic engineers to determine the feasibility of the proposal.

e No pedestrian access to the pillars will be provided. However, the original Gateway
was designed to be viewed from passing vehicles; even the signage (plaque, cornerstone) was
designed to be seen from a passing vehicle. This design retains that concept, plus the adjacent
park will have pedestrian access, where explanatory signage or memorials can be placed.
Discussion

Though multiple details of this plan need addressing, some are discussed below:

Land acquisition for the traffic circle: Ownership of the land needed for a traffic circle,
put mildly, is a complex issue:

Land Ownership at Proposed Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive Intersection

6

Page 117 of 141



A traffic circle would be built principally on the right of way for Arapahoe Road (CO 7),
which is owned by CDOT. But regardless whether the pillars are relocated to the Arapahoe Road
— Aspen Ridge Drive intersection, it appears probable that some additional right of way will be
required for that intersection and/or a widened Arapahoe Road. If the proposed traffic circle can
be constructed within the existing and already planned right of way, then no additional land will
be required.

Until the final design of the intersection is completed, it is impossible to know if additional
land will be required. Nonetheless, while it appears that much of the traffic circle and surrounding
traffic lanes can be accommodated in the existing right of way, the geometry of the proposed traffic
circle and surrounding traffic lanes probably will require that small amounts of additional right of
way be acquired from each of the four landowners bordering the new intersection (see map above).

The southwest corner. The land on the southwest corner of the new intersection is currently
owned by Hearteye Village Land Company, which in 2017 entered into a PUD for the Silo
development with the City of Lafayette. That PUD includes a plan for the construction of Aspen
Ridge Drive along the eastern boundary of the Silo subdivision where it will intersect with
Arapahoe Road.

In addition, that PUD designated Outlot K on the northeast corner of the Hearteye property
—some of which might be needed for a traffic circle — to be used as a park. According to the PUD,
this park will be owned and maintained by the Weems Neighborhood Metropolitan District
(WNMD), a quasi-governmental entity encompassing the Silo subdivision (see above diagram).
However, Hearteye has not yet transferred Outlot K to WNMD.

Hearteye later agreed to sell the Silo subdivision to Cornerstone Homes Development
Company. Hearteye and Cornerstone subsequently entered into a Development Agreement with
the City of Lafayette on May 2, 2019. That Agreement provides that the Silo project would be
developed in two distinct phases, with each phase occurring over an approximately ten-year
buildout period. Phase 1 would develop the southern portion of the property, leaving the northern
portion abutting Arapahoe Road for Phase 2.

In addition, the Development Agreement made specific reference (127b) to the installation
of a traffic signal at the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection. That Agreement
provided that Cornerstone would install a traffic signal at that intersection in accordance with
CDOT specifications. The precise timing of the construction of the new intersection is not stated,
since it depends on other factors specified in that Agreement.

The Agreement further provided that Cornerstone would be responsible for 50% of the cost
of the traffic signal, while the owner of the adjacent Tebo Partnership property should be
responsible for the remaining 50%. However, if CDOT required construction of the traffic signal
before the contribution by the owner of the Tebo Partnership property could be secured,
Cornerstone would be responsible for 100% of cost, subject to a right of later reimbursement. The
Development Agreement also contains a number of other specific provisions related to the
development of the land in Phase 2 adjacent to Arapahoe Road.
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On May 3, 2019, Cornerstone sold the land for Phase 1 to Lennar Colorado, LLC, and
assigned its rights and obligations under the Development Agreement to Lennar. At the same
time, the various parklands, open space, and other land designated on the PUD for WNMD in
Phase 1 — but not Phase 2 — were transferred to WNMD.

Accordingly, at the present time, it appears that:

e Hearteye remains the legal owner of the land for Phase 2, including Outlot K on the
northeast corner of the Silo development. However, per the PUD, when Phase 2 is developed,
Hearteye is obligated to transfer Outlot K to WNMD. With the agreement of the parties, any land
needed for the traffic circle and/or the memorial park could be set aside prior to that transfer.

e Lennar, as assignee of the Development Agreement, is obliged to construct the
traffic signal at the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection. Since work on that
intersection has yet begun, funding earmarked for the signaled intersection could be used to
construct a traffic circle.

The southeast corner. The Silo PUD and other City of Lafayette planning documents
anticipate that the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection will be a primary access for
any development on the Tebo Partnership LLP property. The Development Agreement for the
Silo subdivision accordingly anticipates that the Tebo Partnership LLP or it successor will
contribute 50% of the cost of the intersection improvements. However, it appears that no
agreement has been reached between the City of Lafayette and the Tebo Partnership LLP
concerning those matters. Again, if the parties agreed, funds required to construct the signaled
intersection could be repurposed to construct a traffic circle.

The northeast corner. The land on the northeast corner of the new Arapahoe Road — Aspen
Ridge Drive intersection is owned by Stephen Tebo, an owner of Tebo Partnership LLP which
owns the property directly south across Arapahoe Road. Though the plans for the northern parcel
are not known, it seems possible that that an arrangement might be negotiated with Mr. Tebo to
acquire a small amount of additional land for the traffic circle from that parcel, if needed.

The northwest corner. The parcel adjacent to the northwest corner of the new intersection
includes a substantial residence and agricultural operation. The driveway for that property is
directly across Arapahoe Road from the planned entrance and traffic signal at Aspen Ridge Drive
(see above diagram). The property was owned by Richard P. Miller, who recently passed away
and it appears that the property is currently controlled by his estate while his affairs are being
wound up. Though any discussions concerning the acquisition of land for the proposed traffic
circle could be complicated by the estate proceedings, Mr. Miller’s estate also has some incentive
to have the intersection plans finalized prior to any transfer of the Miller property.

Moreover, the Miller property is subject to what was known as the Windridge PUD, which
required the landowner to execute a conservation easement in favor of Boulder County on the land
adjacent to Arapahoe Road. While the County cannot unilaterally transfer a portion of that land
for intersection improvements, its easement rights lessen the value of the land for the Miller estate.
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Conclusion: Assembling the land for a traffic circle would be a complicated, time-
consuming process. On the other hand, that amount of land at issue for each landowner should not
be significant, and would include land already significantly impacted by the planned signaled
intersection. Further, the adjacent landowners may embrace the new design, since replacing a
traffic signal with a traffic circle could benefit their properties.

Land acquisition for the Park: The proposed park on the SW corner of the intersection
would not be located in the CDOT right of way, but would be developed on a portion of Outlot K
in the Silo subdivision. Since the PUD designates Outlot K as a small park to be owned and
maintained by WNMD, the placement of memorial signage or other similar items relating to the
Gateway pillars in that park would seem to be compatible with those plans.

Design: If the traffic circle proposal is pursued, community input should be solicited
regarding the various design elements. One appealing design envisions the pillars situated on an
east-west axis and standing parallel, similar to their original configuration, but only a few feet
apart. A paved, brick, or stone path could run between them on the traffic circle, representing the
Road of Remembrance. Signs on the traffic circle could identify the pillars and their memorial
purpose. If appropriate, the originally planned external and internal lighting could be reworked to
highlight the pillars at night.

Careful engineering will be needed to provide footings, structural reinforcement, and other
design features to mitigate any damage from the vibrations from passing vehicles. Similarly, a
knee wall or other low, unobtrusive barrier — similar to those used on many other traffic islands
(see photo, above) — may be needed on the circumference of the traffic island to provide protection
from errant drivers. Since the pillars presumably would be erected on slightly elevated footings
for drainage purposes, such a wall should not obstruct the view from passing vehicles.

There are countless possibilities for the adjacent memorial park. Various signs, historical
photos, plaques, or memorials could be installed. Like the original Gateway park, the new park
could have a flagpole and perhaps even a replica canon. Depending on community sentiment, the
park could honor only those who served in WWI or a broader segment of the veteran community.

Ownership and future maintenance: Under this proposal, the Gateway pillars would be
located on a traffic circle on a CDOT-owned right of way, and the adjacent memorial park would
be on property owned by WNMD. Both the City of Lafayette and Boulder County also have
interests in the Gateway pillars and the area.

Logically, the maintenance obligations for both the pillars and the adjacent park should be
consolidated under one governmental entity. While WNMD is a possibility, the precise contours
of such an arrangement will need to be negotiated between the relevant authorities and
memorialized in an intergovernmental agreement or similar instrument.

Proposal B — Memorial Park at the Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive

A less ambitious alternative would be to relocate the pillars to the planned park on Outlot
K of the Silo subdivision on the southwest corner of this intersection (see diagram, above). As
previously discussed, that land is currently owned by Hearteye but, under the terms of the Silo
PUD, Outlot K is slated to be transferred in Phase 2 to WNMD for use as a park. Particularly since
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that area is still in the design stage, it seems feasible to discuss relocating the Gateway pillars to
the planned park.

Advantages
This alternative, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e The pillars would be visible to thousands of vehicles approaching the intersection
on westbound Arapahoe Road, roughly ¥2 mile from their original location.

e Passing motorists primarily will be the same Boulder County residents who
currently enjoy the pillars, many with an attachment and appreciation for their history.

e The park should provide space and opportunity to erect signage to explain the
pillars’ history and significance, and pedestrian access to the pillars and the amenities. If
appropriate, the park could be used to expand the memorial purpose of the pillars to honor veterans
of other wars.

e The current status of the intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive
presents an opportunity to design and build such a park from scratch, rather than retrofitting or
squeezing into an existing site.

e By including the park in the initial construction of Phase 2 of the development, the
expense of some of the sitework could be included.

e The pillars and park could potentially be owned by a governmental entity, thus
providing for perpetual care and maintenance.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages
There also are obstacles inherent in the proposed design:

e The pillars will be used solely as a monument, losing their unique gateway
character and with less visibility than the present location for westbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e The pillars will have little visibility for eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e The timeline for completing Phase 2 of the Silo development is uncertain, but may
be several years away.

e Outlot K is traversed SW to NE by the Davidson-Highline Lateral Ditch, as well as
planned stormwater and other easements. While smaller structures such as signage or benches
likely should not interfere with those uses, significant engineering and planning would be required
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to place structures the size of the pillars on that tract. A preliminary review suggests that the pillars
would need to be relocated some distance from Arapahoe Road, decreasing their visibility from
passing vehicles.

e Though Phase 2 has not been platted, under the design reflected in the PUD does
not include an public parking in the vicinity of Outlot K, potentially raising conflicts with the
residents of the development.

Conclusion

Decades of neglect have allowed the purpose and setting of the Gateway pillars — a
community memorial to those who served in WWI — to be lost in the sprint for development.
Proposal A cannot return the clock to 1928, but may offer a path for reclaiming at least part of the
community’s vision and for honoring those who sacrificed during that horrible conflict. If that
idea is not implemented, Proposal B may offer the opportunity to relocate the pillars to a park close
to their original location.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to Forest Park

Recent community comments outlined a consensus that a future home for the Gateway
pillars should be to a site (a) where they will not again be subject to further movement or
disturbance, (b) which is governmentally owned, (c) where efforts can be made to enhance the
pillars’ visibility as a memorial, and (d) where both pillars can be located. Community members
also have expressed a preference that the pillars be relocated to a site as near as possible to the
current location, and with reasonable visibility for persons in vehicles passing by on a nearby
highway or street. Relocation of the pillars to Forest Park at the southwest corner of Arapahoe
Road and 95" Street generally meets these criteria.

Background

Forest Park is currently owned by the City of Lafayette. The parcel is slightly more than
4 acres in size, and was created as Outlot F when the Forest Park subdivision was approved in
1998.

Forest Park Location Map

Though the park is owned by the City of Lafayette, it is maintained by the Forest Park
Village homeowner’s association. The landscaping is mature with grass open spaces and
numerous mature trees. The area along the north boundary of the park adjacent to Arapahoe Road
is sunken below the grade of the adjacent roadway to serve as a catch basin for storm runoff.
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Forest Park from the southeast corner of Arapahoe Road and 95™ Street

The Proposal

The location and ownership of Forest Park make it a viable site for relocating the Gateway
pillars as part of a memorial to soldiers who served in WWI, and potentially including those who
served in other conflicts. While the relocated pillars likely would not be easily seen on Arapahoe
Road, the park is within the general vicinity of the pillars’ original location and provides ample
space for creating a memorial featuring the pillars along with signage, landscaping, and other
features.

Advantages
The proposed design, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e The park is situated on Arapahoe Road, the planned “Road of Remembrance,”
roughly 1% miles from the pillars’ original location.

e The park’s location is most visible to eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road and
southbound traffic on 95™ Street. Depending on the location of the pillars within the park, they
may or may not be visible to this traffic.
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e The park would provide ample space to create a memorial park among the mature
trees in a pleasant setting, with the pillars as a centerpiece accompanied by explanatory signage
and other amenities.

e The nearby parking lot for Forest Park Village provides public parking for those
who want to visit the pillars.

e Compared to other alternatives, this site may be less expensive since the park is
accessible with some infrastructure in place.

e Since the park is owned by the City of Lafayette, the process of reaching an
agreement may be less complicated.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

There also are obstacles inherent in the proposal:
e Regardless where the pillars are sited in the park:
o0 They will lose their unique gateway character, and
o They will have little visibility for westbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e Ifthe pillars are relocated to the interior of the park away from the northwest corner
to create a memorial park, their visibility from the roadways is essentially eliminated.

e |f the pillars are relocated to Forest Park, mature landscaping will need to be
removed. The City and homeowner’s association likely would not be supportive of removing
existing mature trees, and would require replacing them with trees of a matching caliper. The City
probably also would require a formal landscape plan, prepared by a landscape architect, that would
include a new irrigation plan to accommodate those changes.

e The commercial interests in Forest Park Village may object to (or may like) the
possibility that the memorial park could bring additional visitors to park in the commercial spaces.

e The current arrangement for provides for the Forest Park Village homeowner’s
association to maintain the park. If the pillars are moved to Forest Park, some modification of that

arrangement may be required, and the City would need to agree to be responsible for the perpetual
maintenance of the pillars and any amenities.
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Discussion

If the decision is made to create a memorial park featuring the Gateway pillars in the
general vicinity of the current location, then Forest Park is a viable option. Since the property is
owned by the City of Lafayette, discussions for creating such a park could involve fewer parties
and less legal complication. Moreover, though the presence of mature trees and landscaping may
pose obstacles, they also could provide a peaceful setting for the memorial.

The primary decision for the community is whether to substantially change the nature of
the pillars’ setting, and use them as the centerpiece for a pedestrian-accessed memorial park rather
than as a monument designed to be primarily viewed from a vehicle. If the former is selected, then
Forest Park may be a good choice.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to Cross Ridge Park

Like Forest Park and some other alternative locations, Cross Ridge Park could serve as a
site for relocating the pillars. The site (a) likely will not impacted by future road expansions, and
thus would avoid further movement or disturbance of the pillars, (b) is governmentally owned, (c)
has space to add amenities to enhance the pillars’ use as a memorial, and (d) can accommodate
both pillars. Cross Ridge Park also is relatively near the current location, and with some visibility
for persons in passing vehicles.

Background

Cross Ridge Park is a 4.74 acre neighborhood park managed by the City of Lafayette. The
park was created in 1994 as part of the Cross Creek subdivision.

Concept for Relocation to Cross Ridge Park
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The bulk of the park is an open, grassy area. The portion nearest to the corner of Arapahoe
Road and 95" Street is significantly below the grade of the adjacent roadways, and serves as a
catch basin for storm runoff.

Cross Ridge Park — view from NW towards Arapahoe Road — 95 St. Intersection

Between the park and the roadways on the west and south is a strip of land designated as
Tract C in the Cross Creek subdivision filing, which is owned by the Ridge at Cross Creek
Homeowners Association. The portion of this strip on the corner of Arapahoe Road and 95" Street
is landscaped with mature trees and contains part of a path that circumnavigates the park.

The Proposal

The location, orientation, and ownership of Cross Ridge Park make it a viable site for
relocating the Gateway pillars. While there are a number of possible locations for pillars in the
park, one site would be at the southeast end of the park west of the mature trees and as close as
feasible to the northwest corner of Arapahoe Road and 95" Street. In that location, the pillars
could be oriented on a somewhat NW-SE axis so that the “gateway” between them is visible to
westbound traffic. In addition to the pillars, there is ample room in that area of the park for signage,
landscaping, and other features that would be somewhat visible to westbound traffic and accessible
via the existing walking path in the park.
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Advantages

The proposed design, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e The park is situated on Arapahoe Road, the planned “Road of Remembrance,”
roughly 1% miles from the pillars’ original location.

e The park’s location on the northwest corner of the Arapahoe Road — 95" Street
intersection is somewhat visible to westbound traffic on Arapahoe Road, the original intended
audience for the Gateway pillars. Depending on the location, the pillars could also be somewhat
visible to north and/or southbound traffic on 95" Street.

e The motorists viewing the pillars primarily will be the same Boulder County
residents who currently enjoy them.

e The park would provide ample space and opportunity to erect signage to explain
the pillars’ history and significance. If appropriate, the park could be used to expand the memorial
purpose of the pillars to honor veterans of other wars.

e The combined park and outlot contain open spaces and a walking path, reducing
the amount of work necessary to prepare the site.

e |If sited in the existing park, the pillars and park would be owned by the City of
Lafayette, which would agree to be responsible for perpetual care and maintenance.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

The obstacles inherent in the proposal are as follows:
o If the pillars are relocated into the existing park, they would:

0 Besome distance from and substantially below the grade of Arapahoe Road,
reducing their visibility to passing motorists, and

0 Lose their unique gateway character.

e Regardless of the siting, the pillars will have poor to non-existent visibility for
eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e The siting of the pillars is complicated by the fact that it is a detention pond
converted into a park. The park receives all the storm drainage for that neighborhood, so that the
southeast corner of the park holds water during many weather events and even during snowmelt.
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The flat area of the park has an engineered and installed drainage system. Any changes to that
area likely would require that both the drainage and irrigation systems be re-engineered and rebuilt.

e Torelocate the pillars close to the corner of the intersection, some agreement would
be required to transfer a portion of Outlot C to the City of Lafayette.

e The siting of the pillars is complicated by the presence of mature trees on Outlot C
close to the corner of the intersection. If the pillars are sited behind the mature trees, or west of
the corner to avoid the trees, the pillars’ visibility from the roadways will be further reduced.

e Cross Ridge Park was designed as a neighborhood park, with little adjacent parking.
Residents in the Cross Creek subdivision should be consulted regarding the addition of the pillars
and associated amenities to that park, and likelihood of additional traffic in the neighborhood.

Discussion

In comparison to some alternatives, relocating the Gateway pillars to Cross Ridge Park
would involve fewer parties and less legal complication. If the City of Lafayette agreed to the
proposal, the legal requirements and approvals would be significantly reduced, and the project
simplified. Those issues could be more difficult if the pillars were moved partly or entirely on to
a portion of Outlot C currently owned by the Cross Creek Homeowners Association.

Though the park is relatively open land, the site poses significant engineering
complications given its use as a stormwater catch basin. The presence of mature trees on the
corner, and the tract’s use as a neighborhood park could inject additional issues.

Finally, relocating the pillars into a park, even if visible from a roadway, changes their
character and the public’s perception of them. While their history could be explained — likely

better than it is explained now — the pillars would become more of a static memorial than part of
the everyday fabric of the East County.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to Legion Park

Of all of the potential alternative sites for the pillars, Legion Park aligns most closely with
the original memorial purpose of the pillars. Dedicated in 1934, Legion Park was created as “a
memorial to the soldier dead of the World War.” Though never formally associated with the Road
of Remembrance, the park accordingly shares the same memorial purpose as the Gateway pillars.
Moreover, Legion Park meets other criteria identified by the community including that it is a site
(@) where the pillars will not again be subject to further movement or disturbance, (b) that is
governmentally owned, (c) where efforts can be made to enhance the pillars’ visibility as a
memorial, and (d) where both pillars can be located.

Background

In 1917, a local Boulder businessman, John Howard Empson, deeded 28 acres to Boulder
County, including Goodview Hill on the north side of Arapahoe Road overlooking the Boulder
Valley. The parcel was later reduced in size to ~23 acres when the County dedicated a strip along
the south boundary for the newly build Arapahoe Road.

In 1931, Boulder County commissioners requested the construction of a new scenic road
to the top of Goodview Hill to provide a vantage point from which visitors will get an “unparalleled
panoramic view.” When this opportunity arose, Post 10 in 1932 leased the Goodview Hill property
from the County “for the purpose of beautifying said tract as a memorial to the soldier dead of the
World War.” The lease, which bears a rent of 50¢ per year, expires on October 31, 2031.

Thereafter, the memorial was designed by Saco Rienk DeBoer, a noted landscape architect
from Denver. His design for the memorial called for 2” high rock wall, 382 feet long, and 100 feet
wide with flagpoles located at each end, located at the top of Goodview Hill. Two captured
artillery pieces (from the same source as the cannon at the Gateway park) were installed on
platforms near the flagpoles. Two elaborate entrance gateways were planned for the entrance road
off Arapahoe Road.

A crew from the Civilian Conservation Corps constructed the hilltop memorial, but the
entrance gateways were never built. Legion Park was dedicated in late June 1934, and
maintenance responsibilities were turned over to Legion Post 10. However, a later study
concluded: “It is unclear what work, if any, occurred on the property after the American Legion
signed the lease since the country was fast approaching the lowest point of the Great Depression.”

Over the years, the park fell into significant disrepair. Legion Post 10 told the Daily
Camera that they tried for years to maintain the park, but the vandalism remained rampant. Visitors
stole the flagpoles and plaques. The Legion provided garbage cans, but they were stolen. The
legion Commander was quoted as saying “we put out trash bags, but some of the bums slept in
them.”

In early 1976, due to the County’s concern of the ability of Post 10 to properly maintain
the park, Boulder County Parks and Open Space Department (BCPOS) took control of the park’s
maintenance, though the Legion continued its sponsorship of the memorial. Toward that end, the
County signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the Legion confirming their March 1, 1933
lease, but providing that the County would take responsibility for the care of the park. In this same
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MOA, it was agreed that the Legion would maintain all war memorials, flag poles, plaques, and
signs, continue to conduct memorial services, erect fitting displays in memory of the war dead,
install additional war memorial monuments at its expense. The Legion also was given the right to
formally name the park.

On Memorial Day, May 30, 1977, the Legion rededicated the park as “Boulder Veterans
Memorial Park.” However, the park continued to decline. One of two artillery pieces disappeared,
apparently in the 1970s. In June 2005, the Legion arranged for the Colorado Air National Guard
to remove the other artillery piece, which the Legion restored and now displays at its building on
North Broadway in Boulder.

Though officially named “Boulder
Veterans Memorial Park,” the site is now
referred to Legion Park, and Goodview Hill
is now called “Legion Hill,” by the County
and on most maps. However, since the last
artillery piece was removed in 2005, it does
not appear that Legion Post 10 has conducted
any activity or done any further maintenance
or improvement to the site.

Instead, County publications list
Legion Park as one of its “open space
properties” managed by BCPOS. The
memorial at the crest of Goodview Hill been
reduced to the perimeter rock wall; all of the
other memorial features (artillery pieces,
flagpoles, plaques) have been removed. The
interior space of the memorial now serves as
a parking lot for those seeking to enjoy the
view, with picnic benches, two Parks and
Open Space interpretive signs, and trash and

recycling containers maintained by the

Legion Park
County. J

The remainder of the 23-acre property is dryland, with a 0.9 mile loop trail used for hiking,
mountain biking, and other recreational purposes. It is maintained as non-irrigated open space
with native or invasive prairie vegetation. Apart from the access road from Arapahoe, a “Legion
Park” sign, and the loop trail, the remaining property is vacant.

On October 8, 2019, the Board of County Commissioners approved a request from BCPOS
to designate Legion Park as a Boulder County Historic Landmark. This designation covers the
entire 23 acres of the park, and provides that “Any construction or alteration of the landscape or
features within the site area will require review and approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.”
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The Proposal

During the community discussions concerning the future of the Gateway pillars, there has
been significant discussion about relocating them to Legion Park. To date, however, there has
been no consensus concerning the exact siting of the relocated pillars within the park. Among the
locations that have been discussed are:

1. Flanking the entry drive at the bottom, set back a short distance from Arapahoe
Road.
2. Flanking the entry drive about 100" — 150’ up the hillside from Arapahoe Road.
3. Flanking the entry drive at the top of the hill at the entry to the memorial.
Entry to Legion Park from Arapahoe Road
4. On top of the hill, on the west side of the memorial’s wall, adjacent to (or as part

of) the existing wall.

5. On top of the hill, on the southwest corner of the memorial’s wall, close to an
existing wall, potentially moving up the hill.

Current Memorial at Legion Park
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Depending on which location is selected, benches, interpretive signage, and other amenities
could be installed.

Advantages

The proposed location, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e Legion Park was created at roughly the same time as the Gateway by some of the
same individuals and organizations that created the pillars, and shares the same memorial purpose
with the pillars.

e Legion Park is situated on Arapahoe Road, the planned “Road of Remembrance,”
albeit 4% miles from the pillars’ original location.

e |f sited to flank the entry road, the pillars would be visible to traffic on Arapahoe
Road and continue to serve as a “gateway.”

e If sited on top of the hill, the area would provide ample space for explanatory
signage and other amenities.

e The existing space at the top of the hill provides public parking for those who want
to visit the pillars.

e Boulder Legion Post #10 has indicated a willingness to work with the Mitigation
Working Group if the decision is made to relocate the Gateway pillars to Legion Park. Since the
park is owned by Boulder County, if an agreement can be reached, the County could assume
responsibility for the perpetual care and maintenance of the pillars and the associated signs and
memorials.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

There also are obstacles inherent in the proposal:

e Legion Park is situated several miles from the pillars’ original location, where they
were an integral part of daily life in the East County.

e Legion Park is scarcely known in Boulder County, and predominantly is used by
residents of the City of Boulder. While moving the pillars to Legion Park may increase the park’s
use and visibility, the pillars will be seen far less at that location than at their current or some other
relocation sites.

e The park has a history of vandalism, and increased security and/or maintenance
may be required.
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e If the pillars are sited to flank the entry road:

o Asignificant amount of earthmoving and site preparation would be required
due to the slope; and

0 Explanatory signage and other amenities likely would need to be located at
some distance from the pillars.

e If the pillars are sited on top of the hill, they would not be visible from Arapahoe
Road and would not serve as a gateway.

e The entirety of Legion Park is designated as both a Boulder County Historic
Landmark and as Boulder County open space.

0 The landmark designation is particularly important with respect to the
memorial, which is protected both as a representative project constructed by the Civilian
Conservation Corps and as a representative work of master landscape architect Saco Rienk
DeBoer. The incentive to protect the historic integrity of the Legion Park memorial is
significant, since that iconic landmark should not be degraded in the same way as the
setting for the Gateway has been destroyed.

o0 Boulder residents’ well-known fierce protection of open space suggests that
any relocation, particularly one that requires sitework which disturbs open space land, may
encounter community resistance.

o |fthe Gateway pillars are relocated to Legion Park, they will lose their independent
identity and simply become another structure in the park.

Discussion

Legion Park in many respects is an attractive future home for the Gateway pillars. The
park’s temporal, architectural, and commemorative symmetry with the Road of Remembrance’s
Gateway is obvious. But the two memorials were created to be, and have been maintained for
nearly a century as, independent sites. One was an impressive destination shrine, while the other
was specifically created to be observed from thousands of passing vehicles. Each has developed
its own legacy and passionate supporters.

Another commonality is that both the pillars and the memorial at Legion Park have been
overlooked for decades. Adding the pillars to the Legion Park site could simply exacerbate the
decline of both monuments. Since the futures of the two memorials will be linked, a plan to
relocate the pillars to the park should include revitalizing both and aggressively maintaining them
in the coming decades.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to US 36 Overlook

Perhaps the most dramatic venue in the East County is the overlook on US 36, aka the
Turnpike. The vista from the overlook is spectacular, with the Boulder Valley below and the
Continental Divide stretching out in the distance. Relocating the pillars to the overlook would
provide them with a superb backdrop at a spot looking out on the zealously protected “frontispiece”
or new entrance to Boulder. Moreover, the overlook is a site (a) where the pillars will not again
be subject to further movement or disturbance, (b) which is governmentally owned, (c) where
efforts could be made to enhance the pillars’ visibility as a memorial, and (d) where both pillars
can be located.

Background

The US 36 overlook is entirely located on the US 36 right of way owned by CDOT. The
site is accessible only for westbound traffic from US 36 via a shallow turnout, where there is
parking for approximately 8-9 vehicles. In recent years, a bikeway was built adjacent to the
westbound lane of US 36, providing access to the overlook for bicyclists and walkers from both
Boulder and Louisville.

City of Boulder
Open Space

wanntte

Boundary of CDOT
Right of Way

Vicinity Map - US 36 Overlook

At present, the overlook site is small, bracketed by the turnout lane for US 36 and the
bikeway. A small kiosk is the primary amenity, along with some interpretive signage, benches,
and telescopes. The site has no trees or other formal landscaping, but instead is dryland prairie
similar to City of Boulder open space to the north and west.

The overlook’s outstanding feature is the expansive view to the west across the valley to
the Rocky Mountains in the distance. Over the past several decades, the City of Boulder spent
millions of dollars protecting that view, which is often called Boulder’s “frontispiece.”
Functionally, the overlook is the new gateway welcoming visitors from the east to Boulder.
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US 36 Overlook

The Proposal

The original purpose of erecting the pillars at the intersection of the Lincoln Highway and
Arapahoe Road was to create a gateway to a Road of Remembrance leading visitors to Boulder.
The Road of Remembrance was never built, and Arapahoe Road has been supplanted by US 36 as
the primary route for visitors from the east to Boulder.

By relocating the pillars to the US 36 overlook, they again can be part of a grand entrance
to the City of Boulder. The views behind them would be striking, different but comparable to the
background for the original pillars. Interpretive signage and other amenities can be added to
emphasize and enhance the pillars’ memorial purpose.

Advantages

The advantages of the proposed site are apparent:
e The background view behind the pillars on the overlook would be magnificent.

e The pillars would be visible and accessible to westbound visitors headed for
Boulder, the intended audience for the original pillars.

e Though additional planning would be needed, the overlook could provide space for
signage and other amenities explaining and enhancing the pillars’ memorial purpose.

e The overlook provides some public parking, as well as bike access, for those who
want to visit the pillars.

e Since the overlook is owned by CDOT, the process of reaching an agreement for
the pillars relocation may be less complicated, and CDOT would take responsibility for the
perpetual care and maintenance of the pillars and the associated signs and memorials.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
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decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

There also are obstacles inherent in the proposal:

e The overlook is situated on US 36, several miles from the “Road of Remembrance”
and the pillars’ original location.

e County residents would seldom visit or even see the pillars. Instead of being an
integral part of daily life in the East County, the pillars would be primarily a collateral attraction
for visitors to the County enjoying the views from the overlook.

e Few passershy stop at the overlook, either from the highway or the bikeway. While
the pillars would be visible to westbound traffic on US 36, their location to the side of a high-
speed, heavily-trafficked expressway makes it less likely that passers-by would observe them or
understand their history and purpose. Bicyclists would be more likely to observe and perhaps stop
at the pillars, but their numbers are small compared to the drivers who currently use Arapahoe
Road.

e The pillars would not be visible or accessible to eastbound traffic on US 36, forcing
all vehicular visitors to approach in the westbound lanes.

e Those stopping at the overlook will need to cope with the noise and activity
generated by traffic passing by a few feet away on US 36.

e The overlook is small and there is no obvious place to relocate the pillars given its
current configuration. Accordingly, significant sitework may be needed, both to find a place for
the pillars and their amenities, and to relocate some of the existing infrastructure. Depending on
the site design, it might be necessary to seek a small amount of additional land from the adjacent
City of Boulder open space.

Discussion

In some ways, the US 36 overlook is both the best and worst alternative for the pillars. If
the goal is to place the pillars in a stunning visual location where visitors can photograph them to
great effect, the overlook is an ideal spot. Passersby might seldom appreciate them, yet the pillars
could be publicly proclaimed to once again be the “Gateway to Boulder.”

At the same time, the pillars would lose much of their local heritage and become almost
exclusively a tourist attraction. Signage and other amenities could be installed to explain their
memorial purpose, but the pillars’ location alongside an expressway would make it unlikely that
County residents would visit to reflect and honor those who served.
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Recent Postings on 9milecornerpillars.com

From: Rebecca Sulka <rsulka@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Apr 12, 2022 at 8:37 PM
Subject: 9 mile corner Memorial pillars

To: <wdmaddme@gmail.com>

Hello,

Thank you for allowing folks to watch the meeting at the YMCA on 4/12/22 via zoom!
I understand that one hundred years ago that intersection was intended to be a ‘gateway’ off the
‘Lincoln Highway’ to Boulder and the structures are WW1 memorial pillars.

| really appreciated hearing the story of someone who knew they were a memorial and
remembers the gateway before the turnpike was built. I've lived just a few miles from them for
28 years and I'm only now learning of their significance. There was no way, even before the
recent CDOT work, that | was going to get out of my car and walk around them. Knowing how
special the memorial pillars are to that community member, | say this with sympathy, I'm afraid
when they built the turnpike, with it's sweeping views of the Boulder valley the ‘gateway"
purpose of those pillars was replaced by highway 36.

That being said the memorial has not been honored as it should be, like the way that man would
straighten up, turn and salute.

| agree with the idea to keep them as close to where they are as possible. My personal hope is
that there could be a considerable effort to find somewhere along the “Lincoln” highway where
the pillars could stand as a frame of the beautiful back range view, and that one day we could all
read the names on those memorials in safety with the opportunity for deep reflection.

That’s my 2 cents...
Thanks again,
Becky Sulka
303-907-8025

From: Steve Hartmeyer <sjh17@indra.com>
Date: Thu, Apr 14, 2022 at 9:17 PM
Subject: Pillar comments post-forum

To: <wdmaddme@gmail.com>

To the Members of the Mitigation Working Group:

I’m offering my commentary as a 24-year resident of Lafayette with an interest in history,
local and otherwise, as the son of a U.S. Army veteran (of Vietnam), and as a citizen who has
passed by the pillars on errands or my commute nearly every day for these last 24 years. |
attended the public forum at the YMCA in Lafayette out of concern for the future of the pillars,
and was very gratified to learn via that forum that there are many individuals and groups that
have taken an interest in trying to resolve the present situation favorably.

I would like to express my appreciation to Bill Meyer and the Boulder Rotary Club in
particular for spearheading efforts to communicate with the general public about this matter, and
to CDOT for soliciting community involvement in determining a course of action.
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In hearing numerous constructive comments from my fellow citizens during the forum, and
seeing the written alternatives offered in the pamphlet presented at the forum, my original
generalized opinion of the situation has become clarified, and | would share it thusly:

First of all, it appears nearly self-evident that although preservation in-situ might be desirable
to many for the historicity of the location, and potentially less expensive, in-situ "preservation™
cannot possibly be considered practical.

A reconstruction of the intersection of US 287 and Arapahoe, impactful to the pillars, has just
been completed. Relocation of one of the pillars previously took place in an earlier
reconstruction of this intersection. There is every reason to expect that this intersection must be
reconstructed again in the future due to continuing growth and changing transportation needs in
the vicinity. There can and will only be more traffic at this location in the future as Erie
continues to expand and the population of Boulder County grows. Furthermore, several speakers
at the forum very clearly complained about the current configuration of the intersection with
apparent justification, suggesting that there will be considerable impetus to have the intersection
subject to reconfiguration again immediately or in the very near future, and any further
adjustments are likely to be a detriment to the pillars.

Therefore, | argue there is no valid choice except to relocate the pillars, despite the potential
expense.

| was pleased to see a list of suggested alternative locations expressed in the pamphlet, several
of which were described in remarks by Mr. Meyer. | concur with the opinion expressed by the
representative of the Daughters of the American Revolution who attended, that the pillars if
relocated should be placed in a space that will permit visitors to view them close-up, and that
such a space should include interpretive signage, at least similar in quality to interpretive signage
common in Boulder County Open Space.

It should be obvious that such signage should include information about the pillars' former
location, and the reasons for being placed there originally, and the reasons for relocation.

I very much appreciated Mr. Meyer’s suggestion that members of the CU ROTC cadre attend
the pillars on Veteran's Day. Although for various reasons locating the pillars on the CU campus
may not be ideal, | should like to think that a relationship with the CU ROTC program could and
should be fostered such that the pillars may be treated as the memorial they were meant to be,
and become a site for remembrance ceremonies. When | was a Boy Scout, | recall that
ceremonies of respect for veterans were occasionally attended by members of my troop, and
perhaps local Girl Scout and Boy Scout troops could similarly be enlisted along with ROTC
students and various local veterans' groups to volunteer to help maintain the grounds and
organize appropriate ceremonies.

Several locations mentioned in the pamphlet are appealing, foremost among them in my mind
possibly being Legion Park. 1 am not very familiar with this park except to know its location
along Arapahoe Road, despite having lived in Boulder County for 29 years, but it seems to have
the potential to be a quiet space conducive to remembrance and ceremony. Many other
suggested locations in busier parts of the county would lack this advantage (for example, the US
36 overlook may be scenic, and a gateway, but I think constant noise from an immediately-
adjacent major divided highway is hardly appropriate for peace and remembrance).
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As much as I would like to recommend keeping the pillars as near as possible to their original
location (now in Lafayette), | think it is most important to place them in a new location where (a)
they can be decently preserved, (b) they can be readily visited by the public, (c) they can be
accompanied by signage, and ideally (d) new memorials to veterans of more recent conflicts
(WWII, Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan were all mentioned in passing at the forum) may
be added to a potential landscape or garden of remembrance.

It would seem that an existing large park or open space location would lend itself to these
goals better than placement near retail or within a confined municipal public space might do.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my opinion. When it comes time to gather funding for
the expenses to removing and preserving the pillars, please ensure to contact me. | pledge at this
time to contribute no less than $1000.00 toward this cause once a funding vehicle is available.

Best regards,

Steven J. Hartmeyer
209 Acadia Avenue
Lafayette, CO 80026
(303) 604-0162

From: Barbara Torres <BTorres@care4denver.org>
Date: Tue, Apr 26, 2022, 10:06 AM

Subject: Pillar preservation

To: wdmaddme@gmail.com <wdmaddme@gmail.com>

The purpose of the pillars was not only to honor the soldiers of WWI but also to entice tourists to
come to Boulder. It’s important to keep in mind this DUAL purpose. The pillars were meant to
be a Gateway and were put at their location for a reason. They were not meant for people to get
out of their cars and have a moment/place to reflect. All of Arapahoe was the “Road of
Remembrance” where people could reflect about the soldiers of Boulder County as they drove to
Boulder.

The pillars aren’t in anyone’s way. Let’s not rape the intersection like Boulder did with the 75th
Street intersection.

The people who want the pillars moved are likely not Boulder County natives. They didn’t drive
through them to get to Denver like we used to do. They have no special ties or memories of the
pillars. To move them would render them almost meaningless because they would lose half of
their purpose. They would no longer be a Gateway to Boulder from 287 they were intended to
be.

Barbara (Woodley) Torres
Boulder native
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April 28, 2022
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
FOR THE FUTURE OF THE GATEWAY PILLARS

For the past few months, a Mitigation Working Group composed of roughly a dozen civic,
veterans, and historic preservation groups from across the Boulder County have engaged in a
dialogue with our local community regarding the future of the Gateway pillars located on
Arapahoe Road just west of its intersection with US 287. Scores of ideas have been discussed,
investigated, and debated.

The Working Group now has narrowed the list to the following alternatives which appear
to be potentially feasible and have some community support (in order of distance from current

location):
1.

2.

5.
6.

Current Location

Proposed Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive
Forest Park

Cross Ridge Park

Legion Park

US 36 Overlook

A more detailed description of each of these alternatives is attached. Over the next few
weeks, the Working Group will continue to seek community input concerning, and investigate the
viability of, these alternatives. Members of the community are encouraged to offer their comments
and suggestions concerning these alternatives through the portal at 9milecornerpillars.com.

The goal of the Working Group is to finalize a list of one to three alternatives, and present
them this summer for final public discussion.



The Gateway Pillars at the Current Location

One alternative for the pillars’ future is that they remain in or near their current location.
Two approaches have been suggested:

1. Leave the pillars where they presently sit, undertake necessary repairs and
reinforcement of the structures, and add signage to identify the pillars to passing motorists.

This approach reflects the view that though the setting of the pillars has been substantially
eroded over the years, the pillars in their current location remain a significant East County
landmark and must be preserved in situ. Relocation, according to this view, destroys “what makes
the pillars the pillars.” This approach also would be less expensive than any relocation options.

The primary disadvantage of this approach that it discounts the recent findings by CDOT
that the 2021 widening project severely impacted the physical integrity and historic significance
of the pillars, and added a new and serious vehicular hazard for eastbound traffic. To somewhat
mitigate these concerns, the following steps could be undertaken:

e Repairs and additional buttressing of the pillars and their footings could reduce the
impacts of the recent construction on their physical integrity.

e The “pork chop island” where the south pillar is located could be redesigned to
remove utility fixtures, add landscaping and signage, and replace the guardrails with well-designed
knee walls or other more attractive protective structures. Similar changes could be made in the
vicinity of the north pillar to improve its visibility and appearance.

e Removing the steel guardrails and replacing them with attractive but carefully
engineered protective structures could reduce the dangers to vehicular traffic.

The net result would be a mitigation, but not elimination, of the issues reflected in the
recent CDOT survey. The pillars would remain enmeshed in a complex, busy intersection with all
of the impacts noted by CDOT. They are likely to be further impacted by additional construction
at the intersection within the next two decades. Indeed, a Traffic Impact Study commissioned in
November 2019 by the developer of Nine Mile Corner concluded that an additional left turn lane
at that intersection will be required on eastbound Arapahoe Road by 2040, necessitating a further
widening of that road at the current location of the pillars. Nonetheless, if keeping the pillars in
their current location is deemed to be of primary importance, then these steps could moderate some
of the impacts of the recent construction.

2. Same as prior approach, but also reconfigure the intersection in some unspecified way
to better protect and display the pillars.

Recognizing that the prior option does not resolve the serious impacts of the 1983 and 2021
widening projects on the Gateway’s historic setting, it has been suggested that the intersection be
reconfigured to somehow restore the original appearance of the pillars and the surrounding area.
Multiple, additional objections to the current intersection design — many of which that have nothing
to do with the pillars — also have been raised.

Unfortunately, after lengthy discussions, no alternative design has been proposed that is
compatible with the pillars’ historic setting, while at the same time providing a safe and efficient
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intersection for current and anticipated traffic flows. Even if one could design the intersection on
a blank sheet of paper, with the only requirements being that (a) the pillars be kept in or near their
original locations, and (b) the intersection safely and efficiently handle the anticipated volume of
traffic, it seems unlikely that a viable alternative configuration could be developed. Nonetheless,
parties are encouraged to propose any designs that meet these criteria.



Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to the
Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive

A major challenge in finding a solution to the current situation with the Gateway pillars is
developing plan that (a) maintains some semblance of their original setting, (b) is feasible, and (c)
provides for their future. The following are two proposals that might meet these goals.

Background

Many community members have commented that the original location of the pillars —
which was preserved for nearly a century — both marked the symbolic entrance to the City of
Boulder and formed a visual gateway to Arapahoe Road framed by open farmland and the
mountain backdrop to the west. Much of that character has been lost with the two intersection
widening projects in 1983 and 2021. Arapahoe Road west of the current location, however, retains
some of its original 1928 character. That is, it is a narrow two-lane road predominantly flanked
by open land, which still offers sweeping mountain vistas to the west. Moving the pillars a few
hundred feet to the west could recapture much of their original character.

But the nature of that portion of Arapahoe Road will soon change. The City of Lafayette
has approved construction of a development currently known as the Silo subdivision on the south
side of Arapahoe beginning about a quarter mile west of the pillars’ current location. Another
commercial development is being planned by the Tebo Partnership, LLP for the land on the south
side of Arapahoe between the pillars and the Silo site.

To accommodate those two developments, a new arterial — to be known as Aspen Ridge
Drive —is planned for the south side of Arapahoe Road along the boundary between the properties.
Current plans call for installation of a new traffic light at the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive
intersection, roughly ¥ mile west of the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection.

Moreover, it also appears probable that traffic flows soon will require that Arapahoe Road
be widened. A Traffic Impact Study commissioned in November 2019 by the Nine Mile Corner
developer predicts that traffic on Arapahoe between US 287 and 95" Street will increase by 35%
2021 and 2040. Such increased traffic flows presumably will increase the pressure to widen that
portion of Arapahoe Road to four lanes.

At the same time, both Boulder County and the City of Lafayette are taking steps to
preserve the semi-rural character of many of the properties along Arapahoe. Even the planned
developments, though obviously changing the appearance of those tracts, include setbacks, open
space, and other features adjacent to Arapahoe Road that will temper the urban feel of the area.
As a result, Arapahoe Road will retain some of its rural character and most of its mountain views
for westbound traffic coming from the US 287 intersection.

Because the reconstruction of Arapahoe Road in the vicinity the new developments has not
yet begun, there may still be time to influence the design of the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge
Drive intersection to incorporate a new home for the Gateway pillars. Below is a proposal for such
a redesign, which recreates some semblance of the pillars’ original setting in a location unlikely to
be impacted by additional future changes to Arapahoe Road. In addition, a less ambitious option
for placing the pillars in a park near the intersection is discussed.
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Proposal A — A Traffic Circle at the Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive

The primary stumbling block to recreating a new “gateway” using the pillars on Arapahoe
Road is the likelihood that the highway will be widened so that (a) the pillars must again be moved,
and/or (b) their gateway character will be lost. One answer to that obstacle is to route Arapahoe
Road around the pillars. In that fashion, if Arapahoe Road is again widened in the future, the new
width could be added to the outer lanes without impacting the pillars.

This design could be accomplished by constructing a traffic circle at the intersection of
Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive, with the pillars relocated in the middle of the traffic circle.
Simple signage identifying the pillars for drivers could be placed on the circle, with perhaps some
landscaping, lights, or other features.

Exemplar traffic circle — Erie Parkway and 119" St.

While the traffic circle would not be readily accessible by foot, a small park could be
constructed on the SW corner of the intersection with more detailed interpretive signage, historic
photos, etc. This park could be accessed on foot from either the Silo or Tebo developments.

Concept for Relocation to Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive Intersection
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Advantages
The proposed design, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e Those in vehicles approaching the traffic circle on Arapahoe Road would see the
pillars directly ahead, not off to the side. While vehicles would not pass between the pillars, the
view from the east and west would preserve and highlight their historic gateway character.

e Approaching from the east, the pillars’ backdrop would be open land with
mountains in the distance, approximating the view down a Road of Remembrance planned in 1928.

e The pillars will be enjoyed by thousands of motorists each day since they are
squarely in view, not relegated to a side venue where special effort is required to see them.

e Passing motorists primarily will be the same Boulder County residents who
currently enjoy the pillars, many with an attachment and appreciation for their history.

e The adjacent park would provide space and opportunity to erect signage to explain
the pillars’ history and significance. If appropriate, the park could be used to expand the memorial
purpose of the pillars to honor veterans of other wars.

e Compared to a traffic signal, a traffic circle would enhance the appearance of
Arapahoe Road and the entrance to the two developments.

e The current status of the intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive
presents an opportunity to design and build such a configuration from scratch, rather than
retrofitting or squeezing into an existing site.

e By including the traffic circle in the initial construction of the intersection, the
expense of some of the sitework could be included in the cost of the highway improvements.

e The pillars and park could potentially be owned by a governmental entity, thus
providing for perpetual care and maintenance.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages
As one might expect, there also are obstacles inherent in the proposed design:
e The project is ambitious, requiring the consent and cooperation of multiple parties.

e The timeline for completing the new Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive
intersection is uncertain, but may be several years away.



e The new Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection will be located at the
top of a slope on a highway currently with a 50-mph speed limit. There may be concerns about
placing a traffic circle in such a location. On the other hand, those same issues will arise regardless
of what design is adopted for the new intersection. The expertise of traffic engineers will be needed
to determine the nature and extent of any additional danger posed by a traffic circle.

e There may be concerns about whether a traffic circle would interfere with traffic
flows on an already congested Arapahoe Road. On the other hand, a traffic circle might improve
the efficiency of traffic movement compared to the currently planned signal. These relative
efficiencies should be addressed by traffic engineers to determine the feasibility of the proposal.

e No pedestrian access to the pillars will be provided. However, the original Gateway
was designed to be viewed from passing vehicles; even the signage (plaque, cornerstone) was
designed to be seen from a passing vehicle. This design retains that concept, plus the adjacent
park will have pedestrian access, where explanatory signage or memorials can be placed.

Discussion
Though multiple details of this plan need addressing, some are discussed below:

Land acquisition for the traffic circle: Ownership of the land needed for a traffic circle,
put mildly, is a complex issue:

Land Ownership at Proposed Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive Intersection

6



A traffic circle would be built principally on the right of way for Arapahoe Road (CO 7),
which is owned by CDOT. But regardless whether the pillars are relocated to the Arapahoe Road
— Aspen Ridge Drive intersection, it appears probable that some additional right of way will be
required for that intersection and/or a widened Arapahoe Road. If the proposed traffic circle can
be constructed within the existing and already planned right of way, then no additional land will
be required.

Until the final design of the intersection is completed, it is impossible to know if additional
land will be required. Nonetheless, while it appears that much of the traffic circle and surrounding
traffic lanes can be accommodated in the existing right of way, the geometry of the proposed traffic
circle and surrounding traffic lanes probably will require that small amounts of additional right of
way be acquired from each of the four landowners bordering the new intersection (see map above).

The southwest corner. The land on the southwest corner of the new intersection is currently
owned by Hearteye Village Land Company, which in 2017 entered into a PUD for the Silo
development with the City of Lafayette. That PUD includes a plan for the construction of Aspen
Ridge Drive along the eastern boundary of the Silo subdivision where it will intersect with
Arapahoe Road.

In addition, that PUD designated Outlot K on the northeast corner of the Hearteye property
—some of which might be needed for a traffic circle — to be used as a park. According to the PUD,
this park will be owned and maintained by the Weems Neighborhood Metropolitan District
(WNMD), a quasi-governmental entity encompassing the Silo subdivision (see above diagram).
However, Hearteye has not yet transferred Outlot K to WNMD.

Hearteye later agreed to sell the Silo subdivision to Cornerstone Homes Development
Company. Hearteye and Cornerstone subsequently entered into a Development Agreement with
the City of Lafayette on May 2, 2019. That Agreement provides that the Silo project would be
developed in two distinct phases, with each phase occurring over an approximately ten-year
buildout period. Phase 1 would develop the southern portion of the property, leaving the northern
portion abutting Arapahoe Road for Phase 2.

In addition, the Development Agreement made specific reference (127b) to the installation
of a traffic signal at the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection. That Agreement
provided that Cornerstone would install a traffic signal at that intersection in accordance with
CDOT specifications. The precise timing of the construction of the new intersection is not stated,
since it depends on other factors specified in that Agreement.

The Agreement further provided that Cornerstone would be responsible for 50% of the cost
of the traffic signal, while the owner of the adjacent Tebo Partnership property should be
responsible for the remaining 50%. However, if CDOT required construction of the traffic signal
before the contribution by the owner of the Tebo Partnership property could be secured,
Cornerstone would be responsible for 100% of cost, subject to a right of later reimbursement. The
Development Agreement also contains a number of other specific provisions related to the
development of the land in Phase 2 adjacent to Arapahoe Road.



On May 3, 2019, Cornerstone sold the land for Phase 1 to Lennar Colorado, LLC, and
assigned its rights and obligations under the Development Agreement to Lennar. At the same
time, the various parklands, open space, and other land designated on the PUD for WNMD in
Phase 1 — but not Phase 2 — were transferred to WNMD.

Accordingly, at the present time, it appears that:

e Hearteye remains the legal owner of the land for Phase 2, including Outlot K on the
northeast corner of the Silo development. However, per the PUD, when Phase 2 is developed,
Hearteye is obligated to transfer Outlot K to WNMD. With the agreement of the parties, any land
needed for the traffic circle and/or the memorial park could be set aside prior to that transfer.

e Lennar, as assignee of the Development Agreement, is obliged to construct the
traffic signal at the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection. Since work on that
intersection has yet begun, funding earmarked for the signaled intersection could be used to
construct a traffic circle.

The southeast corner. The Silo PUD and other City of Lafayette planning documents
anticipate that the Arapahoe Road — Aspen Ridge Drive intersection will be a primary access for
any development on the Tebo Partnership LLP property. The Development Agreement for the
Silo subdivision accordingly anticipates that the Tebo Partnership LLP or it successor will
contribute 50% of the cost of the intersection improvements. However, it appears that no
agreement has been reached between the City of Lafayette and the Tebo Partnership LLP
concerning those matters. Again, if the parties agreed, funds required to construct the signaled
intersection could be repurposed to construct a traffic circle.

The northeast corner. The land on the northeast corner of the new Arapahoe Road — Aspen
Ridge Drive intersection is owned by Stephen Tebo, an owner of Tebo Partnership LLP which
owns the property directly south across Arapahoe Road. Though the plans for the northern parcel
are not known, it seems possible that that an arrangement might be negotiated with Mr. Tebo to
acquire a small amount of additional land for the traffic circle from that parcel, if needed.

The northwest corner. The parcel adjacent to the northwest corner of the new intersection
includes a substantial residence and agricultural operation. The driveway for that property is
directly across Arapahoe Road from the planned entrance and traffic signal at Aspen Ridge Drive
(see above diagram). The property was owned by Richard P. Miller, who recently passed away
and it appears that the property is currently controlled by his estate while his affairs are being
wound up. Though any discussions concerning the acquisition of land for the proposed traffic
circle could be complicated by the estate proceedings, Mr. Miller’s estate also has some incentive
to have the intersection plans finalized prior to any transfer of the Miller property.

Moreover, the Miller property is subject to what was known as the Windridge PUD, which
required the landowner to execute a conservation easement in favor of Boulder County on the land
adjacent to Arapahoe Road. While the County cannot unilaterally transfer a portion of that land
for intersection improvements, its easement rights lessen the value of the land for the Miller estate.



Conclusion: Assembling the land for a traffic circle would be a complicated, time-
consuming process. On the other hand, that amount of land at issue for each landowner should not
be significant, and would include land already significantly impacted by the planned signaled
intersection. Further, the adjacent landowners may embrace the new design, since replacing a
traffic signal with a traffic circle could benefit their properties.

Land acquisition for the Park: The proposed park on the SW corner of the intersection
would not be located in the CDOT right of way, but would be developed on a portion of Outlot K
in the Silo subdivision. Since the PUD designates Outlot K as a small park to be owned and
maintained by WNMD, the placement of memorial signage or other similar items relating to the
Gateway pillars in that park would seem to be compatible with those plans.

Design: If the traffic circle proposal is pursued, community input should be solicited
regarding the various design elements. One appealing design envisions the pillars situated on an
east-west axis and standing parallel, similar to their original configuration, but only a few feet
apart. A paved, brick, or stone path could run between them on the traffic circle, representing the
Road of Remembrance. Signs on the traffic circle could identify the pillars and their memorial
purpose. If appropriate, the originally planned external and internal lighting could be reworked to
highlight the pillars at night.

Careful engineering will be needed to provide footings, structural reinforcement, and other
design features to mitigate any damage from the vibrations from passing vehicles. Similarly, a
knee wall or other low, unobtrusive barrier — similar to those used on many other traffic islands
(see photo, above) — may be needed on the circumference of the traffic island to provide protection
from errant drivers. Since the pillars presumably would be erected on slightly elevated footings
for drainage purposes, such a wall should not obstruct the view from passing vehicles.

There are countless possibilities for the adjacent memorial park. Various signs, historical
photos, plaques, or memorials could be installed. Like the original Gateway park, the new park
could have a flagpole and perhaps even a replica canon. Depending on community sentiment, the
park could honor only those who served in WWI or a broader segment of the veteran community.

Ownership and future maintenance: Under this proposal, the Gateway pillars would be
located on a traffic circle on a CDOT-owned right of way, and the adjacent memorial park would
be on property owned by WNMD. Both the City of Lafayette and Boulder County also have
interests in the Gateway pillars and the area.

Logically, the maintenance obligations for both the pillars and the adjacent park should be
consolidated under one governmental entity. While WNMD is a possibility, the precise contours
of such an arrangement will need to be negotiated between the relevant authorities and
memorialized in an intergovernmental agreement or similar instrument.

Proposal B — Memorial Park at the Intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive

A less ambitious alternative would be to relocate the pillars to the planned park on Outlot
K of the Silo subdivision on the southwest corner of this intersection (see diagram, above). As
previously discussed, that land is currently owned by Hearteye but, under the terms of the Silo
PUD, Outlot K is slated to be transferred in Phase 2 to WNMD for use as a park. Particularly since
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that area is still in the design stage, it seems feasible to discuss relocating the Gateway pillars to
the planned park.

Advantages
This alternative, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e The pillars would be visible to thousands of vehicles approaching the intersection
on westbound Arapahoe Road, roughly ¥2 mile from their original location.

e Passing motorists primarily will be the same Boulder County residents who
currently enjoy the pillars, many with an attachment and appreciation for their history.

e The park should provide space and opportunity to erect signage to explain the
pillars’ history and significance, and pedestrian access to the pillars and the amenities. If
appropriate, the park could be used to expand the memorial purpose of the pillars to honor veterans
of other wars.

e The current status of the intersection of Arapahoe Road and Aspen Ridge Drive
presents an opportunity to design and build such a park from scratch, rather than retrofitting or
squeezing into an existing site.

e By including the park in the initial construction of Phase 2 of the development, the
expense of some of the sitework could be included.

e The pillars and park could potentially be owned by a governmental entity, thus
providing for perpetual care and maintenance.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages
There also are obstacles inherent in the proposed design:

e The pillars will be used solely as a monument, losing their unique gateway
character and with less visibility than the present location for westbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e The pillars will have little visibility for eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e The timeline for completing Phase 2 of the Silo development is uncertain, but may
be several years away.

e Outlot K is traversed SW to NE by the Davidson-Highline Lateral Ditch, as well as
planned stormwater and other easements. While smaller structures such as signage or benches
likely should not interfere with those uses, significant engineering and planning would be required
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to place structures the size of the pillars on that tract. A preliminary review suggests that the pillars
would need to be relocated some distance from Arapahoe Road, decreasing their visibility from
passing vehicles.

e Though Phase 2 has not been platted, under the design reflected in the PUD does
not include an public parking in the vicinity of Outlot K, potentially raising conflicts with the
residents of the development.

Conclusion

Decades of neglect have allowed the purpose and setting of the Gateway pillars — a
community memorial to those who served in WWI — to be lost in the sprint for development.
Proposal A cannot return the clock to 1928, but may offer a path for reclaiming at least part of the
community’s vision and for honoring those who sacrificed during that horrible conflict. If that
idea is not implemented, Proposal B may offer the opportunity to relocate the pillars to a park close
to their original location.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to Forest Park

Recent community comments outlined a consensus that a future home for the Gateway
pillars should be to a site (a) where they will not again be subject to further movement or
disturbance, (b) which is governmentally owned, (c) where efforts can be made to enhance the
pillars’ visibility as a memorial, and (d) where both pillars can be located. Community members
also have expressed a preference that the pillars be relocated to a site as near as possible to the
current location, and with reasonable visibility for persons in vehicles passing by on a nearby
highway or street. Relocation of the pillars to Forest Park at the southwest corner of Arapahoe
Road and 95" Street generally meets these criteria.

Background

Forest Park is currently owned by the City of Lafayette. The parcel is slightly more than
4 acres in size, and was created as Outlot F when the Forest Park subdivision was approved in
1998.

Forest Park Location Map

Though the park is owned by the City of Lafayette, it is maintained by the Forest Park
Village homeowner’s association. The landscaping is mature with grass open spaces and
numerous mature trees. The area along the north boundary of the park adjacent to Arapahoe Road
is sunken below the grade of the adjacent roadway to serve as a catch basin for storm runoff.
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Forest Park from the southeast corner of Arapahoe Road and 95™ Street

The Proposal

The location and ownership of Forest Park make it a viable site for relocating the Gateway
pillars as part of a memorial to soldiers who served in WWI, and potentially including those who
served in other conflicts. While the relocated pillars likely would not be easily seen on Arapahoe
Road, the park is within the general vicinity of the pillars’ original location and provides ample
space for creating a memorial featuring the pillars along with signage, landscaping, and other
features.

Advantages
The proposed design, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e The park is situated on Arapahoe Road, the planned “Road of Remembrance,”
roughly 1% miles from the pillars’ original location.

e The park’s location is most visible to eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road and
southbound traffic on 95™ Street. Depending on the location of the pillars within the park, they
may or may not be visible to this traffic.
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e The park would provide ample space to create a memorial park among the mature
trees in a pleasant setting, with the pillars as a centerpiece accompanied by explanatory signage
and other amenities.

e The nearby parking lot for Forest Park Village provides public parking for those
who want to visit the pillars.

e Compared to other alternatives, this site may be less expensive since the park is
accessible with some infrastructure in place.

e Since the park is owned by the City of Lafayette, the process of reaching an
agreement may be less complicated.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

There also are obstacles inherent in the proposal:
e Regardless where the pillars are sited in the park:
o0 They will lose their unique gateway character, and
o They will have little visibility for westbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e Ifthe pillars are relocated to the interior of the park away from the northwest corner
to create a memorial park, their visibility from the roadways is essentially eliminated.

e |f the pillars are relocated to Forest Park, mature landscaping will need to be
removed. The City and homeowner’s association likely would not be supportive of removing
existing mature trees, and would require replacing them with trees of a matching caliper. The City
probably also would require a formal landscape plan, prepared by a landscape architect, that would
include a new irrigation plan to accommodate those changes.

e The commercial interests in Forest Park Village may object to (or may like) the
possibility that the memorial park could bring additional visitors to park in the commercial spaces.

e The current arrangement for provides for the Forest Park Village homeowner’s
association to maintain the park. If the pillars are moved to Forest Park, some modification of that
arrangement may be required, and the City would need to agree to be responsible for the perpetual
maintenance of the pillars and any amenities.
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Discussion

If the decision is made to create a memorial park featuring the Gateway pillars in the
general vicinity of the current location, then Forest Park is a viable option. Since the property is
owned by the City of Lafayette, discussions for creating such a park could involve fewer parties
and less legal complication. Moreover, though the presence of mature trees and landscaping may
pose obstacles, they also could provide a peaceful setting for the memorial.

The primary decision for the community is whether to substantially change the nature of
the pillars’ setting, and use them as the centerpiece for a pedestrian-accessed memorial park rather
than as a monument designed to be primarily viewed from a vehicle. If the former is selected, then
Forest Park may be a good choice.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to Cross Ridge Park

Like Forest Park and some other alternative locations, Cross Ridge Park could serve as a
site for relocating the pillars. The site (a) likely will not impacted by future road expansions, and
thus would avoid further movement or disturbance of the pillars, (b) is governmentally owned, (c)
has space to add amenities to enhance the pillars’ use as a memorial, and (d) can accommodate
both pillars. Cross Ridge Park also is relatively near the current location, and with some visibility
for persons in passing vehicles.

Background

Cross Ridge Park is a 4.74 acre neighborhood park managed by the City of Lafayette. The
park was created in 1994 as part of the Cross Creek subdivision.

Concept for Relocation to Cross Ridge Park
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The bulk of the park is an open, grassy area. The portion nearest to the corner of Arapahoe
Road and 95" Street is significantly below the grade of the adjacent roadways, and serves as a
catch basin for storm runoff.

Cross Ridge Park — view from NW towards Arapahoe Road — 95 St. Intersection

Between the park and the roadways on the west and south is a strip of land designated as
Tract C in the Cross Creek subdivision filing, which is owned by the Ridge at Cross Creek
Homeowners Association. The portion of this strip on the corner of Arapahoe Road and 95" Street
is landscaped with mature trees and contains part of a path that circumnavigates the park.

The Proposal

The location, orientation, and ownership of Cross Ridge Park make it a viable site for
relocating the Gateway pillars. While there are a number of possible locations for pillars in the
park, one site would be at the southeast end of the park west of the mature trees and as close as
feasible to the northwest corner of Arapahoe Road and 95" Street. In that location, the pillars
could be oriented on a somewhat NW-SE axis so that the “gateway” between them is visible to
westbound traffic. In addition to the pillars, there is ample room in that area of the park for signage,
landscaping, and other features that would be somewhat visible to westbound traffic and accessible
via the existing walking path in the park.
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Advantages

The proposed design, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e The park is situated on Arapahoe Road, the planned “Road of Remembrance,”
roughly 1% miles from the pillars’ original location.

e The park’s location on the northwest corner of the Arapahoe Road — 95" Street
intersection is somewhat visible to westbound traffic on Arapahoe Road, the original intended
audience for the Gateway pillars. Depending on the location, the pillars could also be somewhat
visible to north and/or southbound traffic on 95" Street.

e The motorists viewing the pillars primarily will be the same Boulder County
residents who currently enjoy them.

e The park would provide ample space and opportunity to erect signage to explain
the pillars’ history and significance. If appropriate, the park could be used to expand the memorial
purpose of the pillars to honor veterans of other wars.

e The combined park and outlot contain open spaces and a walking path, reducing
the amount of work necessary to prepare the site.

e |If sited in the existing park, the pillars and park would be owned by the City of
Lafayette, which would agree to be responsible for perpetual care and maintenance.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

The obstacles inherent in the proposal are as follows:
o If the pillars are relocated into the existing park, they would:

0 Besome distance from and substantially below the grade of Arapahoe Road,
reducing their visibility to passing motorists, and

0 Lose their unique gateway character.

e Regardless of the siting, the pillars will have poor to non-existent visibility for
eastbound traffic on Arapahoe Road.

e The siting of the pillars is complicated by the fact that it is a detention pond

converted into a park. The park receives all the storm drainage for that neighborhood, so that the
southeast corner of the park holds water during many weather events and even during snowmelt.
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The flat area of the park has an engineered and installed drainage system. Any changes to that
area likely would require that both the drainage and irrigation systems be re-engineered and rebuilt.

e Torelocate the pillars close to the corner of the intersection, some agreement would
be required to transfer a portion of Outlot C to the City of Lafayette.

e The siting of the pillars is complicated by the presence of mature trees on Outlot C
close to the corner of the intersection. If the pillars are sited behind the mature trees, or west of
the corner to avoid the trees, the pillars’ visibility from the roadways will be further reduced.

e Cross Ridge Park was designed as a neighborhood park, with little adjacent parking.
Residents in the Cross Creek subdivision should be consulted regarding the addition of the pillars
and associated amenities to that park, and likelihood of additional traffic in the neighborhood.

Discussion

In comparison to some alternatives, relocating the Gateway pillars to Cross Ridge Park
would involve fewer parties and less legal complication. If the City of Lafayette agreed to the
proposal, the legal requirements and approvals would be significantly reduced, and the project
simplified. Those issues could be more difficult if the pillars were moved partly or entirely on to
a portion of Outlot C currently owned by the Cross Creek Homeowners Association.

Though the park is relatively open land, the site poses significant engineering
complications given its use as a stormwater catch basin. The presence of mature trees on the
corner, and the tract’s use as a neighborhood park could inject additional issues.

Finally, relocating the pillars into a park, even if visible from a roadway, changes their
character and the public’s perception of them. While their history could be explained — likely
better than it is explained now — the pillars would become more of a static memorial than part of
the everyday fabric of the East County.
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Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to Legion Park

Of all of the potential alternative sites for the pillars, Legion Park aligns most closely with
the original memorial purpose of the pillars. Dedicated in 1934, Legion Park was created as “a
memorial to the soldier dead of the World War.” Though never formally associated with the Road
of Remembrance, the park accordingly shares the same memorial purpose as the Gateway pillars.
Moreover, Legion Park meets other criteria identified by the community including that it is a site
(@) where the pillars will not again be subject to further movement or disturbance, (b) that is
governmentally owned, (c) where efforts can be made to enhance the pillars’ visibility as a
memorial, and (d) where both pillars can be located.

Background

In 1917, a local Boulder businessman, John Howard Empson, deeded 28 acres to Boulder
County, including Goodview Hill on the north side of Arapahoe Road overlooking the Boulder
Valley. The parcel was later reduced in size to ~23 acres when the County dedicated a strip along
the south boundary for the newly build Arapahoe Road.

In 1931, Boulder County commissioners requested the construction of a new scenic road
to the top of Goodview Hill to provide a vantage point from which visitors will get an “unparalleled
panoramic view.” When this opportunity arose, Post 10 in 1932 leased the Goodview Hill property
from the County “for the purpose of beautifying said tract as a memorial to the soldier dead of the
World War.” The lease, which bears a rent of 50¢ per year, expires on October 31, 2031.

Thereafter, the memorial was designed by Saco Rienk DeBoer, a noted landscape architect
from Denver. His design for the memorial called for 2” high rock wall, 382 feet long, and 100 feet
wide with flagpoles located at each end, located at the top of Goodview Hill. Two captured
artillery pieces (from the same source as the cannon at the Gateway park) were installed on
platforms near the flagpoles. Two elaborate entrance gateways were planned for the entrance road
off Arapahoe Road.

A crew from the Civilian Conservation Corps constructed the hilltop memorial, but the
entrance gateways were never built. Legion Park was dedicated in late June 1934, and
maintenance responsibilities were turned over to Legion Post 10. However, a later study
concluded: “It is unclear what work, if any, occurred on the property after the American Legion
signed the lease since the country was fast approaching the lowest point of the Great Depression.”

Over the years, the park fell into significant disrepair. Legion Post 10 told the Daily
Camera that they tried for years to maintain the park, but the vandalism remained rampant. Visitors
stole the flagpoles and plaques. The Legion provided garbage cans, but they were stolen. The
legion Commander was quoted as saying “we put out trash bags, but some of the bums slept in
them.”

In early 1976, due to the County’s concern of the ability of Post 10 to properly maintain
the park, Boulder County Parks and Open Space Department (BCPOS) took control of the park’s
maintenance, though the Legion continued its sponsorship of the memorial. Toward that end, the
County signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the Legion confirming their March 1, 1933
lease, but providing that the County would take responsibility for the care of the park. In this same
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MOA, it was agreed that the Legion would maintain all war memorials, flag poles, plaques, and
signs, continue to conduct memorial services, erect fitting displays in memory of the war dead,
install additional war memorial monuments at its expense. The Legion also was given the right to
formally name the park.

On Memorial Day, May 30, 1977, the Legion rededicated the park as “Boulder Veterans
Memorial Park.” However, the park continued to decline. One of two artillery pieces disappeared,
apparently in the 1970s. In June 2005, the Legion arranged for the Colorado Air National Guard
to remove the other artillery piece, which the Legion restored and now displays at its building on
North Broadway in Boulder.

Though officially named “Boulder
Veterans Memorial Park,” the site is now
referred to Legion Park, and Goodview Hill
is now called “Legion Hill,” by the County
and on most maps. However, since the last
artillery piece was removed in 2005, it does
not appear that Legion Post 10 has conducted
any activity or done any further maintenance
or improvement to the site.

Instead, County publications list
Legion Park as one of its “open space
properties” managed by BCPOS. The
memorial at the crest of Goodview Hill been
reduced to the perimeter rock wall; all of the
other memorial features (artillery pieces,
flagpoles, plaques) have been removed. The
interior space of the memorial now serves as
a parking lot for those seeking to enjoy the
view, with picnic benches, two Parks and
Open Space interpretive signs, and trash and

recycling containers maintained by the

Legion Park
County. J

The remainder of the 23-acre property is dryland, with a 0.9 mile loop trail used for hiking,
mountain biking, and other recreational purposes. It is maintained as non-irrigated open space
with native or invasive prairie vegetation. Apart from the access road from Arapahoe, a “Legion
Park” sign, and the loop trail, the remaining property is vacant.

On October 8, 2019, the Board of County Commissioners approved a request from BCPOS
to designate Legion Park as a Boulder County Historic Landmark. This designation covers the
entire 23 acres of the park, and provides that “Any construction or alteration of the landscape or
features within the site area will require review and approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness.”
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The Proposal

During the community discussions concerning the future of the Gateway pillars, there has
been significant discussion about relocating them to Legion Park. To date, however, there has
been no consensus concerning the exact siting of the relocated pillars within the park. Among the
locations that have been discussed are:

1. Flanking the entry drive at the bottom, set back a short distance from Arapahoe
Road.
2. Flanking the entry drive about 100" — 150’ up the hillside from Arapahoe Road.
3. Flanking the entry drive at the top of the hill at the entry to the memorial.
Entry to Legion Park from Arapahoe Road
4. On top of the hill, on the west side of the memorial’s wall, adjacent to (or as part

of) the existing wall.

5. On top of the hill, on the southwest corner of the memorial’s wall, close to an
existing wall, potentially moving up the hill.

Current Memorial at Legion Park
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Depending on which location is selected, benches, interpretive signage, and other amenities
could be installed.

Advantages

The proposed location, if adopted, would have several advantages:

e Legion Park was created at roughly the same time as the Gateway by some of the
same individuals and organizations that created the pillars, and shares the same memorial purpose
with the pillars.

e Legion Park is situated on Arapahoe Road, the planned “Road of Remembrance,”
albeit 4% miles from the pillars’ original location.

e |f sited to flank the entry road, the pillars would be visible to traffic on Arapahoe
Road and continue to serve as a “gateway.”

e If sited on top of the hill, the area would provide ample space for explanatory
signage and other amenities.

e The existing space at the top of the hill provides public parking for those who want
to visit the pillars.

e Boulder Legion Post #10 has indicated a willingness to work with the Mitigation
Working Group if the decision is made to relocate the Gateway pillars to Legion Park. Since the
park is owned by Boulder County, if an agreement can be reached, the County could assume
responsibility for the perpetual care and maintenance of the pillars and the associated signs and
memorials.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

There also are obstacles inherent in the proposal:

e Legion Park is situated several miles from the pillars’ original location, where they
were an integral part of daily life in the East County.

e Legion Park is scarcely known in Boulder County, and predominantly is used by
residents of the City of Boulder. While moving the pillars to Legion Park may increase the park’s
use and visibility, the pillars will be seen far less at that location than at their current or some other
relocation sites.

e The park has a history of vandalism, and increased security and/or maintenance
may be required.
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e If the pillars are sited to flank the entry road:

o Asignificant amount of earthmoving and site preparation would be required
due to the slope; and

0 Explanatory signage and other amenities likely would need to be located at
some distance from the pillars.

e If the pillars are sited on top of the hill, they would not be visible from Arapahoe
Road and would not serve as a gateway.

e The entirety of Legion Park is designated as both a Boulder County Historic
Landmark and as Boulder County open space.

0 The landmark designation is particularly important with respect to the
memorial, which is protected both as a representative project constructed by the Civilian
Conservation Corps and as a representative work of master landscape architect Saco Rienk
DeBoer. The incentive to protect the historic integrity of the Legion Park memorial is
significant, since that iconic landmark should not be degraded in the same way as the
setting for the Gateway has been destroyed.

o0 Boulder residents’ well-known fierce protection of open space suggests that
any relocation, particularly one that requires sitework which disturbs open space land, may
encounter community resistance.

o |fthe Gateway pillars are relocated to Legion Park, they will lose their independent
identity and simply become another structure in the park.

Discussion

Legion Park in many respects is an attractive future home for the Gateway pillars. The
park’s temporal, architectural, and commemorative symmetry with the Road of Remembrance’s
Gateway is obvious. But the two memorials were created to be, and have been maintained for
nearly a century as, independent sites. One was an impressive destination shrine, while the other
was specifically created to be observed from thousands of passing vehicles. Each has developed
its own legacy and passionate supporters.

Another commonality is that both the pillars and the memorial at Legion Park have been
overlooked for decades. Adding the pillars to the Legion Park site could simply exacerbate the
decline of both monuments. Since the futures of the two memorials will be linked, a plan to
relocate the pillars to the park should include revitalizing both and aggressively maintaining them
in the coming decades.

23



Relocation of the Gateway Pillars to US 36 Overlook

Perhaps the most dramatic venue in the East County is the overlook on US 36, aka the
Turnpike. The vista from the overlook is spectacular, with the Boulder Valley below and the
Continental Divide stretching out in the distance. Relocating the pillars to the overlook would
provide them with a superb backdrop at a spot looking out on the zealously protected “frontispiece”
or new entrance to Boulder. Moreover, the overlook is a site (a) where the pillars will not again
be subject to further movement or disturbance, (b) which is governmentally owned, (c) where
efforts could be made to enhance the pillars’ visibility as a memorial, and (d) where both pillars
can be located.

Background

The US 36 overlook is entirely located on the US 36 right of way owned by CDOT. The
site is accessible only for westbound traffic from US 36 via a shallow turnout, where there is
parking for approximately 8-9 vehicles. In recent years, a bikeway was built adjacent to the
westbound lane of US 36, providing access to the overlook for bicyclists and walkers from both
Boulder and Louisville.

City of Boulder
Open Space

wanntte

Boundary of CDOT
Right of Way

Vicinity Map - US 36 Overlook

At present, the overlook site is small, bracketed by the turnout lane for US 36 and the
bikeway. A small kiosk is the primary amenity, along with some interpretive signage, benches,
and telescopes. The site has no trees or other formal landscaping, but instead is dryland prairie
similar to City of Boulder open space to the north and west.

The overlook’s outstanding feature is the expansive view to the west across the valley to
the Rocky Mountains in the distance. Over the past several decades, the City of Boulder spent
millions of dollars protecting that view, which is often called Boulder’s “frontispiece.”
Functionally, the overlook is the new gateway welcoming visitors from the east to Boulder.
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US 36 Overlook

The Proposal

The original purpose of erecting the pillars at the intersection of the Lincoln Highway and
Arapahoe Road was to create a gateway to a Road of Remembrance leading visitors to Boulder.
The Road of Remembrance was never built, and Arapahoe Road has been supplanted by US 36 as
the primary route for visitors from the east to Boulder.

By relocating the pillars to the US 36 overlook, they again can be part of a grand entrance
to the City of Boulder. The views behind them would be striking, different but comparable to the
background for the original pillars. Interpretive signage and other amenities can be added to
emphasize and enhance the pillars’ memorial purpose.

Advantages
The advantages of the proposed site are apparent:
e The background view behind the pillars on the overlook would be magnificent.

e The pillars would be visible and accessible to westbound visitors headed for
Boulder, the intended audience for the original pillars.

e Though additional planning would be needed, the overlook could provide space for
signage and other amenities explaining and enhancing the pillars’ memorial purpose.

e The overlook provides some public parking, as well as bike access, for those who
want to visit the pillars.

e Since the overlook is owned by CDOT, the process of reaching an agreement for
the pillars relocation may be less complicated, and CDOT would take responsibility for the
perpetual care and maintenance of the pillars and the associated signs and memorials.

e Removing the pillars from the Arapahoe Road — US 287 intersection will permit
engineers, if appropriate, to reconfigure that intersection to address safety concerns. While those
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decisions are beyond the scope of this project, such a discussion can proceed without the
constraints imposed by those historic structures.

Disadvantages

There also are obstacles inherent in the proposal:

e The overlook is situated on US 36, several miles from the “Road of Remembrance”
and the pillars’ original location.

e County residents would seldom visit or even see the pillars. Instead of being an
integral part of daily life in the East County, the pillars would be primarily a collateral attraction
for visitors to the County enjoying the views from the overlook.

e Few passershy stop at the overlook, either from the highway or the bikeway. While
the pillars would be visible to westbound traffic on US 36, their location to the side of a high-
speed, heavily-trafficked expressway makes it less likely that passers-by would observe them or
understand their history and purpose. Bicyclists would be more likely to observe and perhaps stop
at the pillars, but their numbers are small compared to the drivers who currently use Arapahoe
Road.

e The pillars would not be visible or accessible to eastbound traffic on US 36, forcing
all vehicular visitors to approach in the westbound lanes.

e Those stopping at the overlook will need to cope with the noise and activity
generated by traffic passing by a few feet away on US 36.

e The overlook is small and there is no obvious place to relocate the pillars given its
current configuration. Accordingly, significant sitework may be needed, both to find a place for
the pillars and their amenities, and to relocate some of the existing infrastructure. Depending on
the site design, it might be necessary to seek a small amount of additional land from the adjacent
City of Boulder open space.

Discussion

In some ways, the US 36 overlook is both the best and worst alternative for the pillars. If
the goal is to place the pillars in a stunning visual location where visitors can photograph them to
great effect, the overlook is an ideal spot. Passersby might seldom appreciate them, yet the pillars
could be publicly proclaimed to once again be the “Gateway to Boulder.”

At the same time, the pillars would lose much of their local heritage and become almost
exclusively a tourist attraction. Signage and other amenities could be installed to explain their
memorial purpose, but the pillars’ location alongside an expressway would make it unlikely that
County residents would visit to reflect and honor those who served.
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Recent Postings on 9milecornerpillars.com

From: Rebecca Sulka <rsulka@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Apr 12, 2022 at 8:37 PM
Subject: 9 mile corner Memorial pillars

To: <wdmaddme@gmail.com>

Hello,

Thank you for allowing folks to watch the meeting at the YMCA on 4/12/22 via zoom!
I understand that one hundred years ago that intersection was intended to be a ‘gateway’ off the
‘Lincoln Highway’ to Boulder and the structures are WW1 memorial pillars.

| really appreciated hearing the story of someone who knew they were a memorial and
remembers the gateway before the turnpike was built. I've lived just a few miles from them for
28 years and I'm only now learning of their significance. There was no way, even before the
recent CDOT work, that | was going to get out of my car and walk around them. Knowing how
special the memorial pillars are to that community member, | say this with sympathy, I'm afraid
when they built the turnpike, with it's sweeping views of the Boulder valley the ‘gateway"
purpose of those pillars was replaced by highway 36.

That being said the memorial has not been honored as it should be, like the way that man would
straighten up, turn and salute.

| agree with the idea to keep them as close to where they are as possible. My personal hope is
that there could be a considerable effort to find somewhere along the “Lincoln” highway where
the pillars could stand as a frame of the beautiful back range view, and that one day we could all
read the names on those memorials in safety with the opportunity for deep reflection.

That’s my 2 cents...
Thanks again,
Becky Sulka
303-907-8025

From: Steve Hartmeyer <sjh17@indra.com>
Date: Thu, Apr 14, 2022 at 9:17 PM
Subject: Pillar comments post-forum

To: <wdmaddme@gmail.com>

To the Members of the Mitigation Working Group:

I’m offering my commentary as a 24-year resident of Lafayette with an interest in history,
local and otherwise, as the son of a U.S. Army veteran (of Vietnam), and as a citizen who has
passed by the pillars on errands or my commute nearly every day for these last 24 years. |
attended the public forum at the YMCA in Lafayette out of concern for the future of the pillars,
and was very gratified to learn via that forum that there are many individuals and groups that
have taken an interest in trying to resolve the present situation favorably.

I would like to express my appreciation to Bill Meyer and the Boulder Rotary Club in
particular for spearheading efforts to communicate with the general public about this matter, and
to CDOT for soliciting community involvement in determining a course of action.



In hearing numerous constructive comments from my fellow citizens during the forum, and
seeing the written alternatives offered in the pamphlet presented at the forum, my original
generalized opinion of the situation has become clarified, and | would share it thusly:

First of all, it appears nearly self-evident that although preservation in-situ might be desirable
to many for the historicity of the location, and potentially less expensive, in-situ "preservation™
cannot possibly be considered practical.

A reconstruction of the intersection of US 287 and Arapahoe, impactful to the pillars, has just
been completed. Relocation of one of the pillars previously took place in an earlier
reconstruction of this intersection. There is every reason to expect that this intersection must be
reconstructed again in the future due to continuing growth and changing transportation needs in
the vicinity. There can and will only be more traffic at this location in the future as Erie
continues to expand and the population of Boulder County grows. Furthermore, several speakers
at the forum very clearly complained about the current configuration of the intersection with
apparent justification, suggesting that there will be considerable impetus to have the intersection
subject to reconfiguration again immediately or in the very near future, and any further
adjustments are likely to be a detriment to the pillars.

Therefore, | argue there is no valid choice except to relocate the pillars, despite the potential
expense.

| was pleased to see a list of suggested alternative locations expressed in the pamphlet, several
of which were described in remarks by Mr. Meyer. | concur with the opinion expressed by the
representative of the Daughters of the American Revolution who attended, that the pillars if
relocated should be placed in a space that will permit visitors to view them close-up, and that
such a space should include interpretive signage, at least similar in quality to interpretive signage
common in Boulder County Open Space.

It should be obvious that such signage should include information about the pillars' former
location, and the reasons for being placed there originally, and the reasons for relocation.

I very much appreciated Mr. Meyer’s suggestion that members of the CU ROTC cadre attend
the pillars on Veteran's Day. Although for various reasons locating the pillars on the CU campus
may not be ideal, | should like to think that a relationship with the CU ROTC program could and
should be fostered such that the pillars may be treated as the memorial they were meant to be,
and become a site for remembrance ceremonies. When | was a Boy Scout, | recall that
ceremonies of respect for veterans were occasionally attended by members of my troop, and
perhaps local Girl Scout and Boy Scout troops could similarly be enlisted along with ROTC
students and various local veterans' groups to volunteer to help maintain the grounds and
organize appropriate ceremonies.

Several locations mentioned in the pamphlet are appealing, foremost among them in my mind
possibly being Legion Park. 1 am not very familiar with this park except to know its location
along Arapahoe Road, despite having lived in Boulder County for 29 years, but it seems to have
the potential to be a quiet space conducive to remembrance and ceremony. Many other
suggested locations in busier parts of the county would lack this advantage (for example, the US
36 overlook may be scenic, and a gateway, but I think constant noise from an immediately-
adjacent major divided highway is hardly appropriate for peace and remembrance).



As much as I would like to recommend keeping the pillars as near as possible to their original
location (now in Lafayette), | think it is most important to place them in a new location where (a)
they can be decently preserved, (b) they can be readily visited by the public, (c) they can be
accompanied by signage, and ideally (d) new memorials to veterans of more recent conflicts
(WWII, Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan were all mentioned in passing at the forum) may
be added to a potential landscape or garden of remembrance.

It would seem that an existing large park or open space location would lend itself to these
goals better than placement near retail or within a confined municipal public space might do.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my opinion. When it comes time to gather funding for
the expenses to removing and preserving the pillars, please ensure to contact me. | pledge at this
time to contribute no less than $1000.00 toward this cause once a funding vehicle is available.

Best regards,

Steven J. Hartmeyer
209 Acadia Avenue
Lafayette, CO 80026
(303) 604-0162

From: Barbara Torres <BTorres@care4denver.org>
Date: Tue, Apr 26, 2022, 10:06 AM

Subject: Pillar preservation

To: wdmaddme@gmail.com <wdmaddme@gmail.com>

The purpose of the pillars was not only to honor the soldiers of WWI but also to entice tourists to
come to Boulder. It’s important to keep in mind this DUAL purpose. The pillars were meant to
be a Gateway and were put at their location for a reason. They were not meant for people to get
out of their cars and have a moment/place to reflect. All of Arapahoe was the “Road of
Remembrance” where people could reflect about the soldiers of Boulder County as they drove to
Boulder.

The pillars aren’t in anyone’s way. Let’s not rape the intersection like Boulder did with the 75th
Street intersection.

The people who want the pillars moved are likely not Boulder County natives. They didn’t drive
through them to get to Denver like we used to do. They have no special ties or memories of the
pillars. To move them would render them almost meaningless because they would lose half of
their purpose. They would no longer be a Gateway to Boulder from 287 they were intended to
be.

Barbara (Woodley) Torres
Boulder native
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