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Meeting Summary 

 

BUCKLEY ANNEX TASK FORCES 
 

1st Meeting 

 

Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

555 Uinta Way 

Denver, Colorado 

 

February 12, 2007 

 

This is a summary of the key informational and action items from the first meeting of the 

Buckley Annex Task Forces.  The five Task Forces – Planning/Urban Design, Transportation, 

Market Research, Economic Development, and Housing -- were convened by the Lowry 

Redevelopment Authority (LRA) to provide input into the future development of the Buckley 

Annex.  Additional information is available at www.lowry.org/buckleyannex . 

 

Meeting Goals 

 

There were three primary goals for this initial meeting: 

 

 Foster understanding of the plan development process 

 Clarify role of the Task Forces 

 Identify and discuss major issues and gather Task Force ideas for plan development 

 
Preliminary Matters 

 

After initial introductions by Monty Force from the Lowry Redevelopment Authority and an 

overview of the project by Todd Johnson from Design Workshop, there was a discussion 

about how the Task Forces are expected to operate.  This information was shared with the 

members of the Task Forces as operating agreements, which were adopted by the group. 

 

Initial Input 

 

An initial exercise was conducted in which Task Force members and others from the public 

were asked for their thoughts about their key hope, biggest fear and what to be sure not to 

overlook.  These verbatim comments are available for review on the website, but a few 

illustrative comments included: 

 

 Key hope:  Functional, thoughtful, mix of uses, successful in the market, balanced 

redevelopment, integrated development with the rest of Lowry, and, the final piece that 

enhances the cachet of Lowry 

 

 Biggest fear:  Density too low, it will feel suburban, increased traffic (mentioned several 

times), too much low income housing, not enough neighborhood feel, and, that the Air 

Force does not vacate the site for four to five years. 
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 Don’t overlook:  Noise impact, need for open space, environmental issues, integration 

with surroundings, history and charm of Lowry, public desires, connection to the rest of 

Lowry via foot and bike, and, public participation. 

 

Review Conceptual Framework 

 

Members of the consulting team – Todd Johnson, Dan Guimond and Dennis Arbogast – then 

provided overview comments about the design issues, economic and market statistics, and 

infrastructure challenges and opportunities.  In each area, the team promised more thorough 

analysis and presentations at future meetings. 

 

Some general background information included that the site is scheduled to be vacated by 

September 14, 2011, but the schedule may be moved up.  The LRA will submit the plan to the 

Air Force and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in September 

2007. After approvals, the land will be sold to private developer(s).  It is not likely that the 

LRA will oversee the redevelopment.  The Air Force will conduct initial environmental 

studies and is responsible for any clean-up needed.  The Air Force will most likely conduct a 

privatized clean-up if necessary.  The library has applied for two acres of parking on the 

Buckley site through the public benefit conveyance process.  There are also pending 

applications for homeless housing by various Aurora and Denver providers. 

 

Breakout Sessions 

 

The Task Force members and members from the general public were then divided into three 

groups (two Task Forces were combined).  These groups were asked to address three 

questions.   The questions and examples of guidance from the Task Forces are presented 

below: 

 

Question 1.  Vision statement.  The groups were asked to critique and suggest possible 

improvements to the following initial draft of a vision statement: “We must develop a plan for 

the Buckley Annex that is marked by choices, offering jobs, diverse housing, public spaces 

and civic destinations that appropriately balances the needs and wants of many interest 

groups and delivers quality, value and a clear path toward implementation.” 

 

Responses: 

 

 How do we define “appropriately balances?” 

 Don’t commit to specific land uses too early. 

 How can we enhance surrounding neighborhoods? 

 Too broad with the phrase “the needs and wants of many interest groups.” 

 Sustainability needs to be in the vision. 

 The vision might indicate that this site is the “crowning jewel” or the culminating piece of 

Lowry.  Other members feel such language is not appropriate as it might imply that this 

neighborhood has to be too different and couldn’t just be a “normal” neighborhood. 

 Strive for a loftier, visionary quality in the statement. 

 Offering jobs should not be a strong driver. 

 Clear path towards implementation – this is the key exercise. 
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 Appropriate balances – needs to incorporate market forces. 

 Can serve as a transportation hub. 

 

Question 2.  Issues: What are the most important issues that need to be addressed? 

 

Responses: 

 

 Traffic. 

 Other potential redevelopment projects in the area. 

 Sensitively integrate Buckley with existing neighborhoods through pedestrian and 

vehicular connections. 

 Respect and consider the needs/desires of adjacent neighborhoods, including library 

parking needs, park needs and mountain view preservation. 

 Place retail in an area that will add to rather than detract from the value of existing 

neighborhoods. 

 Make certain that the planning process is transparent. 

 Make sure the plan will be implemented as designed. 

 Concerns about densities that are too high or too low. 

 Balance the Air Force’s desire to maximize the value of the land, the existing 

community’s vision for the site, and the ability for the market to support the plan.  

 The Air Force’s timeframe and the process of disposition. 

 Affordable housing. 

 Multi-modal connections. 

 Blending different types of density. 

 The existing “white elephant” building on the site. 

 Jobs. 

 Having a “campus feel” to the site. 

 Swimming pool. 

 

Question 3.  Learning: What are the areas you would like to learn more about? 

 

Responses: 

 

 The vision for Lowry as a whole. 

 What are our parameters with the Air Force so we don’t plan something that’s 

unacceptable? 

 How is or can the public process be transparent? 

 How can we make the plan enforceable? 

 Is there a compilation of the lessons that have already been learned through the 

redevelopment of Lowry? 

 Are there any “givens” to the site – things that cannot be changed? 

 What is the land conveyance process? 

 What is the history and current situation regarding vacancy of office space and retail 

performance? 

 Who owns and is responsible for this project post LRA? 

 What is the status of the homeless provider application? 
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Next Steps 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for March 12
th

 at the same location 

 

 

Date: Monday, March 12  

Time: 6:00 p.m. – 8:30 p.m.  

Location: LRA, 555 Uinta Way, Denver 
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BUCKLEY ANNEX TASK FORCES 
 

2nd Meeting 

 

Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

555 Uinta Way 

Denver, Colorado 

 

March 12, 2007 

 

This is a summary of the key informational and action items from the second meeting of the 

Buckley Annex Task Forces.  The five Task Forces – Planning/Urban Design, Transportation, 

Market Research, Economic Development, and Housing -- were convened by the Lowry 

Redevelopment Authority (LRA) to provide input into the future development of the Buckley 

Annex.  Additional information is available at www.lowry.org/buckleyannex . 

 

MEETING GOALS 

 

There were three primary goals for this second meeting: 

 

 Clarify the Air Force land conveyance process and BRAC schedule 

 Identify the complexities of project design decisions 

 Develop principles to guide development choices and decisions 

 

INITIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 

Monty Force from the Lowry Redevelopment Authority reviewed the Air Force land 

conveyance process and spoke to other issues raised at the first meeting that impact planning 

for the Buckley Annex site.  Todd Johnson from Design Workshop then gave an overview of 

design challenges, complexities and opportunities.  He concluded his presentation with a 

review of a revised vision statement; the Task Forces agreed that this evolving vision 

statement is a useful touchstone to guide the planning process.   

 

TASK FORCE SESSIONS 

 

The Task Forces then broke into their respective groups.  The Economics and Market 

Research Task Forces met as a combined group.  Each group was asked to discuss principles 

that will guide its choices and decisions and to generate preliminary planning thoughts for 

discussion in the full group.  A summary of specific thoughts, questions or guidance from the 

Task Forces and their discussions about principles is highlighted below: 
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Market Research-Economic Development 

 

Planning direction/thoughts: 

 

 The range of housing is diverse within Lowry.  There is a high number of apartments in 

comparison to single family detached, townhomes, and condominiums. 

 Lowry’s successful track record of providing a broad range of uses gives us helpful 

information for assessing the market. 

 We have 72 acres at the Buckley site.  There was discussion about the assumption that 

about 25 percent might be consumed by uses such as roads and stormwater detention and 

that the amount of acreage available for development would be correspondingly reduced.    

 In general, there are many supermarkets in this part of Denver, but nothing besides 

Albertson’s in the immediate area. Most other grocers are 1.5 to 2 miles away. 

 There is a good deal of regional retail surrounding Lowry.  Cherry Creek is not far away, 

and it affects the kind of retail that could go on the site.   

 EPS examined overall office trends and demand for office space.  The office market has 

improved dramatically over the last 12 months.  The downtown market is particularly 

healthy.  Now that TREX has been completed the SE quadrant will improve too.  Lowry is 

a niche market.  Office probably wouldn’t work except for maybe mixing smaller office 

uses into a town center concept. 

 There is an opportunity to reuse the existing building.  This research still needs to be 

completed. 

 The density of potential residents could be about equal to the current density of 2,000 

workers at DFAS but their traffic impacts, both in terms of location and time of day, 

might well be different.  The current number of workers is down from former levels of 

about 3000. 

 The Air Force has to sell to a private developer who would likely pay more for a plan that 

has political support and entitlements in place.   

 It might be hard to get people to cross the road from the existing Lowry Town Center. 

 

Principles discussion: 

 

 Leveraging existing assets will provide greater overall returns. 

 Product diversity promotes higher absorption rates. 

 Density will provide greatest return. 

 Phasing can be used to advantage for overall dynamic markets, benching and ramped 

investment return. 

 Maximize employment and benefits to city and community. 

 The market will drive the outcome. 

 

Housing 

 

Planning direction/thoughts: 

 

 Explore the range of for sale and leased housing. What does the existing mix look like?    

 Determine the amount of acreage available for development once the need for uses such 

as roads and stormwater drainage is taken into account.    

 The homeless housing application is currently under review by the consultants.   



AA.9Redevelopment PlanBUCKLEY ANNEX

 

Buckley Annex Task Forces Meeting -  March 12, 2007 -  Page 3 

 

 The supply and demand report from the Denver Housing Task Force shows huge needs in 

Denver’s housing.  The Buckley Annex has an opportunity to play a role in filling: 

 very affordable housing 

 work force housing  

 revitalization of neighborhoods 

 

Principles discussion: 

 

 Consider a broad range of housing product types to attract and retain a vibrant and diverse 

community.  Comments: 

 Employment should be included in this – housing can be developed in response to the 

diversity.   

 Maybe we are pushing too much into this area.  The west neighborhood was 38 acres – 

if this is more like 50 net acres are we shoving too much into the area? 

 Promote affordability across different spectrums of population and income levels.  

Comments:  

 Should make it mandatory 

 Should be in response to demand 

 Ensure high quality residential development that will complement existing portions of 

Lowry and the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 Integrate housing into a dynamic mixed use development 

 

Transportation and Infrastructure 

 

Planning direction/thoughts: 

 

 Consider the overall site in its regional context, in the neighborhood context in terms of its 

proximity to surrounding uses and in relation to existing neighborhoods 

 There is limited ability to reuse AF infrastructure systems. 

 There is concern about the need for water detention, water quality and the location of 

existing outfalls. 

 There is concern about the size of the pond at the southeast corner of the site.  Can this 

pond be smaller?  How much of the 70 acres is needed for detention?  Requirements for 

onsite detention are a function of the land plan as well as locations of detention and water 

quality basins.   

 Peak hour counts have been taken and the consultant team is still analyzing them. 

 Berms and landscaping are mature and need to be considered for connections to 

neighborhoods. 

 Consider a revised alignment of Lowry Boulevard to move to the south and connect to 

Monaco at Bayaud or Cedar. 

 It is important to have pedestrian access to Crestmoor Park from this project.  A traffic 

light would encourage this connection. 

 Redevelopment of this site should also include analysis of the street width and streetscape 

of 1
st
 Avenue. 

 Could there be a roundabout in the center of the site on Lowry Boulevard? 
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Principles discussion: 

 

 Transportation options support a diverse community with access for non-motorized travel 

to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 Support alternative transportation and reduce auto dependency. 

 Connectivity to the surrounding neighborhoods is key to providing an efficient 

transportation network. 

 A mix of land uses will distribute traffic throughout the day. 

 Dense mixed-use development requires provision of pedestrian facilities and 

enhancements.  Comment: consider removing “dense” from this statement. 

 Negative traffic impacts will be identified and mitigated to the extent possible. 

 

Planning and Urban Design 

 

Planning direction/thoughts: 

 

 A diverse mixed use plan will be more sustainable in the market place. 

 Communities are enhanced by integrating with neighboring areas and systems. 

 Integrated and diverse uses promote walkability. 

 A large site can accommodate a diversity of uses and presents opportunities for the 

creation of districts. 

 A distinctive destination will draw and lend value to the larger community. 

 The quality of open space should be enhanced by its adjacent land uses. Adjacent 

surroundings confer value on open space. 

 The plan generated by the Task Force is only a draft which will need to be revised and 

combined with the input of the other task forces. 

 More than one park should be included in the site. 

 The existing site detention can most likely be reconfigured. 

 What land uses should be across Monaco Parkway from Crestmoor Park? 

 What should be done with the existing building?  Many would like to see it torn down.  

Possible reuse ideas include a marketplace like Pikes Place Market in Seattle, a parking 

garage, or security-sensitive tenants.  A principle needs to be developed to address the 

existing building. 

 

Principles discussion: 

 

 A diverse mixed use plan will be more sustainable in the market place. 

 Communities are enhanced by integrating with neighboring areas and systems. 

 Integrated and diverse uses promote walkability. 

 A large site can accommodate a diversity of uses and presents opportunities for the 

creation of districts. 

 A distinctive destination will draw and lend value to the larger community. 

 The quality of open space should be enhanced by its adjacent land uses. Adjacent 

surroundings confer value on open space. 

 Maximize connections into the surrounding areas for all transportation modes. 

 Avoid traffic in neighborhoods. 

 Direct high capacity traffic away from sensitive interfaces. 

 Provide a little bit of both high density and low density housing 
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 Meet neighborhood and area needs on-site.  Investigate the need and location for parks, 

institutional uses (schools, recreation centers, churches/spiritual centers), and other daily 

necessities of the community.  [Note: The library applied for the Public Benefit 

Conveyance because they believe what will realistically happen is a shared parking 

facility. The foot traffic added by the library will add to the retail value of the NE corner 

of the site.] 

 

HIGHLIGHTS OF REPORTS  

 

Housing Task Force Report – Kathleen Ruby, Chair 

 

 Integrate housing into a dynamic mixed use development (new principle). For example, 

this might take the form of live-work or retail with residential above. 

 The group has many questions about homeless housing and has requested a meeting with 

the applicants (consortium of providers).  

 

Market Research/Economic Development Task Force Report – Brian Wert, Chair 

 

 Residential will probably be the most prominent form of development on the site  

 Something similar to the current mix of housing in Lowry will be replicated on this site 

although it may not exist in the same proportion. 

 Need to understand the right amount, type and mix of retail and office. 

 What would complement rather than cannibalize the Town Center?  

 

Transportation Task Force Report – Nell Wolff, Chair 

  

 There are still some wordsmithing issues to resolve in the principles. 

 We want to convey in the principles that this piece should link to other neighborhoods and 

ensure that all the wonderful connectivity that exists in Lowry is continued in this project, 

particularly in pedestrian and bicycle modes. 

 New principle: Negative traffic impacts will be identified and mitigated to the extent 

possible. 

 We need to resolve how to connect to Monaco. 

 The relationship between Lowry Blvd and 1
st
 Avenue is critical. 

 We need to know more about land use in order to be able to move much further forward. 

 

Planning Task Force Report – Phil Workman, Chair  

 

 Many of the task forces have common interests and visions for the site:  

 Integration with the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 The site will likely be primarily residential with some mixed use. 

 Institutional needs should be investigated to serve the site’s needs as well as the larger 

community’s needs. 

 There should be a soft transition to 1
st
 Avenue. 
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NEXT STEPS 

 

Design Workshop will update the principle statements and post them on the Lowry.org 

website prior to the next meeting.  A handout provided a schedule of all future meetings 

leading to plan completion in September 2007.  It was also noted that there is a FAQ section 

on the website for everyone’s review -- 

http://www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/buckleyannexqsas%20030707.pdf 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for April 19
th

 at the same location 

 

 

Date: Thursday, April 19, 2007  

Time: 6:00 p.m. – 8:30 p.m.  

Location: LRA, 555 Uinta Way, Denver 
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BUCKLEY ANNEX TASK FORCES 
 

3
rd

 Meeting 

 

Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

555 Uinta Way 

Denver, Colorado 

 

April 19, 2007 

 

This is a summary of the key informational and action items from the third meeting of the 

Buckley Annex Task Forces.  The four Task Forces – Planning/Urban Design, Transportation, 

Market Research & Economic Development, and Housing -- were convened by the Lowry 

Redevelopment Authority (LRA) to provide input into the future development of the Buckley 

Annex.  Details, including information about the three conceptual plans discussed during the 

meeting, are available at www.lowry.org/buckleyannex . 

 

MEETING GOALS 

 

There were three primary goals for this meeting: 

 

 Present conceptual plan alternatives 

 Review the plans in individual Task Forces 

 Share perspectives about the conceptual alternatives and particularly attractive options 

 

INITIAL PRESENTATION 
 

After an agenda review, Todd Johnson provided background about the public process to date 

and the work accomplished since the March meeting.  He reiterated the project challenge and 

vision and introduced three conceptual plans each of which is intended to present a different 

“personality.”   Todd encouraged the group to understand and discuss the attributes and 

tradeoffs of each plan with the ultimate goal of blending desired elements.  He emphasized 

that the goal was not to try to choose one plan over another. 

 

TASK FORCE SESSIONS 

 

The Task Forces broke into their respective groups.  Key points made during their discussions 

are summarized below.  Although most are points of agreement among Task Force members, 

some are points articulated by one individual. 

 

Market Research-Economic Development 

 

Challenges:   

 

Plan # 1: 
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Existing building is hard to absorb, unattractive, a shell.  Limited market appeal. Does not 

even attract a “mid-century” interest. Only uses the grid system. The plan segregates uses, 

doesn’t integrate the new with the old.  

 

Plan #2: 

 

Surface parking along Quebec. Very grid oriented.  Pedestrian access is challenging at Lowry 

Boulevard and Quebec specifically.  The width of Lowry Boulevard creates a barrier to 

interaction between the two sides of the streets. 

 

Plan #3: 

 

Fine line between density and the amount of time to absorb; this could be challenging for a 

developer.  Consider more single family residential in the SW corner as opposed to a second 

town center. Retail on Monaco may create challenging neighborhood relations. There is a 

longer absorption time for commercial. 

 

Opportunities: 

 

Plan #1: 

 

Good buffer from Quebec and Bayaud.  Good blend with neighborhoods to south in particular 

(the apartments and the single family).  Good blending of different uses around Quebec and 

Lowry Boulevard. 

 

Plan #2: 

 

Like the additional amount of single family.  The higher amount of higher density multi-

family along Monaco could prove marketable in overlooking the park. 

 

Plan #3: 

 

Creates more of a development address, which translates into real estate value.  Like that 

Monaco setback is reduced or eliminated.  Better traffic flow that integrates neighborhoods.  

More innovative in general. 

 

What is missing or could use additional attention? 

 

Plan #1: 

 

Missing civic uses.  No real focal point. Retail buried behind the office at Quebec and Lowry. 

 

Plan #2: 

 

Missing the focal point.  Missing pedestrian access across 1
st
 Avenue.  Quebec is a challenge 

from pedestrian standpoint. 
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General Comments: 

 

 Mixing of products can ramp absorption. 

 There are three distinct opportunities for retail.  a) Addendum to existing town center (20-

30,000 SF) b) a 2
nd

 town center anchored by a natural food grocer.  Demographics and 

market conditions suggest this might be a good site.  Would need to wait until Whole 

Foods merger settles down. c) smaller natural grocer (Trader Joe’s, 30-50,000 SF total) 

 Phasing, i.e., Can Quebec retail development be constructed first?  Overall challenge of a 

72 acre site is thinking about phasing and competition between different products.  

Question is about the various kinds of product types…how many different types?  

Builders need to have a certain number of lots to make it feasible.  If commercial leads, it 

has to be based on existing rooftops and density in the area.  Adding commercial to 

Buckley to supplement the existing town center would require additional residential.  

 School sites.  Need to keep this in mind as we go forward. Current Lowry Elementary is 

about 8 acres.  Needs to be an ongoing discussion with DPS. 

 Most office has been owner occupied.  Existing multi-tenant space in Lowry is fairly 

modest.  Likely additional office will be multi-tenanted space, which seems to fit best 

with the direction of the plan. 

 Retail - opportunity for site to be home to locally-owned businesses driven from Cherry 

Creek. This has happened at Lowry to a certain extent.  

 Office condos probably can’t be something major to rely upon when compared to existing 

rents in the area. 

 A full line natural grocer is different from Trader Joes or Vitamin Cottage.  Usually 

natural grocers are a secondary source of food for most buyers.  They buy at Albertsons 

and then at Trader Joes.  Whole Foods (WF) overlaps more with traditional grocer but 

they are able to coexist in the same market.  With WF, the traffic will allow you to double 

the retail space (for example, if you have a 60,000 SF WF, you can do additional 60,000 

SF of other retail).  Albertson’s is usually 55-65,000 SF (The existing Albertson’s at 

Lowry is 50,000 SF).  WF is around 70,000 SF now. 

 High rise is defined as 75 foot and higher.  Sienna at Stapleton (condo) hasn’t done that 

well yet. The Moda Lofts at Stapleton has struggled as an upscale condo project. Could 

see some ramping from lower end to higher end residential.  Need to think about phasing.  

If housing is a stronger market but first phase is a commercial aspect this could be a 

challenge.  What implications does phasing have on the project? 

 

Housing 

 

Challenges: 

  

Plan #1: 

 

Live Work at Monaco is not in right place – should be on Quebec.  Mid-rise maybe would 

work better towards high-rise.  Height of berms? Not taking advantage of the park and 

mountain views if garages are there.  Housing surrounding the 600,000 square foot building 

does not make sense.  Need greater percentage of housing rather than office.  Bringing office 

traffic in to the site is a negative attribute. Balance between town houses to single family is 

out.  Single family down south seems isolated.  This concept has no real identity. 
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Plan #2: 

 

Lack of connectivity.  Fire issues/cul de sac problems.  Berm/detention is the only park area – 

no area to play.  It may be a buffer but it is not useable space.  Live-work on NW corner of 

Monaco is a problem – retail should be on Quebec.  Residential is typically on Monaco – why 

go high rise?  Townhomes facing 1
st
/Quebec are horrible.  Surface parking from Lowry 

Boulevard is bad.  In general, surface parking makes a terrible entryway. 

 

Plan #3: 

 

Too many townhomes.  Too many live-work products.  Orphaned townhomes.   

 

Opportunities:   

 

Plan #1: 

 

Connectivity to northern neighborhood.  Use structured parking with residential above to get 

above the berms.  Consider opportunity to center the mid-rises along Monaco with the 

Crestmoor neighborhood.  Take single family all the way to Monaco.  Extend Park Heights 

custom housing.   

 

Plan #2: 

 

Consider providing connectivity on every other block.  Buildings could be up against the 

street instead of the parking.  Take out book end townhomes and make them single family – 

they seem out of place.   

 

Plan #3: 

 

High-end homes above an active retail on Monaco would capture views.  Like mixed-use up 

against Monaco. 

 

What is missing or could use additional attention?   

 

Plan #1 and #3: 

 

See Opportunities above. 

 

Plan #2 

 

No useable park area.  No custom homes?  Not really a good main street environment for 

retail. 
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General Comments: 

 

 Balance  - too many townhomes 

 Connectively to all sides is important 

 Could we incorporate some custom lots? 

 Could we step the density back from Monaco? 

 Need to make sure park space is useable 

 Hate surface parking 

 Parking along street should be shielded 

 

Transportation and Infrastructure 

 

Challenges:    

 

Plan #1 

 

The building staying because of the alignment of Lowry Boulevard.  Signal at Monaco with 

Lowry straight through would be difficult for CCD to approve and would not function as 

intended. CCD does not feel that the existing Quebec signals and intersections (1
st
 Avenue 

and Lowry Boulevard) work well. In addition, there is more traffic volume on Monaco.   

 

Plan #2 

 

Lack of north-south street connections.  Surface parking lots along Quebec and Lowry 

Boulevard would cause confusion and congestion close to Quebec within the site with the 

potential of cars backing up to turn in and out.   Monaco has three northbound lanes north of 

Alameda, but the right (easternmost) lane is about two feet narrower than standard, making it 

uncomfortable to use, so many people don’t. 

 

Opportunities: 

   

More connections to Quebec and Monaco (at Bayaud).  Making connections to the existing 

RTD network.  Large open space as gathering place.  Plan 3 has best transportation network 

circulation, and the most connections to the surrounding transportation network. 

Enhance 1
st
 Ave for pedestrians and change the character of the roadway. 

 

What is missing or could use additional attention? 

 

Bayaud connection to Quebec should be on all alternatives. 

 

General Comments/Discussion: 

 

 Change the title all land plans to Illustrative Only. 

 Traffic impacts need to be analyzed further. 

 Like alignment of roadway on alternative 3,  

 Lack of connections to 1
st
 Ave on alternative 2 

 Don’t like surface parking on alternative 2 
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 Lack of access to the park on alternative 2. 

 Alternative 2 is isolated. 

 4 way stop on Oneida and 1
st
 Ave might be possible. 

 Connection to Bayaud is important and good. 

 

Planning 

 

Challenges: 

 

Plan #1: 

 

The existing building is an eyesore.  The plan creates a large amount of structured parking, 

and the market study notes that office space cannot be absorbed at such a high level.  

 

Plan #2: 

 

The plan does not distribute traffic well and focuses too much traffic towards the West 

neighborhood.  The berms cause traffic to move faster on Monaco Parkway and 1
st
 Avenue. 

 

Plan #3: 

 

The bending of Lowry Boulevard obstructs the sight line to the mountains down the 

Boulevard.  An adjacent neighborhood  (Crestmoor) opposes placing any retail on Monaco 

Parkway.  New retail should not compete with the current town center.  Concern that it will 

generate more traffic than the other plans.  Is there a need for another destination in Lowry? 

 

General Challenge: 

 

The potential 15 acres of provider housing would use a significant area of the site. 

 

Opportunities: 

 

Plan #1: 

 

Mountain views are not impeded. 

 

Plan #2:  

 

Views to the mountains down Lowry Boulevard are retained.  Commercial uses along Quebec 

benefit from their adjacency to the library.  The plan is sympathetic to adjacent uses. 

 

Plan #3: 

 

This plan has the least traffic impact on Quebec and the best traffic distribution of the three 

concepts.  Open space is more useful.  The plan is flexible, easy to reconfigure as the design 

changes, and has a variety of types of spaces.  The plan is sympathetic to adjacent uses. 

 

General Opportunities: 
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Monaco Parkway is prime territory for higher density residential.  There is an opportunity to 

provide multiple housing types and appropriately-scaled retail.  There is an opportunity to 

lead people where we want them with the retail uses and the library.  Provide upscale 

commercial areas. 

 

What is missing or could use additional attention?   

 

Provide studies that show the grade relationship of buildings with the existing berms and 

studies of the views through the site.  Provide open space acreage comparisons, i.e., how does 

the park size in Plan 3 compare with the size of Crescent Park?  Provide opportunities for 

multi-generational activities such as community rooms, a conference center, and places for 

political gatherings.  Provide a variety of housing types such as co-housing and housing 

oriented to active seniors.  Continue to investigate how library parking might be incorporated 

into the plans.  Study the traffic impacts on surrounding neighborhoods.  Continue to discuss 

needs especially high school needs and lifelong learning opportunities. 

 

General Comments/Discussion: 

 

A traffic study has been previously done for the Lowry West neighborhood.  The housing on 

the northwest corner of Quebec Avenue and 1
st
 Avenue is affordably-priced housing and not 

provider housing.  The Denver Library is planning another library branch north of the 

Schlessman Family Branch.  The new library might be built in Stapleton. 

 

REPORTS AND DISCUSSION BY TASK FORCE CHAIRS AND OTHERS 

 

I. Should homeless housing be distributed or consolidated in our plan? 

 

a. The distributed model has worked well at Lowry. If homeless housing is provided 

at the Buckley Annex site, it should be distributed and integrated. 

b. The integration of homeless housing into a neighborhood is easier when you have 

a range of housing types. 

 

II. What opportunities exist to create a distinctive place that doesn’t exist today in 

Lowry?  Where should this destination be? 

 

a. Any retail destination within the Buckley Annex site should complement the 

existing town center. 

i. Lowry has the demographics to support a natural grocer. Visits to a natural 

grocer are typically a second trip in addition to a visit to a full-line grocer 

such as Albertsons. 

ii. A representative of the Lowry Town Center noted that approximately half 

of the existing retail owners are opposed to retail uses in the Buckley 

Annex site. 

iii. The addition of more retail has the potential to create synergy with the 

existing town center by creating a well-known district as is the case at 

Larimer Square where the concentration of numerous restaurants 

strengthens all of the businesses. 
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b. The site should meet the unmet needs of the community. 

c. The site might include places for concerts, community rooms (for weddings, 

conferences, hobbies, discussion groups, etc), and/or a hardscape area with 

fountains. 

d. The open space system should be integrated with any potential retail center to 

activate both. Also ensure that people can walk to and from site destinations. 

e. A well-designed civic center should address the needs of and become a hub for all 

generations. 

 

III. Lowry has historically based its success on the full distribution of traffic through well-

connected roads. How should we address traffic distribution in our plans for the 

Buckley Annex redevelopment? 

 

a. The panel agreed that full distribution of traffic eases congestion and reduces 

negative impacts.  

b. Maintaining the berms would make connecting streets through to adjacent 

neighborhoods more difficult and may continue to encourage fast-moving traffic 

along 1
st
 Avenue and Monaco Parkway. 

c. Traffic calming and restricted movement strategies can be utilized to further 

mitigate negative traffic impacts for the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 

IV. What is the status of the existing building (Building 444)? 

 

a. A structural analysis of the building is to be completed pending the release of the 

building plans to URS. 

b. LRA reported that the highest and most likely building use would be an anti-

terrorist federal building. If the demand for this type of building is not available, it 

would likely not be feasible to keep the building. 

 

V. Issues to be investigated: 

 

a. Will future students living in the Lowry Buckley Annex redevelopment attend 

school in the area? Do the existing schools have the capacity? 

 

NEXT STEPS 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for June at the same location. 

 

 

Date: June 13, 2007  

Time: 6:00 p.m. – 8:30 p.m.  

Location: LRA, 555 Uinta Way, Denver 

 

 

Information and answers to frequently asked questions will continue to be posted on the 

project website www.lowry.org/buckleyannex . 
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Meeting Summary 

 

BUCKLEY ANNEX TASK FORCES 
 

4
th

 Meeting 

 

Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

555 Uinta Way 

Denver, Colorado 

 

June 13, 2007 

 

This is a summary of the fourth meeting of the Buckley Annex Task Forces.  The four Task 

Forces – Planning/Urban Design, Transportation, Market Research & Economic 

Development, and Housing -- were convened by the Lowry Redevelopment Authority (LRA) 

to provide input into the future development of the Buckley Annex.  Details, including 

information about the conceptual plans discussed during the meeting, are available at 

www.lowry.org/buckleyannex . 

 

MEETING GOALS 

 

There were four primary goals for this meeting: 
 

 Review updated market and transportation research 

 Present refined plan alternatives 

 Review the plans in individual Task Forces 

 Share perspectives about the two plan alternatives 

 

The meeting began with a review of the agenda which included mention that much of the 

meeting would be spent in the four Task Forces and that a full three hours were scheduled to 

allow for adequate time for interaction and reports back. 

 

UPDATES 

 

Four updates were presented.  Analyses and supporting documents are available on the 

website.  Monty Force reported that the LRA had been in recent communication with the Air 

Force and that he is pleased by their understanding of both the progress made by the Task 

Forces and the evolution of the planning.  Dan Guimond summarized the analysis of the 

potential for reuse of Building 444.  The full analysis had been distributed in advance.  Its 

conclusion is that demolition of the building and clearing of the Building 444 site is the most 

cost-effective option and that it also provides the greatest site design and planning flexibility.  

Todd Johnson provided an update on the housing mix scenarios represented in the plan 

alternatives.  Finally, Dennis Arbogast provided an update on the transportation analysis. 
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REMARKS BY COUNCILWOMAN MARCIA JOHNSON 

 

Councilwoman Marcia Johnson was able to attend the meeting and her presence was greatly 

appreciated.  To minimize any possible ambiguity or confusion Councilwoman Johnson stated 

her position that: 

 

The current setback of Monaco must be maintained.  She noted that most of the major 

parkways in Denver are in District 5.  She stated that she has taken on parkways as an aspect 

of fiduciary principal, asks people to honor the rules that go with parkways, and that we need 

to use the setback as given. 

 

Councilwoman Johnson will not support retail directly on Monaco north of Leetsdale because 

it is a residential corridor.  She opposes full-on signage, but would consider angled signage.  

She would not, however, want the level of signage visible along Quebec for Lowry Town 

Center stores.  To change Monaco from residential to retail would anger people, but she sees 

no problem with some degree of change. She was pleased to see that adjustments had already 

been made to the plan based on her opinions. 

   

Councilwoman Johnson supports the community’s goal to create additional parking for the 

library, but understands that separate parking did not get the go-ahead with the Department of 

Education so parking must now be incorporated into the plan and communicated to future 

developers. 

 

PRESENTATION OF THE TWO REFINED PLAN ALTERNATIVES 
 

Todd Johnson explained the two plan alternatives as they had been refined following the third 

meeting of the Task Forces.  These alternatives, as presented to the Task Forces, may be 

viewed on line at www.lowry.org/buckleyannex .  Todd emphasized that he hoped that the 

evening’s discussion would further identify preferences to aid in additional narrowing of the 

alternatives. 

 

TASK FORCE SESSIONS 

 

The Task Forces broke into their respective groups.  A series of specific questions was 

provided to focus each discussion.  Points made in each breakout session are conveyed below.   

They consist both of points of agreement among Task Force members and points articulated 

by only one individual. 

 

Market Research and Economic Development 

 

Short descriptions:  In response to a question asking for an adjective or short phrase to 

describe various components of the alternatives:   

 

Housing Density:  Not opposed to increasing density in Plan A.  Like the use of taller multi-

family buildings along Lowry Blvd 
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Public Spaces:  Like central park space in Plan B.  Park is more usable in Plan B, good with 

surrounding residential.  Plan B has a greater focal public space.  Would like a community 

pool. 

 

Feeling of Community:  Higher density and more urban feel in Plan B – feels more like 

Stapleton.  Monaco onto Lowry Blvd becomes one of Lowry’s front doors so there is a need 

to create an entrance there – a buffer might help.   

 

Transportation framework:  Traffic will increase on Lowry no matter what.  Street layout 

better in Plan A.  Without continuation of Lowry Blvd, congestion is added to Quebec.  

Lowry Blvd being twisty is good, helps with congestion.  Would like to see some roundabouts 

incorporated in to the plan. 

 

Commercial nodes:  Looks like Plan B has more commercial; need the right anchor to support 

the amount of retail in Plan B.  If the market can support more commercial development and 

be sustainable then it’s fine.  Regardless of market support, it might be that less is better.  If 

dependent on one tenant then there is greater risk.  Fronting commercial on Lowry Blvd with 

visibility on Monaco and with the parkway setback is better. 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you keep?   Park in Plan B 

with adjacent uses but no street separation.  Prefer park in location of Plan A.  Plan A’s 

smaller amount of commercial could help supplement existing Town Center and focus more 

on local/neighborhood uses.  Both plans accomplish circulation goals.  Like greater multi-

family along Lowry Blvd.  Add in a community pool to public space.  Incorporate detention 

area/open spaces along Lowry in Plan A.  Like building density toward Lowry Blvd in both 

plans. 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you eliminate?  Park too close 

to Crestmoor in Plan B.  Plan B pulls people away from existing Town Center – would need a 

destination retailer for Plan B to work.  Want townhomes more distributed in Plan A than 

lining Lowry Blvd. 

 

Which Plan do you like best?  Overall, several Task Force members preferred Plan A because 

it is less commercial and several would like to increase its density.  However, if a major 

anchor can be landed then Plan B becomes more attractive.   

 

General comments and discussion:  Central park needs to have uses facing it.  Putting the park 

next to Lowry Blvd will detract from park because of the busy street.  Likely could get more 

mixed use development here that might provide some more value.  Density will be driven by 

the anchor.  Plan A allows for a Sunflower or Trader Joe’s as well.  Trader Joe’s is not in 

Colorado yet but will move in sometime in the next few years.  Want setback as it is further 

down the street with the residential uses.  Councilwoman Johnson noted that a median is not 

necessary for a parkway.  The more restaurants the better.  Need to focus more on park and 

making that a great space.  Densities and commercial will be market driven when it is built 

out – like park adjacent to commercial and protect it a bit more.  Big issues are to improve 

park, increase density in Plan A and look at commercial.  Create a gateway to Lowry at 

Lowry Blvd and Monaco.  There is an opportunity to connect bike/pedestrian path in 
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Crestmoor to Lowry Blvd once intersection is signalized.  Comment made against signalized 

intersections because they back up traffic. 

 

Housing 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you keep?   Keep the 

connectivity of Plan A.  Keep the plaza in Plan A.  Like the location of single family homes in 

Plan A.  Plan A has a good relationship with neighboring areas around Lowry and similar 

housing.  Like the park and plaza relationship of Plan B.  Like the retail along Monaco in Plan 

B.  Creatively use the setback along Monaco.  Add a pedestrian/bike bridge over Monaco to 

Crestmoor Park. 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you eliminate?  Plan A – 

consider lower height and higher density in the southeast corner.  The visible surface parking 

along Quebec in Plan A.  Don’t have Lowry Blvd separate the park and plaza in Plan A.  Use 

a similar street grid for Plan B as used in Plan A.  Discard one large retail box in Plan B.  

Make parking invisible from the street in Plan B.  Use a height minimum for the retail along 

Monaco in Plan B. 

 

Which Plan do you like best?  Like the northwest quadrant of Plan A, but the southeast 

quadrant needs more work.  Like spreading out the retail in Plan B along with the greater 

density.  People generally like the single family focus of the northwest quadrant of Plan A, 

dislike the single family in the southeast corner of Plan A, and do not like the orientation in 

the southeast corner of Plan B.   

 

Transportation and Infrastructure 

 

Short descriptions:  Phrases or adjectives describing elements of the plans included the 

following. 

 

Housing Density:  Concern expressed over the number of lots and homes.  Mid-rise housing 

preferred along Lowry Blvd.  Done right, no concern over building height. 

 

Public Spaces:  The light green area is not always accessible because it is drainage; however, 

the area can be landscaped like a park and provide dual uses.  Plan B has more green space, 

the plan is more dense.  Small green spaces provide vitality.  Larger parks are not as crowded.  

Like Plan B with retail space on the park. 

 

Compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods:  Need pedestrian access from the south 

neighborhoods.  Do not want those neighborhoods to be isolated so that their residents drive 

into Lowry. 

 

Mix of uses:  Retail should only be located near the existing Town Center. 

 

Transportation framework:  Concern about traffic going through the Crestmoor neighborhood.  

Biggest impact is traffic.  Like the framework in Plan A. 
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Commercial nodes:  Do not understand the dislike of commercial whether it is facing Monaco 

or not.  Retail should only face the existing town center.  Want a small specialty grocer but on 

Quebec.  Need to provide more services to the neighborhoods and retail along Monaco helps 

do that.   

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you keep?  Transportation 

framework in Plan A.  Retail closer to town center.  Single family housing mirroring 

surrounding neighborhoods.  Mid-rise along Lowry Blvd (protects single family homes).  Size 

of park in Plan B.  Location of park in Plan A.  Disperse homeless housing across the 

property. 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you eliminate?  Lack of 

pedestrian/bicycle connections to southern neighborhoods.  The ‘blockiness’ of Plan B. 

 

Which Plan do you like best?  Plan A was favored by the majority of the group.  

 

Planning 

 

Short descriptions:  Phrases or adjectives describing elements of the plans included the 

following. 

 

Housing Density:  Worried about homeless housing in area near 1
st
 and Quebec as with the 

existing starter homes; it is already perceived as a lower income area.  Should be aiming to 

match the rest of Lowry.  For homeless housing ask that the programs that come in have a 

good plan.  Look at Crestmoor Downs which is called high density but has a lot of open 

space.  Look north of the border to see a lot of roofs and relatively small open space compared 

with Crestmoor.  Good side-by-side example.  Crestmoor buildings on west side are scaled 

down dramatically from the 7-story buildings to match the neighborhood.  It would be a 

mistake to limit height as it makes Lowry look monolithic.  If you design higher and lower 

you have got a leaner, more diverse community. 

 

Public Spaces:  Like where green space is located further east -- better balanced with the 

existing town center.  Want to see trees everywhere.  Should incorporate existing wetlands. 

 

Feeling of Community:  Need to focus on the core to enhance the feeling of community, 

through such things as senior co-housing, community space, volunteer teaching. 

 

Compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods:  Quebec is noisy as it is, and do not find that 

the high rises fit with the neighborhoods around it.  If they have to be there, then they should 

be three stories and no more.  Done right, do not have a problem with the heights of the 

buildings. 

 

Mix of uses:  Like the idea of a destination place next to the mixed use.  Retail mixed use is 

good with smaller shops, but the large red building in Plan B looks out of scale to the plan.  

Need to have a mix of uses.  What’s going to happen to Lowry if all we have are houses, and 

10 or 30 years from now it’s not socially acceptable for two people to live alone in a monster 

house? Need mixes to support and balance change. 
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Transportation framework:  May need a commercial overpass east of Quebec.  The Botanic 

Gardens are a wonderful example of having to cross a busy street for parking.  Do not see the 

need for an overpass.    Need to assimilate Monaco.  Advocate increasing setback on Monaco 

to help with noise.  Exits from units should not be on Cedar.   

 

Commercial nodes:  Do not understand the dislike of commercial whether it is facing Monaco 

or not – think retail facing Monaco would be neat.  Would like to have a Whole Foods.  Do 

not like the retail on Monaco.  Be careful about where you put a grocery store.  Community 

already hates Albertsons and by putting in competition near to it, the Albertsons may fail 

completely. 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you keep?  Like plan B 

because the public spaces are better, more mixed uses, more flexibility for use and larger 

gatherings.  Like the layout of A, but would like to take the west part of B and beef it up on A.  

Plan B has a good flow, like the public space.  Mixed use in A is more intriguing because you 

can connect to the library better.  Like both.  Want the connectivity to the existing 

neighborhoods.  Like the open space on A more because it seems to be more Lowry.  Like the 

location of the park on A, but I like the bigger park in B.  Like that A looks more like a 

neighborhood. 

 

What attributes and components of the plan alternatives would you eliminate?  Plan B 

housing density is too much.  Do not like the height of the multi-story residential buildings.  

Homeless housing should not be on 1
st
 and Quebec, should be more spread out.  Do not like 

the parking lot so close to Monaco in Plan B if it remains a parkway. 

 

When asked which Plan they preferred, two members indicated Plan A, three indicated Plan B 

and two said both. 

 

REPORTS BY TASK FORCE CHAIRS, QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

 

Housing:  Like the street network in plan A, and the location of family housing.  Would like 

to see lower density, would like to discard visible parking along Quebec.  Would like to 

change the park to join the plaza in A.  Like NW quadrant, but SE quadrant needs more work.  

In plan B like the setback along Monaco and the invisible parking as seen from the street.  Do 

not like the street grid.  SW quadrant grocery store is a missed opportunity for higher product 

because it is next to Crestmoor Downs.  Consider a pedestrian bridge.   

 

Need to get into more detail regarding homeless housing.  We really need to get more time on 

that as a task force.
1
   

 

Market Research and Economic Development:  Less may be more in terms of commercial use 

and we preferred plan A for this reason.  Liked smaller commercial use on west end that was 

focus on serving residents.  Keep density of building.  Would like to see commercial with a 

green space buffer.  On plan B like the way the park adjoins uses, particularly the commercial 

on the west of plan B; seems to be less of that in plan A because it is surrounded by streets.  

                                                             
1
 An additional meeting of the Housing Task Force was subsequently scheduled. 
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Like the size of the park and the adjacencies, but the location of the park is preferred in Plan 

A.  If we had to choose today we would choose plan A. 

 

Transportation:  There was a bias towards A, but what it does not show is connectivity to bike 

and pedestrian paths.  There was a real desire to work with connectivity from the south.  We 

liked the density to provide barriers to single family places in A more than B.  Traffic plan 

may have to shift to work with the traffic engineering.  There was a hope to keep some sort of 

grocery facility, so they would like to take that from B to A.  Would like to add some green 

space to setback along Monaco.  Concentration in A (across from the library) is preferred.  

Still have a concern with how we are accommodating the parking for the library.  It is unclear 

to everyone, so we would like to see that in the next iteration.  

 

Planning:  We were split, but tipped towards A.  We liked the park and the interaction with 

restaurants.  We liked the seamlessness between the neighborhoods.  There was some concern 

about high rises and heights appropriate to them.  Agreement with setbacks along Monaco.  

Concern with provider housing to existing areas. 

 

FINAL QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION 

 

To close out the meeting, Todd asked several questions of the assembled Task Forces.  

Questions and discussion are summarized below: 

 

What sort of retail should this be?  Something like a Sunflower Market would be wonderful, 

and should be placed closer to our town center than Monaco.  Should be really careful about 

having retail close to Monaco.  If there were a retail node on the west side it would be a center 

anchored by a store, and if a Sunflower Market were added it would work better on the east 

side. 

 

Affordable housing – where would you distribute it?  There is a misconception of what 

affordable or homeless housing means.  Most of these people make $30-60k a year, and are 

teachers, medical interns, firefighters and the like.  Would like to see mixing and mingling.  

We are not getting enough three bedrooms, so if you could make it family sized it would 

really be offering a component to the mix that is needed in the city.   Encourage the use of the 

Community Land Trust.  Mixed income does not complicate the market but simplifies it.  

What we have at Lowry today is a cross-subsidization at a variety of scales.  

 

What kind of park programming do you want?  Pool.  A plaza gathering place.  A place to 

take your sack lunch, see concerts, a place where things happen. That is what we like about 

Plan B – those uses are immediately adjacent.  Juxtaposition of people and opportunity for 

open space.  Trees.  Shade.  Fountain.  A place to watch sunsets.  A wonderful place to gather 

community, to do something in common. 

 

NEXT STEPS 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for September at the same location. 
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 Meeting Record  FINAL 

To:  File 

From: Laura Kessel 

Date: July 12, 2007 

Project Name: Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Project #: 4065 

Subject: Public Hearing & Open House for 

Buckley Annex 

Meeting Date:   July 11, 2007 

Start/End:  6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 

Location:  Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

Copy To:  

 

 

 

TEAM MEMBERS PRESENTING OR RESPONDING TO QUESTIONS: 

MONTY FORCE (LRA), TODD JOHNSON (DESIGN WORKSHOP), PAT COYLE (DENVER DEPARTMENT 

OF HUMAN SERVICES), JOHN HUYLER (OSPREY), DENNIS ARBOGAST (URS), ALLYSON 

MENDENHALL (DESIGN WORKSHOP) 

 

1. Public Hearing Introductory Comments and Purpose of Meeting (Monty Force) 

a. Process 

¥ May 30, 2006 – Air Force declared the Buckley Annex was Federal surplus property.  

¥ June 22, 2006 – LRA officially notified about 70 organizations about the surplus 

property. 

¥ LRA held a workshop for the organizations explaining the process of applying for 

some of the property. 

¥ December 26, 2006 – Deadline for receiving the Notice of Interest (NOI’s) from 

organizations. Two NOI’s were received. 

() One was from a consortium of 12 homeless providers. 

() One was from the Denver Library requesting 2 acres of additional parking. 

b. September 18, 2007 – This is the deadline of submitting a redevelopment plan to the Air 

Force and to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 

Design Workshop, Inc. 

Landscape Architecture 

Land Planning 

Urban Design 

Strategic Services 
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c. LRA has been trying to follow a very inclusive community process to develop a plan that 

has community support. We have four different task force groups: 

¥ Market Research and Economic Development 

¥ Housing 

¥ Transportation 

¥ Planning 

d. Tonight’s meeting focuses on the housing program. 

2. Introductions and Accomplishments to Date (Todd Johnson) 

a. Lowry has always strived to be forward-looking. 

b. The Lowry Board has given us a charge to make sure the Buckley Annex is appropriately 

utilized given the amenities of Lowry. 

c. The task forces have met four times. 

d. Public Question: What percentages of consultants live in Lowry? 

¥ Todd Johnson: doesn’t personally live in Lowry. 

e. Research and evaluation has been done of such things as the existing building, traffic, and 

a tree survey. 

f. Planning and Community Input Process includes input from many jurisdictions such as 

the community; the City and County of Denver; the Air Force; HUD; the market; and 

LRA. 

g. Project challenge 

¥ How do we reconcile the priorities and expectations of a diverse stakeholder group to 

create a redevelopment plan for the Buckley Annex that is acceptable to the local 

community, any future developer(s) of the site, and the Air Force, and balanced 

within the physical limitations of the property? 

h. Project Vision 

¥ We must investigate plan alternatives for the Buckley Annex that are marked by 

choices, offering jobs, diverse housing, a hierarchy of public spaces and civic 

destinations that appropriately balances the needs and wants of many interest groups 

and delivers quality and value and a clear path to implementation. 

i. The size of the site is comparable to Cherry Creek North. 

3. Task Force Meetings & Presentation of Redevelopment Plans 

a. The first task force meeting looked at the task force members’ key hopes, fears, and 

issues they didn’t want overlooked. 

b. In the second task force meeting, these issues were developed into guiding principles of 

the various task forces. 

c. The third task force meeting looked at how the site gets its value from Quebec and 

Monaco with an extension of Lowry Boulevard. Areas on the site were identified to make 

sensitive transitions from the existing surrounding neighborhoods. Three plans were 

presented for feedback: 

¥ A plan that investigated saving the building; 

¥ A plan that kept Lowry Boulevard straight and had less vehicular connectivity; 

¥ A plan that bends Lowry Boulevard to the south to allow for a more generous 

transition to the north and increases vehicular connectivity to prevent the 

concentration of traffic on only a few existing residential roads. 
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d. At the last task force meeting, two preliminary alternative plans were presented. One of 

the key features identified as missing at Lowry is a space with retail, residential, and 

green space placed together. 

e. Public Question: How has public been invited to the task force meetings?  

¥ Monty Force: Every meeting is public and has been advertised as such on LowryLink 

and in Re:Developments. We asked at the first task force meeting that task force 

members keep their neighborhoods informed. 

f. Public Question: How is drainage accommodated? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Drainage would be reconfigured. 

g. Public Question: Will the trees and berms be eliminated? What about agreement with the 

Crestmoor neighborhood to keep the berms? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Some of the berms and trees would be kept. 

4. Homeless Housing Proposal – Evaluation Process, Conclusions, Recommendations (Todd 

Johnson) 

a. Housing task force principles were presented. 

b. The overall housing spectrum would range from single family to multi-family housing. 

c. Summary of Homeless Provider Applications: 

() Request from the consortium was for 298 homeless housing units on 15 acres. 

() A gap analysis was conducted looking at homeless needs in Denver and HUD 

homeless initiatives. 

() The housing task force held two additional meetings to identify an appropriate 

housing program.  

() The consultant team examined the proformas and operations of homeless housing 

providers. 

d. The team’s recommendation is to provide a 1.5 acre mixed-income rental project that 

contains a maximum of 80 for-rent units. Included in the total unit count would be 20 

homeless units. The rest of the units would be mixed-income rentals ranging to market 

rate.  

e. Public Question: Where is the location? 

¥ Response: The idea is that the homeless units would be located internal to the 

property. 

f. Public Question: Would the rental units be accessible? 

¥ Response: Yes, the units would have to meet the code. 

g. Public Question: The southern border against Park Heights has one row of houses before 

transitioning to a potential area for homeless units? 

¥ Response: Yes. 

h. Public Question: Will LRA require that the 1.5 acres be spread throughout the site or 

concentrated? 

¥ Response: It will likely be put in one place in a mixed-income project integrated with 

other rental units. 

i. Public Question: All of Lowry is about 1800 acres, what is the percentage of homeless 

presently? 

¥ Monty Force: To evaluate the homeless application, we tried to match the percentages 

at Lowry today. Currently, of the for-rent residential units at Lowry, 4% to 5% of the 
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units are homeless housing units. That percentage is the same as what we are 

recommending for the Buckley Annex. 

5. Homeless Housing Statement (Pat Coyle, Housing Coordinator, Denver Department of 

Human Services) 

a. Pat currently is working on Denver’s Road Home, a plan to end homelessness in the city 

of Denver. 

b. The recommendation is to locate 20 homeless rental units on the Buckley Annex 

property. This amount would typically be integrated into one or two apartment buildings. 

c. A homeless person or family could be a senior, veteran, individual, or family. 

d. The greatest demand is for family homeless housing. Homeless families are often single-

headed households. The families usually have four family members or less. They are not 

coming off the street. They are coming out of transitional housing where they have been 

while they are working to get jobs back or going back to school. Warren Village is a good 

example of transitional housing that might be a source for these people coming to live in 

the homeless units at the Buckley Annex. 

e. These people would be paying 30% of their income for the rental housing. 

f. Services for the people in this housing could range from daycare, education/employment 

services, and transportation. Proximity to jobs is also critical. 

g. Over the last two years, around 400 units of homeless housing have been built in Denver 

and they are blending in well with their neighborhoods. They are being spread throughout 

the city. Approximately another 400 units will be built this upcoming year. 

h. The expectation we have for homeless population in Denver is that they need to get 

trained and reemployed. If they are disabled, we work to get them volunteering in the 

community. 

i. Public Question: Are background checks done on potential residents? 

¥ Pat Coyle: Yes. The checks are done on everybody. Checks look for felony 

convictions. Credit checks are done. For example, you can’t get into Warren Village 

if you have a felony conviction and you only can get in if you have at least a GED. 

j. Public Question: Can illegal immigrants live in the homeless housing? 

¥ Pat Coyle: No, you can’t receive this assistance if you are an illegal immigrant. 

k. Public Question: The police here are already stretched. Would you get another precinct 

for all the additional people? 

¥  Pat Coyle: You would not get another precinct for just the additional 20 homeless 

units. Pat does not know if the entire development would warrant another precinct. 

For the homeless units in a mixed-income building, security can be addressed within 

the parameters of the building. 

l. Public Comment and Question: I have no problem with mixed-income housing, but my 

concern is we don’t know the location of it or if it is spread throughout the site. Who do 

we go to have input on the location? Will the Department of Human Services (DHA) 

have a say? 

¥ Pat Coyle: DHA won’t have a say on the location. However, when locating homeless 

housing, it should be located near public transportation and jobs. 



AA.33Redevelopment PlanBUCKLEY ANNEX

 

DESIGNWORKSHOP 
Asheville • Aspen • Denver • Phoenix • Salt Lake City • Santa Fe • Tahoe • São Paulo 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260 

www.d es ignwork shop.co m 
 

Macintosh HD:Users:purebrand:Desktop:MR_Public HearingOpen House_FINAL_updated070725.doc 

 5 

 

¥  Todd Johnson: We want your input on the location. We want it to be integrated into 

the development, but not on the outer edges. We also don’t want it locked in a place 

where it won’t work. 

m. Public Question: How can we have input beyond the task force? 

¥ John Huyler: You can comment tonight or fill out a comment sheet. 

6. Public Comment (John Huyler, Facilitator) 

a. Comment options 

¥ Make a public statement during tonight’s meeting. 

¥ Fill out public comment sheets and return to the LRA by July 27, 2007, 12:00 p.m. 

Refer to the comment sheet for ways to return the comment sheet to the LRA. 

¥  The public is welcome at the upcoming task force meetings listed in the handout and 

on the www.Lowry.org website. 

b. Ground rules for the public comment session tonight: 

¥ We are here to listen. We ask that this be orderly, respectful, and inclusive. Each 

person has a time limit of three minutes. The focus of the public hearing is homeless 

housing comments and questions. 

c. Bill Hinton: The DHA purchased rental property from me. Now it is a dump and the 

neighbors ask me why I sold to DHA. What are the DHA and the city of Denver going to 

do to make sure this doesn’t happen here? 

¥ Pat Coyle: First, let me know what property it is so we can look into the problem. 

Second, DHA is only the developer and not the manager of these projects. We don’t 

know who will manage it, but possibilities could be Warren Village or Archdiocesan 

Housing. 

d. John Sadwith: I have a comment about the process. It is flawed for housing and planning. 

This is the only public hearing scheduled. These people here are interested in all the 

components, not just the homeless housing. We don’t even have enough seats for them. 

I’m president of one of the Crestmoor associations. I, as a task force member, wasn’t 

aware that I should have publicized the task force meetings. When I couldn’t go to a task 

force meeting, I was told my substitute couldn’t speak. There hasn’t been consideration 

of the neighborhoods. There hasn’t been enough representation from the neighborhoods. 

¥ Monty Force: I respectfully disagree. We have tried hard to include broad 

representation. We have approximately 50 task force members from every 

neighborhood around Lowry. We did ask at the first task force meeting that the task 

force members communicate with their neighborhoods about the meetings. Second, 

every meeting is public. We have had people other than task force members at the 

meetings. These task force members have spent so much time on this planning effort 

and now their work is being discounted. We have tried to publicize the meetings as 

much as possible and get representation from all of the neighborhoods. 

e. John Sadwith: As a task force member, I welcome public input. The task force meetings 

have been very controlled. The land planners have controlled them to get what they want. 

f. Marcia Johnson: I echo what Sadwith said. I think we need to hear the public. If my task 

force member serves on only one committee, they might not be able to speak up about the 

other issues. We still need another public meeting. 



AA.34 Introduction & Purpose

 

DESIGNWORKSHOP 
Asheville • Aspen • Denver • Phoenix • Salt Lake City • Santa Fe • Tahoe • São Paulo 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260 

www.d es ignwork shop.co m 
 

Macintosh HD:Users:purebrand:Desktop:MR_Public HearingOpen House_FINAL_updated070725.doc 

 6 

 

g. Public Comment: I worked 35 years at an engineering firm. I’m interested in the basic 

design. I am more concerned with where a number of things will go. The two plans don’t 

really represent what we talk about. Where will the towers go? Where will the retail go? I 

am an owner at Crestmoor and concerned about the impact of the plan. Retail on Monaco 

would impact traffic throughout the day with Lowry Boulevard extending all the way 

through the site. There is already a traffic problem in the late afternoon. I want to know 

where retail and a mixed-use area will go. 

h. Dodie Hudson: Have the school boundaries been determined and has there been a 

feasibility study done for the absorption rate of new students? 

¥ Allyson Mendenhall: We have been in contact with the Denver Public Schools 

throughout this whole process so they can understand the absorption. We are hoping 

that they will run the numbers of the impact of the development on schools but do not 

yet have a commitment from them that they will do so. At this time, they do not have 

any current plans for new schools in this Lowry area. The timing of their effort to 

look at how this development would affect schools is outside their process of looking 

at long-term planning for the whole Denver Public School system. 

i. Public Comment: First, why haven’t we moved to a better location for tonight’s meeting? 

This is not good and might have been deliberate. Second, how many homeless people 

would live here and what kind of accommodations are being planned? 

¥ Pat Coyle: We are talking that the housing type would likely be family units with 2-3 

bedrooms. There are usually 1.5 people per bedroom. A 3-bedroom unit would 

probably be maxed out at 6 people. The typical family size is three people. So with 20 

homeless family units, there would probably be around 60-80 people. The type of 

building could range from townhouses to three-story buildings with an elevator. 

j. Public Comment & Question: I am happy to hear about the background checks, but what 

about the other people that come to live in the units with them that aren’t known? 

¥ Pat Coyle: This is at the core of property management. People who are not related 

aren’t allowed to live in the units. If they are related, they have to have background 

checks as well. 

k. Public Question: In the homeless housing diagram, why is there an arrow pointing to a 

particular location? 

¥ Response: The arrow points to the whole green zone. 

l. Public Comment & Question: I would like to echo the fact that I feel insulted with not 

enough seats and no microphones. You are indicating that this is the respect you give to 

the public. From a zoning standpoint, if you don’t know where the homeless housing is 

going, you have to have the zoning. When the property transfers from the Air Force to the 

developer you need zoning. 

¥ Monty Force: Zoning does not restrict where homeless housing can occur. 

¥ Then how will you control rent? 

¥ Pat Coyle: You don’t control the rent by zoning, but by deed restrictions. 

m. Anne Farrell: I am a resident of the northeast neighborhood. My mother lives in the 

neighborhood by the library. The plan is very nice, and I am pleased as a former manager 

of human services that we will have provisions of homeless housing. My concern is that 

I’ve managed a human services building adjacent to several facilities for homeless 
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individuals. I moved to Lowry for the amenities. My concern is that if we put a lot of 

homeless housing near the library, it may become a daytime respite for homeless. At one 

point will we know that this is homeless housing for families vs. individuals vs. veterans? 

When will we have an opportunity to make statements about the location? How is the 

housing restricted to homeless? 

¥ Pat Coyle: We are talking about families, not individuals. There is a growing need for 

families. The kind of housing and rents are deed restrictions. 

¥ Monty Force: Yes, we can deed restrict with the Air Force. 

n. Dorothy McNeese: I frequently walk in the east neighborhood that has Coalition homes 

with some market rate units. I feel very comfortable with the people that live in my 

apartment house. I also feel comfortable walking by the Coalition housing. How do these 

housing types compare to what is being proposed? 

¥ Pat Coyle: The Coalition homes are mostly affordable. This would likely be an 80-

unit building with approximately 20 units for 60% of Area Median Income (AMI). 

o. Public Comment & Question: I live in Park Heights. The section shows this area called 

the Lowry southwest neighborhood which I find insulting. My house borders this. Who 

will ultimately make the decision of where this homeless housing will be placed?  

¥ Monty Force: As we refine the plan, we will continue to refine the location. 

Obviously, this type of project would not be in a single-family neighborhood. 

Ultimately, City Council will make a decision on the zoning issue. 

p. Public Comment & Question: I would caution against adding library parking on the south 

side of 1
st
 Avenue because of traffic and pedestrian safety concerns. I am also concerned 

about 1
st
 Avenue traffic. I don’t understand yet why we’re not keeping the berms? They 

are beautiful with the trees and are good sound barriers that keep the area quiet. I am 

concerned about the density in the southwest area. It seems that the density is all going to 

the west and stopping at the corner. The more density you are going to have will create 

more traffic. What about height limits? Across the street, the height limits will be 

restricted to a small area. Otherwise, I am very happy with the plans. 

q. Public Question: I am confused by the number of units for affordable. What are the 

categories? 

¥ Todd Johnson: There would be 20 homeless housing rental units combined with other 

rental units on 1.5 acres. You qualify for that category based on your income. The 

other categories include for-sale affordable units that are a city requirement and 

usually are 80-90%AMI.  

r. Public Question: What is AMI? 

¥ Pat Coyle: AMI is Area Median Income per year. So for 30% AMI, the household 

probably earns under $20,000 a year which is equivalent to a $10/hour job. This is 

who would qualify for the homeless housing units. 

s. Public Question: What type of building height would be used for the homeless units? 

¥ Todd Johnson: It would probably be stick construction built of wood (an affordable 

way to build) which would probably be 3-4 stories tall.  

¥ Public Question: Then would there be no buildings taller than that? 
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¥ Todd Johnson: The plans won’t be built as drawn; the plans are used for site testing. 

What will be fixed is a pattern of streets, detention, parks, design standards and 

guidelines.  

¥ Public Comment: I want to be sure that there are no buildings more than 4-5 stories 

high for any type of use, not just homeless housing. 

t. Public Comment: I want more than this meeting tonight for public input. I want an email 

notification for future meetings. 

u. Monica Longfellow: Why is the Aurora Housing Authority requesting housing for 

veterans here? It doesn’t make sense since the veterans’ services are moving to 

Fitzsimmons. 

¥ Pat Coyle: We were asked to put together a broad proposal. Veterans’ housing will 

have the highest demand in the next ten years. Aurora would like to build it by 

Fitzsimmons. The veterans’ housing won’t be here. 

v. Public Question: For Pat, what is DHA’s responsibility after they place people? When 

someone’s income exceeds $20,000 will they have to leave? 

¥ Pat Coyle: DHA will only be the builder, not the manager. The manager will select 

the people. Yes, when someone exceeds the maximum income they will have to 

move. If they are in a mixed-income building, they can move within the building. 

w. Michael Soares: I live one street from the library. Have you studied the traffic impact of 

the homeless housing especially with the library parking already so bad? Also, it sounds 

like we are talking about one building for the homeless housing units? Is the location up 

to the builder? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Yes, it would be most efficient to do the homeless housing as one 

building. 

¥ Todd Johnson: The location will be somewhere in the green zone. 

¥ Michael Soares:  It may be amusing to you, but these are our lives and our 

investments. 

¥ Todd Johnson: I didn’t intend the statement as a joke. 

¥ Michael Soares: No one can answer question of location. 

¥ Monty Force: We have not identified where all of the other housing types such as 

single family homes and town homes will be yet, so we can’t yet identify the exact 

location of the homeless.  

¥ Michael Soares: Your answer is it will likely be one building? 

¥ Monty Force: One building or one complex. 

x. Michael Soares:  What will be the traffic implications if the complex ends up near the 

library? What is the designation of the people who live in the buildings between Oneida 

and Poplar? 

¥ Monty Force: These are for-sale affordable units. 

¥ Rachel Simpson: Yes, I live there and it is deed restricted. 

¥ Michael Soares: They are great neighbors living in these units. Will the proposed 

units have the same kind of individuals? I think you have failed in defining who 

would live here. 

¥ Monty Force: The people living in the 20 rental homeless housing units would have a 

different income level than those living in a for-sale affordable unit. 
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¥ Pat Coyle: As to traffic, the traffic impact of the 20 homeless housing units would be 

minimal; most of these people don’t own cars. 

y. Public Comment & Question: Anything written on these public comment sheets needs to 

be answered. When will the next meeting be? 

¥ John Huyler: I agree with your first comment. The next task force meeting is August 

1
st
 and is open to the public. We have also heard loud and clear tonight that you all 

want more public meetings. 

z. Sam Schiff: I am concerned about the clustering of two to three apartment buildings with 

homeless housing; this will create a new ghetto. 

aa. Sharon Pincus Abrams: I am very concerned about the traffic impact of project. 

bb. Joyce Evans with the Lowry News: I am also concerned about the impact of this 

development on traffic. What has been lost here is that we aren’t considering the new 

Lowry East Park units (around 800 units), more units at the Hangar, more units at the 

Hangar lofts, and more at Windsor Gardens. This will dump more traffic on Alameda. 

The next big development is the education center which doesn’t have to meet the same 

guidelines limiting density. All these people will come down Lowry Boulevard. This will 

diminish our property values and quality of life. We need to look at the whole picture. All 

of these people don’t want to have to show up at all of these public meetings for all of 

these projects. 

¥ Todd Johnson: From a planning perspective, both plans create the freest flowing 

movements of all streets. The idea is that Lowry Boulevard will take the traffic off of 

the other streets. We want to change 1
st
 Avenue to a residential street with parking 

and try to slow traffic. The proposed plans would generate 25% more traffic than the 

traffic from the existing office building. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: One important component to realize about the redevelopment is 

that the model shows that only roughly 5-10% of the future traffic on Quebec and 

Monaco is generated by the Buckley Annex redevelopment.  

cc. Michael Soares: But we already have traffic problems today – especially with the library. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The library was a donation of land. It is more popular than expected 

and the library didn’t request more land at that time. 

¥ Monty Force: The city of Denver requested only one acre of land for the library. We 

gave them the land and neither the LRA nor this consultant team planned it. The 

library projected the parking. 

¥ Michael Soares: That is what is scary. LRA won’t have control over issues like that. 

¥ Monty Force: We are going to write a developer’s agreement to provide more 

specificity for the plan. 

¥ Public Comment: Be clear. LRA has turned down the application by the library for 2 

acres of parking. 

¥ Monty Force: Neither the LRA nor the task forces supported two acres of parking for 

sole use by the library, but rather desire a shared parking agreement that does not 

require two acres. The development agreement we will mandate that the developer 

provides library parking in a shared arrangement. The LRA did not formally deny the 

request. 

dd. Public Question: What about the whole picture of traffic? 
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¥ Dennis Arbogast: We show estimated traffic volumes on each road. The process 

relates to the city’s entitlement process. Each project has to project the traffic impacts 

for the next 20 years and how the traffic will impact the surrounding roads. This 

project is no different.  

¥ Public Comment: But you need to look at all the planned developments together, not 

individually. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: This project uses two levels of modeling. The DRCOG regional 

perspective is used for the largest roads of the system. This model overlays a city 

model that includes smaller roads. We are looking at what we know about local 

conditions combined with the overall DRCOG model to assess impacts. We’ve had 

several meetings with city staff and they are overseeing our process. 

Monaco/Alameda and Quebec/Alameda are the problem intersections, and they will 

continue to be a problem. They are near capacity now. They will probably need 

additional lanes or signal timing changes. 

ee. Public Question: So why not plan less density? 

¥ Todd Johnson: We are testing the appropriate yield based on transportation and 

community input to get to a reasonable market value for the Air Force. This plan will 

not be built exactly as shown on the drawings. 

ff. Michael Soares: What is the land density compared to the surrounding areas? 

¥ Todd Johnson: The goal is not to duplicate the same neighborhood density across this 

project. The core is intensified and the edges adjust to the adjacent neighborhoods. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The density of Crestmoor Downs is about 60 dwelling units per 

acre. 

gg. Gail Bell: I am on the planning task force and have found it a totally frustrating process. 

Suggestions have been made since the first task force meeting, and there still have been 

no changes. You [LRA and the consultant team] need to tell these people that there is 

much less single family housing in this than the rest of Lowry. You haven’t addressed 

schools and traffic. You haven’t addressed the infrastructure. I’m really upset about this 

because I don’t see any changes. You come in here and it is all about money. You 

disregard the other neighborhoods and you leave us with this mess. You don’t live here. 

I’ve seen this in similar situations at the Tech Center and while serving on the Cherry 

Creek Board. It didn’t matter what the people wanted. There is not enough single family 

housing in the plan. Some people are pushing for a Wild Oats here. There are retailers in 

the existing town center that don’t know there is the potential for more retail. You have 

all of the streets opening to 1
st
 Avenue. People will cut through our neighborhood. 

Nothing changes. This plan isn’t much different than what we started with. There is a 

huge amount of retail and commercial. There is not enough single family. You haven’t 

done your homework on schools, the library, and traffic. The last thing we need is a Wild 

Oats. 

hh. Cindilou Peniston: I am also on the planning task force. I live in the South Mayfair Park 

neighborhood. My backyard backs up to Lowry West. I think the problem this evening is 

that a lot of people don’t know how these decisions were reached. It doesn’t mean it 

wasn’t thoughtful or that the decisions are wrong. I contacted a lot of my neighbors. I 

invited 25 people for tonight. 
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ii. Public Question: How will we access answers to our questions? 

¥ Response: The www.Lowry.org/Buckleyannex  website has a section dedicated to the 

Buckley Annex Redevelopment along with answers to FAQ’s. 

jj. Public Comment: For the next meeting, we need a PA system so people can hear. 

kk. John Sadwith: I emailed a lot of people about this meeting. At the other meetings, the 

room was only half full. I should have called Monty earlier in the day about the number 

of people coming. I would have hoped that the task forces could have come up with a 

better format to present, but you can’t have a plan developed with 300 people. 

ll. Public Question: Is the plan set in stone or is it subject to revisions where some of these 

comments could be taken into account? 

¥ Todd Johnson: It isn’t set in stone and it has already changed. The plans at the 

meeting tonight were presented at the last task force meeting on June 13. There have 

been multiple points of views and we are trying to strike a middle ground. 

mm. Public Comment & Question: I have lived in Lowry for nine years. I’ve watched 

all of the density go up. Several of us would love to see a cultural arts center where 

people can go and enjoy the theater. In Lowry, we have all of this space, but no one 

seems to get it. We need a place where children could go to take lessons, etc. If people 

are in favor of this and could donate money, they should step up to get this done. Why 

can’t we have something beyond more houses? A real cultural center is needed. 

nn. Jim Hahn: I live in Crestmoor. I am upset that this is the first public hearing and it is on a 

relatively benign issue of 20 homeless housing units. Would you commit to another 

public hearing beyond the task force meetings? 

¥ John Huyler: This idea makes sense. 

¥ Todd Johnson: We need to figure out the right date for this to happen. 

oo. Public Comment & Question: Drawings go out and the plans are made. You all go on to 

different jobs, but there are people who have to live with your mistakes and that is why 

we want to be involved in everything. The traffic issues seem unresolved. You have a 

responsibility to put together something that will help and not just hinder the area. Your 

drawings and proposal will go to the Air Force in mid-September. There will be another 

meeting in August where more drawings will be presented. 

¥  The images will be posted on the Lowry website. 

¥ Michael Soares: You need to fix the colors on the website; you can’t tell the 

difference of land uses. 

pp. Monty Force: I apologize for the conditions of the meeting. We will fix the problem for 

the next meeting. A lot of people aren’t up to speed on the information that the other task 

force members have been working with. We will try to get everyone up to speed. 

Tonight, we had a noticed public hearing that we had to follow through with on the 

housing issue. Proposed solutions: 

¥ 1) Have specific task force meetings about how we got to where we are AND/OR 

¥ 2) Have another public meeting.   

qq. Need to determine best date for a public meeting. Some want the meeting before the 

August 1 task force meeting and some want it after August 1. 

rr. Monty Force: We can look into moving the end date of submittal to the Air Force. 
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ss. Public Comment: I’m concerned about maximizing the Air Force’s value without 

concern for community. Lowry used to be planned with public support when Jim 

Meadows was leading LRA. Now, public input has been disregarded. I was involved in 

the first meeting with Lowry. I would have been involved earlier with this project if there 

had been good public notice. 

tt. John Huyler: It is clear that tonight’s meeting didn’t work to bring you all up to speed on 

the project. By law, we had to address the homeless housing piece tonight. We need to 

determine schedule for a future meeting(s). 

uu. Public Question: What kind of agreement was made about the berms with the Air Force? 

¥ John Dahl: I was the attorney representing Crestmoor in a lawsuit against the Air 

Force. Around 1975, we filed for injunctive relief for their plans. The grounds for the 

injunction were that the Air Force had failed to file an environmental statement. As a 

condition of settlement, the Air Force agreed to the berms, tennis courts, trees, and 

pond. The most important part of the agreement was to move all of the parking to the 

west side so Monaco could remain pristine. I’ve been retired for 5 years now and I 

can’t find his file. Sam Freeman might have his file or it will be in the Federal District 

Court of Colorado. 

vv. Annette Williams: I live to the south of the Buckley Annex. I live along Bayaud and our 

houses back up to the wooden fence that separates us from the Buckley Annex. All of us 

in Park Heights have 20’ setbacks. It doesn’t look like the homes in the plan have this and 

this is a concern of mine. The single family homes appear itty bitty – smaller than the 

homes to the north of 1
st
 Avenue. Where we have four homes in our neighborhood, you 

have seven homes. It appears that there are garages and an alley on the back side adjacent 

to our homes. When a good size rain occurs, Lake DFAS appears on the Buckley Annex 

site. I’m concerned about the watershed being changed. Park Heights doesn’t have a park. 

The green space across the street from the little homes against the fence could be moved 

behind the small homes to provide a buffer between the new homes and our homes. I’m 

concerned about losing mountain views. We’ve been hearing about potential big box 

stores on the Monaco side. The Quebec/Alameda intersection was just reformulated and 

I’m concerned it would have to be redone again. I don’t see additional library parking on 

the plans. We should show it and not just say it. Presently along Quebec, there is an open 

rail fence with brick pillars. I would hope that there would be a solid brick wall with to 

lessen the immense impact of noise level coming from Quebec. Many of us when we first 

came to Park Heights were told there would be a brick fence. We’ve had meetings with 

Tom Markham about this. As far as high rise structures, do we really need that? What is 

the percentage of residents in this 72 acres compared to the rest of Lowry? How is the 

plan complementing the existing housing? The meetings should be advertised through 

Lowry Link, through John Sadwith who has emails for Crestmoor, and somehow to 

Mayfair. I would like to request a format for questions and that answers to questions are 

given by a certain date. 

¥ Monty Force: A lot of those questions deal with the process. In planning the process, 

we are trying to find a balance. Our intent is to write some specificity into the 

development agreement.  

¥ Public Question: When would the development agreement be created? 
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¥ Monty Force: It would be created after the plan is done. However, the plan won’t go 

to market until after the development agreement is done. This probably will not 

happen until the summer of next year. 

¥ Public Comment: If a lot of these concerns would be addressed in a development 

agreement, there should be a public process to that as well. 

ww. Public Question: What else will the Air Force do if the plan isn’t in by the 

specified date in September? 

¥ Monty Force: Their only other option is to develop a plan themselves, which probably 

wouldn’t happen. 

xx. Public Question: When can we have the draft transportation plan? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: We are mostly done, and it will be posted with an existing 

conditions report. Drafts should be posted on August 1
st
. We’re getting a picture now 

of the transportation and a feel for mitigation efforts. 

yy. Public Comment & Question: I’m still confused about the process. In the market study, 

there is reference to fact that the local community generates a plan. I thought I heard 

Todd say that the goal of the plan is to develop a fair market value so the Air Force 

knows how to offer the site to developers. If I was going to try to prepare a fair market 

value, I would gather land planners and market people to figure out demand and 

competitors. I would take that study and give to an appraiser. I am an appraiser. The goal 

is an economic one: to develop a plan that will be offered to developers. As an appraiser, 

the first thing I would look at is the plan of uses – the retail will bring so much, the 

housing so much, etc. How does the public contribute to the plan? 

¥ Monty Force: The Air Force is doing an appraisal based on the planning efforts we 

are doing. The Air Force obviously wants the highest value. The community says that 

is not what they will get. The Air Force understands that they need support from the 

community. We need to find the balance between community desires and maximizing 

value. 

zz. Public Question: Can we get a contact at the Air Force? 

¥ Monty Force: Yes. 

aaa. Marcia Johnson: We need to talk about zoning. In this zoning process, we need to 

figure out who the community is that will be needed to present the zoning to. As we 

progress, we need to set up the model as to who is the community that responds to the 

application of zoning. 

¥ Monty Force: In the development agreement, we will lock in as many parameters as 

we can. A part of that is that AF knows that if property isn’t entitled, they will not 

have as much land value. There is no point in doing a plan that can’t ultimately be 

entitled. By the time we get to zoning, we don’t want to have a plan that isn’t 

supported. 

bbb. Sheila Meer: I live in the Montclair neighborhood. We have to know that our 

input will result in changes. Meetings must be of substance and not restriction. 

ccc. Public Comment &Question: There is a lot of confusion. With a potential 1000 

units on 72 acres, what does this mean? Please also confirm that the 4-5% homeless 

housing figure is correct. 
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¥ Monty Force: 4% is the existing percentage of homeless housing out of the total of 

for-rent units at Lowry. 20-25% of the rental stock at Lowry is subsidized in some 

way. About 10% of for-sale units are affordable.  

¥ Public Comment: It would be nice to see how these pieces are broken up among 

neighborhoods and where the new housing would be located. I also need to 

understand how the density factor plays out. 

¥ Monty Force: One way to deal with this is to have a housing task force meeting about 

that issue. We’ve found it is hard to have everyone deal with all of the detailed issues. 

ddd. David Smith: I live in Park Heights. Do we have a representative on the task 

forces? 

¥ Jean Lindholm: Yes. Jim and Debbie Walters are on task forces.  

eee. David Smith: Will we have an environmental impact study, especially about the 

wetland? 

¥ Monty Force: The detention pond is a non-jurisdictional wetland. There is no 

regulatory requirement. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: Storm water basins are not subject to wetland requirements. 

fff. Public Comment: We keep addressing the west side. I’m concerned about the east side. I 

have pictures of the area filled with water and geese, etc. 

¥ Monty Force: We are going to reconfigure this area to develop. 

¥ Public Comment: I’m concerned about the houses having water problems if there is 

water underground. Those of us who live in Lowry are concerned about our 

investment including our views of the mountains. 

ggg. Amy Ford, Lowry Community Master Association: A suggestion to enhance the 

public process is to work with the neighborhood associations and feed the process ideas 

back to us for ideas. 

hhh. Michael Soares: The different community groups are all vying for different 

interests. I’m so sick of the library. You don’t live there and don’t know how bad the 

parking and traffic is. I’m going to fight so hard to make sure the [northeast] corner [of 

the Buckley Annex] is not developed. 

¥ Monty Force: You’re right. LRA’s responsibility is to try to balance all of the 

disparate views. 

iii. Bill Hinton: I live in Crestmoor. Looking at the project challenge and vision statements, I 

see here how they are going to maximize dollars for the Air Force. I don’t see anything 

about maximizing the benefit of people in and around Lowry. How did this come about? 

¥ Monty Force: That was generated by the market study. The next steps are to reconcile 

with the community. The Air Force will never get maximum value. These are the two 

tensions we are trying to weigh. 

¥ Todd Johnson: I would add that there are people who want housing choice and 

density. They want to get up and give a view of the mountains. 

¥ Public Comment: What about our views? 

jjj. Bill Hinton: Go back to the original ideas of the LRA led by Jim Meadows. He 

understood that Lowry wouldn’t be high density. 

kkk. Michael Soares: 1000 units on 72 acres would be13.9 dwelling units per acre 

which is twice our neighborhood, and there are other land uses proposed on this site. 
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END OF NOTES 
 

 

 

Attachments: 

1. Meeting Agenda 
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Agenda 

PUBLIC HEARING AND OPEN HOUSE FOR BUCKLEY ANNEX  
 

Where:  Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

555 Uinta Way 

When:  6:00 to 8:00, July 11, 2007 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

5:45 Refreshments Available 

 

6:00 Public Hearing Introductory Comments and Purpose of Meeting 

Monty Force 

 

6:05 Introductions and Accomplishments to Date 

 Todd Johnson 

 

6:10 Presentation of Redevelopment Plans 

 Todd Johnson 

 

6:20 Homeless Housing Proposal—Evaluation Process, Conclusions, Recommendations 

 Todd Johnson 

 

6:30 Homeless Housing Statement 

Pat Coyle 

 

6:35 Public Comment 

John Huyler, Facilitator 

 

7:00 Open House 

 

8:00 Adjourn 

 

Meeting Goals: 

 

 Learn about redevelopment process and plans 

 Discuss and comment on homeless housing proposal 

 Open house to learn more about the site and redevelopment 
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Meeting Record FINAL
To:  File 

From: Laura Kessel 

Date: July 24, 2007 

Project Name: Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Project #: 4065 

Subject: Lowry Town Center Merchant's 
Meeting

Meeting Date:   July 23, 2007 

Start/End:  8:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. 

Location:  ReMax Avenues 

Copy To:  

Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting.  The following people were present: 
SALLIE KASHIWA, GLORIA LARA, JANE DIAMOND, DEREK CAMUNEZ, MONTY FORCE (LRA), TODD
JOHNSON (DW), LAURA KESSEL (DW), NICOLE MONROE LAYMAN (EPS)

Items in bold print indicate what action is required, who will perform the action and the deadline 
to complete action.   

1. Plan & Process Introduction (Monty Force and Todd Johnson) 
a. The Buckley Annex site was not a part of the original Lowry master plan. The Buckley 

Annex presents an opportunity to further add to the choices for housing and commercial 
uses at Lowry. The plan needs to consider changing needs and desires of people such as a 
dissatisfaction with the suburban lifestyle by younger generations. 

b. One lesson learned in the revitalization of Larimer Square is that synergy is created by 
providing many restaurants in a small area because the area gains a reputation as a 
restaurant district. The same principle can apply to the addition of retail at the Buckley 
Annex.

c. The current draft master plan calls for a mixed-use plan with more dense residential and 
ground-level retail near Quebec. The amount of retail might be similar to the amount in 
the existing town center to augment the existing town center. The retail would likely 
include a junior anchor to generate other trips. On the west side of the site, the plan calls 

Design Workshop, Inc. 
Landscape Architecture 
Land Planning 
Urban Design 
Strategic Services

Meeting Telephone Conference Call
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for a small retail area that might include neighborhood-serving uses such as a coffee 
shop.

d. Development activity would likely take around 10 years to build out. 
2. Discussion

a. How will this be phased? 
That is not clear yet. It will depend on what developer is interested. 
The existing parking lots nearest Quebec are not currently needed by the Air Force 
and would likely be developed first. The middle of the plan where the existing 
building sits would likely be developed last. 

b. Retail on Monaco Parkway 
Sallie Kashiwa (owner of Timbuk Toys): The existing town center businesses are still 
being overlooked by travelers on Monaco Parkway. Is there a chance that the Monaco 
Parkway retail could become the more dominant area of retail? 
() Todd Johnson: We looked at this option, but the neighborhood resistance is high. 
() Sallie Kashiwa: Monaco Parkway is such a noisy street for homes. Having single 

story retail on Monaco seems to be the perfect transition. 
c. Traffic & Connectivity 

Sallie Kashiwa: It is good to see Lowry Blvd. connecting to Monaco to relieve traffic 
on 1st Avenue.
Sallie Kashiwa: The link from Lowry Blvd. to Quebec St. to the existing town center 
needs to feel like a corridor.  
() Shade trees 
() Banners
() Pedestrian Bridge 
Derek Camunez: I’m concerned that the town center might wither without the 
streetscape enhancements. 
Nicole Monroe Layman: Yes. The feel of safety and comfort is critical. 
Sallie Kashiwa: What about Quebec traffic issues? 
() Monty Force: I served on a mayor’s transportation task force. The city knows 

Quebec is a problem, but acquiring funding to solve the problem is not a simple 
process. Also, only 5% of the projected traffic on Quebec comes from our 
development. 

d. Retail Format 
Jane Diamond (owner of Memory Magic & More scrapbook store): I’ve been 
thinking of having a studio/classroom associated with my store in a separate building. 
The group discussed the difficulty in making money as a small business owner when 
rental rates are so high and they can not build equity in their business. The group 
agreed that the proposed retail should open up for-sale opportunities for businesses 
instead of all rental property. The group is unaware of a similar format in Denver. 
Sallie Kashiwa described the idea as an “urban village concept that could start a new 
model of mixed-use, tenant-owned retail that could reenergize independent retail in 
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the United States.” The group doesn’t want to be beholden to a landlord and thought 
this proposed format could encourage entrepreneurs. They feel that the landlord at the 
Lowry Town Center needs to have competition, needs to change, and that this would 
be a good thing.
Nicole Monroe Layman: In mountain communities, the people who own their 
buildings have stayed in business the longest as rental rates go up. Having a market 
for both for-sale and for-lease businesses puts good pressure on landlords. Even if 
there is a shuffling of businesses between the existing town center and the proposed 
retail, the grocery-anchored town center will always have a draw. 
Sallie Kashiwa: I prefer to be by a grocery store, but if I had the ability to build equity 
in a condo I owned, I would change my mind. 
Monty Force: We are considering a specialty grocer as a junior anchor here. 
Monty Force: Some neighbors are saying that retail on Quebec would kill the Town 
Center.
() Jane Diamond: No. 
() Sallie Kashiwa: It would be comforting if something was put in the development 

agreement to prevent the saturation of certain store types. 
() Monty Force: We need to make note of what retailers are existing in the 

redevelopment plan. 
e. Office

Nicole Monroe Layman: Office space would likely be in the form of both single 
office use buildings and mixed-use space above retail. 

f. Derek Camunez: Will LRA be sunsetted when this is developed? Who will oversee the 
development? 

Monty Force: LRA will likely have been sunsetted. The plan will have to go through 
the city processes. We will likely have a development agreement that will be attached 
to the development and establish the framework. What is key now is that we need to 
balance flexibility for the developer and certainty for the community. 

g. Sallie Kashiwa: If neighbors can open up their mind and if this is done right, this will be 
great and they will love it. 

3. Upcoming Schedule 
a. August 1 Public Meeting 

Lowry Elementary School 
Open House  5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.  
Presentation of Plan & Public Comment  7:00 p.m. – 9:00 p.m.

Next Meeting 
Date: August 1 Public Meeting  
Location:  Lowry Elementary School 
Time:  Open House  5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.  
  Presentation of Plan & Public Comment  7:00 p.m. – 9:00 p.m.  
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END OF NOTES 

The record herein is considered to be an accurate depiction of the discussion and/or decisions made during the 
meeting unless written clarification is received by Design Workshop within five (5) working days upon receipt of 
this meeting record. 



AA.49Redevelopment PlanBUCKLEY ANNEX

DESIGNWORKSHOP 
Asheville • Aspen • Denver • Phoenix • Salt Lake City • Santa Fe • Tahoe • São Paulo 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260 

www.d es ignwork shop.co m 
 

AugustOpenHouseSummary.doc 1 

 

 Meeting Record           FINAL 

To:  File 

From: Laura Kessel 

Date: August 1, 2007 

Project Name: Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Project #: 4065 

Subject: Task Force Meeting #5 & Public Open 

House 

Meeting Date:   August 1, 2007 

Start/End:  5:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 

Location:  Lowry Elementary School 

Copy To:  

 

 

 

Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting.  
 

TEAM MEMBERS PRESENTING OR RESPONDING TO QUESTIONS: 

MONTY FORCE (LOWRY REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY); TODD JOHNSON (DESIGN WORKSHOP); 

DENNIS ARBOGAST (URS); DENNIS DONALD (OSPREY); JOHN HUYLER (OSPREY); NELL WOLFF 

(TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE CHAIR); BRIAN WERT (MARKET RESEARCH/ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT TASK FORCE CHAIR); NICOLE MONROE LAYMAN (ECONOMIC & PLANNING 

SYSTEMS); ALLYSON MENDENHALL (DESIGN WORKSHOP) 

 

1. Open House Opportunity from 5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. 

2. Welcome and Agenda Review 

a. Public Question: Why can’t we have the public comments and questions before the 

presentation? 

¥ The idea is to explain the plan first before the audience critiques the plan. 

3. Update on Adjustments to the Planning and Public Involvement Processes (presented by 

Monty Force, Deputy Director of the Lowry Redevelopment Authority) 

a. The Lowry Redevelopment Authority (LRA) has had a strong commitment to the public 

process throughout the 13 years of planning and developing Lowry. 

b. A Question & Answer packet has been provided in the meeting handout and can also be 

found on the website, http://www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/.  

Design Workshop, Inc. 

Landscape Architecture 

Land Planning 

Urban Design 

Strategic Services 
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c. Email us at info@lowry.org to get on email list for updates on upcoming meetings. 

d. Buckley Annex Schedule 

¥ The local process has been driven by a federal timeline. In September of 2005, the 

closure of the Buckley Annex site was announced. In May of 2006, the site was 

declared as surplus property. In June of 2006, a notice was sent out by the LRA to 

state and local groups for surplus property requests at the Buckley Annex such as a 

request for library parking. In July of 2006, LRA held a workshop for these groups 

about the application process. 

¥ From July to December of 2006, task forces were formed. LRA went to the different 

neighborhood groups for representation. Councilwoman Marcia Johnson also gave 

recommendations for task force representation. We put out notices at Lowry Link, 

Re:Developments, CAC, Board and LCMA meetings. We also had input from city 

and state agencies regarding the public process. 

¥ We received two notices of interest for property: one from a consortium of homeless 

housing providers and one for library parking. 

¥ We then solicited proposals and chose a consulting team. 

¥ Our first public meeting was February 12, 2007. 

¥ We were originally scheduled to submit a redevelopment plan to the Air Force in 

September of 2007. Based on the feedback from the last public meeting, we have 

asked for an extension from the Air Force and HUD to January of 2008. The next 

meeting we have planned is for September 6
th
. 

¥ Our work doesn’t end with submittal of a redevelopment plan in January. We are 

looking to complete rezoning by the fall of 2008. 

¥ We will likely enter into a development agreement with the Air Force to ensure the 

plan is implemented in a way that addresses community concerns. 

e. How the Air Force will sell and dispose of the property 

¥ Previously, the LRA bought the property from the Air Force and was the developer. 

We then could make adjustments to the plan with community oversight. 

¥ We now have a different set of rules from the Air Force. The LRA will not be 

purchasing the property. The Air Force is going to sell the property through an open 

public sale process to a developer.  

f. How to assure the plan will be implemented 

¥ The future developer will have to develop the plan with the conditions set forth by the 

community in a development agreement. The development agreement must be both 

flexible enough to deal with market conditions and must still ensure community 

conditions are met. The development agreement would augment the City and County 

approvals and process. 

4. Essential Elements of the Evolving Redevelopment Plan (presented by Todd Johnson, Design 

Workshop) 

a. I’ve been working at Lowry for about nine years. I live in Denver. I don’t live in Lowry, 

but have been passionately involved in the community through my work here. I live in 

West Washington Park. A single-family house next to mine was knocked down to be 

replaced by townhomes. Instead of fighting it, I felt committed to the needs of future 
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residents. Lowry has always been progressive and now must think about the needs of the 

future generations as this site develops over the course of the next five to ten years. 

b. There are five clients on this project: 

¥ the community; 

¥ the City and County of Denver who have identified Lowry as an Area of Change in 

Blueprint Denver; 

¥ the market which represents what my kids want to live in versus what I want to live 

in; 

¥ the Air Force, who understand the need to balance community concerns with the 

maximization of property value; and 

¥ the LRA. 

c. A project challenge and vision was developed with the task forces. The key part of the 

vision is the need for balance. Not everyone wants to live in single family houses, town 

homes, or condos. 

d. Task Force Issues 

¥ The task forces initially identified their hopes and fears for the property. Integration 

with the surrounding community was the top priority. Some feared high density 

development and traffic congestion while others feared that the project would have 

too low of a residential density. 

¥ Principles were developed with the task forces. A few key principles included the 

desire to pioneer a project that is forward-looking; to consider a broad range of 

housing and product types; and to provide a mix of land uses that will distribute 

traffic throughout the day. 

e. Planning Framework & History 

¥ Higher density has been a concern of many at the public meetings. Included in the 

handout is a summary of a document written by the non-profits, the Urban Land 

Institute (ULI), the American Institute of Architects (AIA) and the Sierra Club, titled 

Higher-Density Development: Myth & Fact. (Full report available at 

www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/Housing/housing.htm). I’ll point out three of the myths 

and facts: 

() Myth One: Higher-density development overburdens public schools and other 

public services and requires more infrastructure support systems. 

() Fact One: The nature of who lives in higher-density housing—fewer families with 

children—puts less demand on school and other public services than low-density 

housing. Moreover, the compact nature of higher-density development requires 

less extensive infrastructure to support it. 

() I live in on 1/5 of an acre lot. My home and lot use 40 times more material, 

energy, and water than a condo unit. 

() Myth Two: Higher-density developments lower property values in surrounding 

areas. 

() Fact Two: No discernible difference exists in the appreciation rate of properties 

located near higher-density development and those that are not. Some research 

even shows that higher-density development can increase property values. 
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() Myth Three. Higher-density development creates more regional traffic congestion 

and parking problems than low-density development. 

() Fact Three: Higher-density development generates less traffic than low-density 

development per unit; it makes walking and public transit more feasible and 

creates opportunities for shared parking. 

¥ In one of our first three concept alternatives plans, we looked at sealing off some 

streets from existing intersections, but you then cause more traffic on the other streets 

connections. The task forces also expressed that they were not interested in saving the 

existing building on the property. 

¥ In the preliminary alternative plans, one plan investigated having the main retail area 

on Monaco Parkway with a park. The task forces determined that they would rather 

see a community park further from the existing Crestmoor Park. Councilwoman 

Johnson and other neighbors also were resistant to the amount of retail on Monaco. 

¥ The Latest Draft Plan 

() Library parking is identified on the northeast corner. There will be an obligation 

of the developer to provide additional library parking. 

() In the planning and design of the Lowry West neighborhood, we saved mature 

trees. In this plan, we are showing some of the berms and existing trees saved. 

() We are honoring the Monaco Parkway setback requirement and then layering to 

town homes that face Crestmoor Park. 

() The existing storm water basin will be kept on the southwest corner. 

() The plan shows a landscape buffer between the Park Heights neighborhood and 

the new single family homes. 

() The plan shows a small amount of neighborhood retail on the west side of the 

property setback from Monaco Parkway behind the town homes.  A mixed-use 

district on the northeast corner of the site. 

() Public Question: What is mixed-use? 

() Todd Johnson: This question will be answered later in the presentation. 

() A community center is shown on the park. 

¥ Market Study 

() The market study looked at both supply and demand. It looked at the existing 

density range at Lowry which is 4 to 40 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). The study 

also examined the current product mix at Lowry. 

() Lowry is an amenity rich place with good parks and schools. There is a high 

demand for living at Lowry. People really want to live here. 

() The study recommended a mixture of product types. 

() Retail here could range from a small retail amount, to a medium amount with a 

small anchor, or to a larger retail area with a natural foods anchor. 

() The team met with the existing town center merchant representatives and they are 

excited at the new potential of retail at Buckley Annex. 

() Office space here could be in the form of office space above retail or single use 

buildings. 

() Mixed-use is where you might have retail on the ground floor of a building with 

office or residential above. Mixed-use areas create more walkable neighborhoods. 
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() From a regional perspective, we’ve looked at Denver Regional Council of 

Governments (DRCOG) traffic modeling that considers traffic from a regional 

perspective that considers regional growth. The proposed development will have a 

5% impact on the surrounding roads in the long-run from this site (30 years) at 

peak times. 

() Historically, traffic came in and out of site from one spot on Quebec. 

() We’re proposing better traffic distribution with Lowry Boulevard as a main traffic 

corridor. 

() We intend to return 1
st
 Avenue to a residential street. 

() We are only adding 25% more traffic to surrounding neighborhoods than the 

DFAS office building at its peak and the proposed traffic from the development is 

better distributed. 

f. Framework Diagrams 

¥ Open Space 

() The plan provides an open space system that is walkable. 

¥ Traffic 

() The extended Lowry Blvd. should carry the load of east-west traffic in the area 

rather than 1
st
 Ave. 1

st
 Avenue should have curb-side parking to slow traffic. 

Traffic distribution is much better in the proposed plan than it has been 

historically with the DFAS building. The site will have transit connections to 

three bus lines. 

¥ Land Use 

() Single family homes are shown in the plan where it is appropriate to the adjacent 

context. Medium density residential is shown where there is more traffic on the 

plan and single family homes would be less appropriate. Mixed-use areas are 

shown on the east and west areas of the plan. An allowance would be made for 

three taller buildings on the east side along Lowry Blvds and two taller building 

on the west side of the plan along Lowry Blvd. The purpose of these taller 

buildings is that some people want to live in them. 

¥ Height is addressed by the design of the building massing and street relationship. 

g. The request from the homeless housing provider consortium was for 298 units on 15 

acres. We are recommending a 1.5 acre mixed-income project that would include market 

rate, affordable, and formerly homeless family units. 

h. The development summary indicates an average density of 14 dwelling units per acre 

(du/ac).  

i. The aerial perspective graphic shows transitions and the building of height towards 

Lowry Boulevard. 

j. Section views of the plan 

¥ A section view shows Monaco Parkway with a 30’ landscape setback transitioning to 

town homes and then a small amount of retail. 

¥ A section view shows the saved berm on 1
st
 Avenue. 

¥ A section view shows the proposed community park and mixed-use area. 

¥ A section view shows the Park Heights neighborhood with a buffer from the new 

single family homes. 
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5. Public Comment 

a. Procedures for Public Comment & Question after Tonight 

¥ Send an email to info@lowry.org. 

¥ Use the comment sheet distributed tonight and send or fax it as indicated. 

¥ Fax comments or questions to Nola Negrete, 303-343-9135.  

¥ Send a letter to Nola Negrete, LRA, 555 Uinta Way, Denver, CO 80230. 

b. Joyce Evans: My question directly relates to density. I’m looking at the facts and myths. 

I’m not sure this relates to a land-locked residential area. My concern is that we are 

looking at one development and not considering the other developments. I’m not sure the 

traffic modeling takes this into account. I don’t understand why this isn’t looking at the 

whole picture. Who is looking at the overall plan, not just Buckley as to how much 

density will be in all of these developments and how it will impact the livability of 

Lowry? We were told when we moved in here that there was going to be 3500 units, now 

what? We are land-locked, and we don’t have a way to get in and out of our 

neighborhood for transit or traffic. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: I’ll refer to the Question and Answer handout. The DRCOG traffic 

modeling does take into account regional growth. We look at a three-mile area around 

the site. There is a projection for both homes and jobs. 

¥ Todd Johnson: This is a nation-wide method of defining regional traffic modeling. 

The number of cars is actually simulated to show how many cars will be on the streets 

with a 25-30 year horizon. It is a requirement of every project and other projects in 

the area. 

c. Catherine Zanne: I live in Lowry east of the site. It seems like we don’t exist when we 

listen to this. We want to keep our eastern pond and don’t want tall buildings on the 

Quebec side across from our homes. I was at the last meeting. I would have volunteered 

on a task force. Mrs. Johnson, we vote for you, too. [All of the plan changes] shouldn’t be 

on the Monaco side. 

d. Sam Schiff (Lowry West neighborhood): I’d like to take a different question and 

approach. My concern is what about the people who live here whose lives will be directly 

affected. For example, putting traffic on Poplar and Oneida would affect the kids. Has 

anyone done a study of number of cars that come into the library? Who are the 

developers? Have any been called in yet? Anyone you’ve had for lunch? What is under 

the concrete from runways and what about traffic problems? When will the studies be 

done? 

¥ Dennis Donald: There are many questions in your response. Which is your highest 

priority question to be answered? 

¥ Sam Schiff: What about the kids? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: As to Oneida and Poplar Street impacts, a good deal of the impact 

would be addressed with adequate parking for the library to reduce some of that 

parking through the neighborhood. The appeal of using Oneida and Poplar Streets is 

small because there isn’t much connectivity to the north and not much advantage to 

go to 2
nd

 Avenue instead of using 1
st
 Avenue or Lowry Boulevard. I think the 

character of 1
st
 Avenue will also change. It is currently serving much like an arterial 
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and it would change to more of a local use with traffic calming to reduce speed in that 

neighborhood. I think those factors combined will address those concerns. 

¥ Sam Schiff: You’re a lot more confident about that than I am. 

e. Lauren Heyliger: I live on the west side with an 11-month-old baby and a dog. I noticed 

on a map that you claim that you’ll be distributing the entries. I see six entries on 1
st
 

Avenue, two on Monaco, two on Bayaud and three on Quebec. That is not distributed 

equally through the development. I have video of what it is like when the library is open 

versus closed. I find it hard to believe that with retail that we won’t have more traffic. 

f. Cam Weprin: I live on Oneida Court in the Lowry West neighborhood. One of the 

transportation drawings shows the street as a nice pedestrian walkway. Why not just 

make it a pedestrian walkway and not a through street? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The idea of distributing traffic is part of the goal of the street 

system. We will emphasize pedestrian connectivity on certain routes to promote more 

pedestrian connectivity than currently exists. The traffic connections are important, 

too.  Retail and commercial parcels near Quebec may be larger than typical 

residential blocks and provide less points of connectivity.  Retail needs a larger block. 

I wouldn’t view Oneida Court as an important north-south connection for vehicles. 

g. John Moerer (Lowry West): Could someone talk about 1
st
 Avenue improvements? What 

about the overhead power lines? Will it be a more attractive street? In adding parking for 

the library, will any steps be taken to encourage people to use the new parking instead of 

parking on the streets? 

¥ Nell Wolff: We haven’t gone to that level of detail. We will at the next task force 

meeting. We’d refer to these as street calming measures: street trees, walks, 

streetscape, etc. Our intention is to make 1
st
 Avenue less of a major vehicular route 

and more attractive. It is not good for pedestrians right now.  

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The traffic does not warrant any additional stoplights on 1
st
 

Avenue, but we’ve talked about having a roundabout or a 4-way stop to make it 

friendlier to cross as a pedestrian. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: As to library parking, knowing the availability of parking could 

help. We might also be able to do things such as permits on the residential streets, but 

we can’t promise that at this point.. 

¥ Todd Johnson: The entrance and exit into Lowry Boulevard and into the new parking 

will be more convenient than the existing parking. With proper design, we can 

encourage people to use the parking. 

¥ Todd Johnson: Connectivity is important because if you close off certain streets you 

put pressure on other streets. We have maximized the number of connections to 

Monaco Parkway and Quebec Street. 

h. John Zanne: I live on Quebec Way. I thought it was a dastardly breach of protocol to not 

answer my wife’s question. She had questions that weren’t answered.  

¥ Dennis Donald: We thought the comments were statements and not questions. What 

question needs to be answered? 

¥ Catherine Zanne: Why keep ignoring those people living on Quebec? It directly 

impacts us just as much. We’d like to keep our retaining pond just like the people on 

Monaco Parkway. Why do you keep ignoring the people on the east side? 
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¥ Todd Johnson: This is a good point. We should consider town homes as a transition 

on the east side. As to the pond, beauty is in the eye of the beholder. 

¥ Catherine Zanne: Why are you saving the Monaco [pond]? 

¥ Todd Johnson: We could get a group to go out there and look at it with you. I’d be 

willing to go out there if you want. 

i. Janice Dansky (Lowry Northwest neighborhood): Quebec is dangerous. It is so crowded 

and the people driving are idiots. I don’t care about [traffic] increases of 5%; it is already 

terrible. What would happen if all the neighborhoods stayed together to say no to high 

density? Why can’t we have more single family? We are all arguing about the details, 

what if we just all said no? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Portions of the plan are 4 du/acre and portions are more. And we’ve 

organized them appropriate to the adjacency. The Mayfair Park neighborhood has 4 

du/acre and the adjacent area of the plan has 4 du/acre. We’ve taken the higher traffic 

impact on Lowry Boulevard and put an appropriate higher density housing on that 

street. 

¥  Janice Dansky: Appropriate to whom? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Some people want to live in this type of housing. 

j. John Gromen (approximate spelling): People took shortcuts through Magnolia St. this 

past winter and left ruts on the road. You’re dreaming if you think they’ll use Lowry 

Boulevard. I watched a lady speed through my street. All you’re going to do is increase 

traffic on Magnolia. Denver did not come out to plow. They come through there as a 

shortcut for some reason in the winter time. I’ll get out there with my shotgun. People run 

through the stop signs. You better get the cops out there. You better knock the hills off 

the roundabouts because people don’t know how to drive them. 

k. Lynn Kelly (approximate spelling), (Lowry West neighborhood): When you talk about a 

density of 17 du/acre. Exactly how many people is that with office workers, shoppers? Is 

that 60,000 a day, etc? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: My first impulse was to start calculating something. I think I can 

answer in general terms, but first, do you mean traffic or people using site? 

¥ Lynn Kelly: Assuming that all retail is rented, all units sell, all store slabs are sold, 

and people are working? How many residents, workers, and cleaning people will 

there be per day? 

¥ Todd Johnson: About 2,500 residential and about another 1,000 people working or 

shopping. The DFAS building at its height had 3,000 workers. 

¥ How many now work at DFAS? 

¥ Monty Force: 1,500 workers  

¥ Todd Johnson: [All these existing workers] enter and exit at one point. 

¥ Lynn Kelly: What if we reduced the density to 10 du/acre like the town center instead 

of 17 which is almost triple what it is in the surrounding neighborhoods? 

¥ Todd Johnson: I would speculate that the difference in impact on roads between 17 

du/acre and 10 du/acre would be negligible. There would be less architecture and 

building.  

l. Mary Salfi (Crestmoor): I don’t feel heard either. In the last meeting, we said 1,000 units 

were too much and 12 stories were too high. The traffic modeling for Lowry in the past 
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wasn’t right since Quebec is a nightmare. Now there will be 3,000 cars more. Are you 

going to listen to the fact that 7 or 12 story buildings are too much? I don’t live in 

downtown and don’t want to live in downtown. You all nod your heads, but nothing 

changes. What are you going to do about it? Neighbors on the Lowry side and the 

Crestmoor side don’t want height. 

¥ Todd Johnson: I don’t understand the question. 

¥ Mary Salfi: We as a community don’t want 12 stories and 1000 units. Are you going 

to listen to that and change the plan? 

¥ Todd Johnson: To make it a 4-story limit, I don’t think that is right. 

¥ Mary Salfi: Ten [stories] won’t be acceptable and seven [stories] won’t. Four [stories] 

might. 1000 units will never be acceptable. I have called everyone including Monty, 

the Air Force, and Marcia Johnson. 

¥ Todd Johnson: We will investigate the height. 

m. Gail Bell: I am appalled at the plan. It is even denser than the last plan and you didn’t 

listen to us. There is a poster hanging in the LRA office talking about the quality of life at 

Lowry. You might as well take it down and shred it. If you haven’t seen the August 1 

edition of Lowry News, it has interesting facts about people here including the people 

that have contributed to Marcia Johnson’s campaign. Marcia, do you stand with the 

community or with the people up there? I’d like a public forum from Marcia to listen to 

us not with the other people here. 

¥ Dennis Donald: We asked Marcia to withhold comments until later. 

¥ Public Comment: Let her answer now. 

¥ Marcia Johnson: If you will wait, you won’t be disappointed with what I have to say. 

Just hang in there. I do want to speak. 

n. Floyd Hillwarts (approximate spelling): I live in the west area of Lowry. I think the LRA 

did an excellent job of planning this community. The Buckley Annex is a travesty to the 

community. It is anti- what this community is all about. If you look at the disaster of 

Quebec, it is going to get worse. If you think you are going to increase land values by 

putting in high density, I think you’re smoking something. Looking at your proposal of 

low, medium and mixed use density, your percentages are askew and should be changed 

to match more what is around this property.  

¥ Todd Johnson: The percentages are a reflection of this plan. The single family homes 

are in the low density category. The medium density category has townhomes [Ed. 

note and single family homes]. We can go over percentages with you later if you’d 

like. 

o. Heidi (Crestmoor): If you build it, they will come. The problem in the western United 

States is that we have too many people here. If you build it, they will come. For whom is 

this development? For whom is this housing? Someone from California? Do we need 

another Kinkos and Starbucks? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: For those moving to Denver anyway, will they best be located in 

sprawl on the fringes or is it a better approach to look at infill communities that don’t 

contribute to regional sprawl, congestion, and impact land on the fringe? That is more 

of a theory as to why you would build denser and where you would put it. 

¥ Heidi: I think that is a fallacy that there is inevitability that people will move here. 
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¥ Todd Johnson: Blueprint Denver calls for Denver to grow. In order for cities to thrive 

and provide jobs, a variety of housing types need to be provided. The housing task 

force defined this as a principle. I think it is consistent with the variety of housing at 

Lowry.  

p. Hal Hillmeyer: I live on the Lowry Speedway. What would happen if we didn’t extend 

Lowry Blvd? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The result would be that people would utilize 1
st
 Avenue more. 1

st
 

Avenue would become congested and would need to be increased in its capacity. The 

traffic would end up going more to Alameda intersections. The extension of Lowry 

Blvd. serves to connect arterials. 

¥ Hal Hillmeyer: We have 3,500 people coming out now to Quebec? Why do we need 

to extend it? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: Much of that traffic is trying to get to Monaco Parkway and they’ll 

go other routes to Monaco Parkway if we don’t extend Lowry Blvd. 

q. Kay Barenbaum (Crestmoor): Growth isn’t necessarily synonymous with thriving. With 

this density, this development impacts many neighborhoods. What prevents 1
st
 Avenue 

west of Monaco through Crestmoor in becoming a major carrier of Lowry traffic? 1
st
 

Avenue also goes past two schools. People will use 1
st
 Avenue going to and coming from 

Cherry Creek and downtown. 

¥ Brian Wert (Chair of the Market Research/Economic Development Task Force) I’ve 

been on the CAC for 13 years and been involved in transportation studies for 20 

years. We have done traffic studies for Cramer Park and Hillltop neighborhoods. 

We’ve concluded that the traffic on 1
st
 Avenue are our neighbors, not commuters 

r. Mike Uhlenkamp (Lowry resident): I like the plan and density. I welcome the additional 

amenities. You then don’t have to drive as much. I want the opportunity for more people 

to live in this great neighborhood. 

s. Ed Rosenbaum: Have an environmental impact study (EIS) been made? 

¥ Monty Force: The Air Force is conducting an environmental assessment.  

¥ Ed Rosenbaum: This is not an EIS. 

¥ Monty Force: The Air Force is required to conduct an environmental assessment. 

Whether it will lead to an EIS is not yet determined. 

t. Dodie Hudson: With Denver experiencing high foreclosure, vacancy rates, and over 

saturation, has there been a feasibility study for absorption rates with all of the other 

projects happening, too? 

¥ Brian Wert: A market study has been done considering absorption rates. I don’t know 

if foreclosure rates were included. 

¥ Nicole Monroe Layman: We looked at a market study area. Foreclosure rates don’t 

affect absorption. This is not an issue that would affect absorption. 

u. Denise Geltz: I live on Newport St off of 1
st
 Avenue. You’ve got six roads connecting to 

1
st
 Avenue. Can we do something like creating cul-de-sacs? Why do all the roads have to 

go straight through? People cut through our neighborhoods even though streets don’t go 

through. 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The connections to 1
st
 Avenue are made in order to get people to 

Lowry Boulevard. 
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v. Public Comment: I’m concerned about 1
st
 Avenue and snow. I’m not excited about 1

st
 

Avenue serving as a freeway. However, 1
st
 Avenue last winter was the only street that 

really serviced these neighborhoods. Last year was an unusual year, but we have to look 

at this scenario. It is a big mistake to put parking on that street because it couldn’t be 

plowed as well. We did have a medical emergency during the storm and it was virtually 

impossible to get people out of the neighborhoods. We have to consider keeping major 

routes around the project open. 

w. Robert Bailey (approximate spelling), (Lowry Northwest neighborhood): Marcia Johnson 

needs to address the Quebec problem. 

x. Public Comment:  I request that height restrictions are addressed in absolute height terms 

and not just as number of stories. 

y. Jane McLaughlin (approximate spelling): Will you bring a plan at the next meeting that 

addresses lower density and traffic problems? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Yes. 

6. Comments from Councilwoman, Marcia Johnson 

a. I thank the team for honoring the library parking, the Monaco setback, the request for no 

retail on Monaco, and the connectivity that I asked for. Tonight I walked in and saw the 

3-D work. I want to thank you, the community, for affirming my position. The table 

needs to shift. They need to convince us that it needs to be more than four stories with 

maybe a few seven-story buildings. 

b. I don’t see that zoning going through under my leadership. The answer I got about height 

was that if you walk a street you won’t perceive the height difference. I asked them to 

take us on some bus trips. 

c. I think we have two layers of experimentation here. The Lowry reuse plan stunned the 

Air Force because it was so successful. At first, the Air Force was willing to give all 

kinds of buildings to non-profits. Now they are trying to make up for it. The second 

experiment isn’t really an experiment. The metro area has said that we don’t want sprawl. 

We want good land use planning. But even in District 5, it doesn’t all have to happen 

here [on this site]. In District 5, I’m begging developers to put three- to four-story 

buildings on Colfax. We’ve had discussions about the Mayfair Town Center where the 

neighbors want three to four story buildings. You also could put [density] at University 

Hospital. I’m not saying “not in my backyard” in District 5. This [plan] is an overreaction 

to good urban planning principles. The [density] doesn’t all have to be here. 

d. I paced the Monaco face of Buckley Annex and got 500 paces. I used to live on 

Magnolia. I did the same from 1
st
 Avenue to 4

th
 Avenue and got 527 paces. I’d like 

everyone to walk in Mayfair Park from 1
st
 Avenue to 4

th
 Avenue, see where would you 

put a street twice the width of this room along these blocks, and then add another street. 

Then where would you put a 10-story building? You need to get the scale of that block to 

see how much they are putting here. In my neighborhood, a three block span is 30% more 

space than the blocks on the east-west face of Buckley on 1
st
 Avenue.. I am convinced to 

my core that it is too much in too small of a space, but this is not the first time I’ve heard, 

that if you want a street experience, it is not about the height. Let’s have them look at 

convincing us. Let’s have an open mind because there are benefits to density. 

e. It is also worth a wait to see the zoning code update that will be coming. There will be 

zoning categories that we can’t yet use, but should be in place [by the time this site is 
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rezoned]. We need to be contemporary with the new update. I’d like to work together to 

get the best plan. 

f. Public Question: Please address the southeast corner or the plan. We live in houses just 

across the street. A similar use should be across from a similar use. 

¥ Marcia Johnson: I think there will be more changes, but I’m not the land use planner. 

g. Catherine Zanne: Why don’t you ask for changes on Quebec, not just Monaco? 

¥ Marcia Johnson: This is a worthy topic.  

h. Public Question: What about the Quebec traffic problem? 

¥ Marcia Johnson: Quebec was on the Infrastructure Task Force list for improvements 

and it got removed. There is a commitment made to do a study. It might be a two-year 

study. It will happen. I know you want something faster, but this is what it takes. The 

piece that was taken off the bond issue was intersection improvements. Some 

improvements will be made in the next year or two.  

7. Next Steps and Expectations 

a. This is the 5
th
 meeting. The next meeting is September 6

th
. The location is to be 

determined. The meeting will be a working session of the task forces. The task forces will 

focus specifically on height, density and transportation issues.  Feel free to visit the 

website, http://www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/, where you can see all the materials and 

the Power Point from tonight’s meeting.  
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 Meeting Record           FINAL 

To:  File 

From: Laura Kessel 

Date: September 11, 2007 

Project Name: Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Project #: 4065 

Subject: Task Force Meeting #6  

Meeting Date:   September 6, 2007 

Start/End:  6:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

Location:  Bishop Machebeuf High School 

Copy To:  

 

 

 

Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting. This is a summary of key 

informational and action items from the conclusion of the sixth joint task force meeting for the 

Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment.  

 

Introduction 

 

1. Welcome and Introduction (Monty Force) 

a. Monty Force provided updates to the process and introduced the city and Air Force 

guests. 

b. There are three primary ways that the property will be controlled: 

¥ The redevelopment plan that the task force has been helping to create 

¥ A development agreement 

¥ The zoning and entitlement processes 

c. Public comment is still welcome and will be posted online. 

2. Introductory Comments and Agenda Review (Dennis Donald) 

a. Primary goal of this meeting is to receive recommendations and guidance from task 

forces regarding the challenges we face. 

3. The City of Denver Perspective (Peter Park, Director, City and County of Denver 

Community Planning and Development) 

a. Peter Park presented the City and County of Denver’ vision for Denver through the 

Blueprint Denver Plan.  

Design Workshop, Inc. 

Landscape Architecture 

Land Planning 

Urban Design 

Strategic Services 
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b. Blueprint Denver: An Integrated Land Use and Transportation Plan. 

¥ Blueprint Denver is the foundation of the City and County’s review process. It was 

adopted by the City Council in 2002. It came out of the comp plan for the city to look 

more specifically at the integration of land use and transportation. The City and 

County of Denver will have 132,000 more people by the year 2020. 

¥ Blueprint Denver figures out how to guide the growth where we want it and 

determine how it should be. The plan identifies two types of areas: 

() Areas of Stability are primarily established residential neighborhoods and they 

comprise the majority of the city. 

() Areas of Change include Downtown, Stapleton, and Lowry.  

¥ Balancing Density and Growth 

() Quantifying density in numbers is useful from a market perspective, but the 

reality is that there are really fantastic places where people don’t care about what 

the density is. 

() Density is desirable in certain locations: 

() To link land uses with transportation 

() To create population and activity to support all forms of transit use. 

() To stimulate and channel growth to new neighborhoods 

() Three Types of Areas of Change 

() Reuse and Redevelopment (Downtown, brownfields, vacant buildings) 

() New neighborhoods such as Stapleton and Lowry 

() Transit Centers where land use and transportation are closely linked 

() Downtown redevelopment; north of downtown industrial areas and the reuse of 

old buildings (such as LoDo) – reuse bestows a better city for the future;  

¥ Why is Blueprint Denver important? 

() It represents the collective vision of people of Denver. Thousands of citizens 

participated in its creation. 

() It promotes multimodal land uses. 

4. What We Heard from the August 1 Meeting (Monty Force) 

a. Monty Force reviewed the feedback received from the public from the August 1 Meeting. 

5. Plan Overview (Todd Johnson) 

a. Todd Johnson reviewed the August 1 plan and identified some areas for further study by 

the task forces. 

b. Priorities of the plan: 

¥ Diversity of uses 

¥ Location of uses 

¥ Walkability 

¥ Open spaces and parks to unify plan 

¥ Fundamental sense of community gathering 

c. Prior to the meeting, the team took a tour with Councilwoman Johnson. Councilwoman 

Johnson highlighted the importance that the Buckley Annex development provides a 

destination gathering space for the neighborhood. 

d. Adjustments that have been made to the plan based on public input: 
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¥ Library parking will be accommodated through a development agreement to supply 

approximately 70 spaces for the library. 

¥ 1
st
 Ave will become more of a residential street. 

¥ Berms and buffers have been preserved. 

¥ No direct retail exposure will be on Monaco Parkway. 

¥ Community gathering places will be provided with a community center, park, and 

plaza that are surrounded by a variety of land use types. 

¥ The existing western stormwater pond will be preserved. 

e. Concerns of public and/or team 

¥ Traffic on Monaco and Quebec 

¥ Connectivity between Mayfair and west neighborhood 

¥ Dimension of Lowry Boulevard 

¥ Existing stormwater pond on the east side of the property 

¥ Position and height of taller buildings 

¥ Land uses along Quebec 

¥ Berms along 1
st
 Avenue 

f. Plan studies since August 1 

¥ The addition of townhomes to the eastern edge of Quebec 

¥ Investigation of the removal of Poplar St. connection.  

¥ Positioning of taller buildings 

¥ Berm study to look at the preservation of the berms and their effects on 1
st
 Avenue 

g. Traffic 

¥ The current building has everyone coming out of one access point. Distribution will 

improve that condition. 

¥ The 2030 projection indicates that the site is responsible for 4.5% to 12% of the total 

future traffic volumes. 

h. The quality of this development has to be established from the ground-up. Perspective 

views show the quality of the spaces.  

 

Public Comment & Question Breakout Discussion 

 

1. Introductions – What is your name and where do you live? (Spellings unknown) 

a. Debbie Walters – Member of the Housing Task Force, lives on Oneida 

b. Kathlynne – Lowry West 

c. Judy – Lowry West 

d. Michael – 200 Block of Lowry West 

e. Rod – Oneida Street, Lowry West 

f. Lort – Lowry, been here for 8 years 

g. Ms. Kaiser 

h. Jerry Hann – Near the Town Center, here for 4 years 

i. Roseann – Lowry, here for 2 years 

j. Annette – Bayaud, been here for 7 years 

k. Jim – Architect doing work at Lowry 

l. Tyrone – 6
th

 and Quebec on the east side 



AA.64 Introduction & Purpose

DESIGNWORKSHOP 
Asheville • Aspen • Denver • Phoenix • Salt Lake City • Santa Fe • Tahoe • São Paulo 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260 

www.d es ignwork shop.co m 
 

MR_070906_TF6_All Sessions_detail_FINAL.doc 4 

 

2. Question and Answer 

a. What is the tallest building that is going in? 

¥ It’s to be determined, but that's part of what they’re talking about in the density task 

force session. 

b. What are the advantages of taller buildings? 

¥ Essentially it’s a trade-off between open space and height. 

c. Stan Kipper: I talked to Councilwoman Johnson and it sounds like they’re not doing 12 

stories, but are cutting it down to 4-8 stories.  Where are they going to be?  Towards the 

middle and not the edges? 

¥ That’s correct. 

d. What are the tallest buildings in Lowry now? 

¥ I think the buildings in Crestmoor Downs are 7 stories. 

e. I think you did a good job of incorporating a lot of the things we complained about.  One 

of the suggestions I have is to show a perspective not just from the inside as you have 

already, but a perspective that steps back into the neighborhood and shows us what we 

would actually see.  If I’m in my yard, what is the perspective difference between an 8 

story and a 12 story building?   

f. My experience with homeless housing is that it’s a high-need population and there 

doesn’t seem to be management designated.  Is there anyone slotted to manage it? 

¥ Let’s back up.  We started by sending out notices of interest to providers of homeless 

housing.  Twelve organizations came together called the Denver Homeless 

Consortium.  The biggest need we could see was for families, .Fitzsimons has 

veterans, etc, so we settled on homeless families.  Lowry has historically provided 

homeless housing units at a rate of 2% of total residential units. If we had a thousand 

units, on the site that would give you 20 units.  In this process, they could only ask for 

homeless housing, but mixed-income works better.  So, the legally binding agreement 

with the homeless consortium is for the developer to build 20 units, but they can also 

build up to 60 more to integrate the homeless housing with the market rate.  It hasn’t 

been identified which part of the consortium will manage it.  Three or four of them 

can do it, but which group exactly will do it has not been identified yet. 

g. Will there be any land trust opportunities? 

¥ We hope the community land trust will take it upon themselves to team with the 

developer. 

h. Where will the homeless housing be? 

¥ It hasn’t been determined yet, but it will be in one of the three blue areas shown on 

the diagram. 

i. Those of us in Park Heights and Bayaud have the most to lose.  Can I make a strong 

request that homeless housing is not placed near Bayaud or the designated park? 

j. Concerned about drainage and where it will be.  We get “Lake DFAS” whenever it rains. 

¥ We’re not to that level of detail yet.  In this scenario they’re showing a 10ft buffer 

zone, but that may not be how it goes.  Engineers are going to use a portion of the 

proposed park and also use separate detention areas. 

k. At the February 2
nd

 meeting I indicated that those along Bayaud Ave were the ones that 

have the views and nothing has been done to save our views. 
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¥ I hear you, but there was not a guarantee that those views would always be there. 

l. I cannot stand the roundabouts. 

¥ We’re talking a lot about character.  We’re talking about making Lowry Boulevard a 

good experience – where the medians should be, where the bike paths go.  It will 

probably not be roundabouts. There is talk of an internal traffic signal. 

m. If Lowry Boulevard is designated as an arterial is there any way that they would do a 

right-in right-out? 

¥ No.  They want the connectivity. 

n. Any timeline on when the Air Force is going to be leaving the site? 

¥ Officially, the date is September 14, 2011.  There are tenants in that building, reserve 

people and the like.  They have to build a new facility for them.  They’re hoping to 

take some of the money from the sale to put towards that. 

o. When can we anticipate things changing? 

¥ It will probably happen in phases.  So, to be clear they have to be out by 2011. There 

is a possibility that the Air Force could sell the property in early 2009, so work on a 

frontage of the property could begin as early as that. 

p. At the school of architecture in Paris they had a main thoroughfare and a parallel frontage 

road and then a row of trees.  I’d like to throw that out as a suggestion for Lowry Blvd. 

q. However tall the steam plant at Lowry is I suggest that the height limit be five stories so 

that this area looks like it belongs to Lowry. 

r. On the Housing Committee, I have suggested the integration of custom housing because 

the rest of Lowry has it and I think we should be consistent with the rest of Lowry. 

s. I would like to see no through street to 1st Avenue.  How about they line up with the 

interior streets so you have two areas of exiting? 

¥ Once you start disconnecting the system then other neighbors say, “Why didn’t you 

do it for me on my street?”  This is settled at this point, it was evaluated and 

determined it was the best place for the street. 

t. You keep talking about selling some of this to developers.  Are they obligated to follow 

the restrictions that have been drawn out? 

¥ Yes, but we can’t dictate everything.  Where retail should be, where single family 

housing should be they will have to comply.  We will write a development agreement.  

However, there will be zoning and entitlement processes in which these issues can be 

re-addressed. 

u. Is 1
st
 Avenue going to become a major throughway? 

¥ No.  Most people are on 1
st
 Ave now because there’s not another route.  Traffic 

projections show traffic on 1
st
 Ave going down, and we’re going to emphasize 

neighborhood quality by adding parking, trees, etc., which calms traffic. 

v. I want to understand – does one developer buy the whole thing and then commit to the 

master plan, or do they just put down cash for one phase and then develop the rest? 

¥ Yes, that’s probably how it will happen. One developer that is responsible for all, but 

they may sell off portions to developers who do housing or specialize in retail for 

instance. 

() Yes, that’s what they’re doing at Belmar.  They do it in sections but everyone has 

to follow the master plan. 



AA.66 Introduction & Purpose

DESIGNWORKSHOP 
Asheville • Aspen • Denver • Phoenix • Salt Lake City • Santa Fe • Tahoe • São Paulo 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260 

www.d es ignwork shop.co m 
 

MR_070906_TF6_All Sessions_detail_FINAL.doc 6 

 

w. What is the process that the developer will go through to put retail on the site? 

¥ We can’t dictate at that level.  For instance, at Lowry one of the things people were 

adamant about was they didn’t want gas stations – if people feel very strongly that 

they don’t want a certain kind of retail then it’s the kind of thing you could put into 

the plan in the zoning phase.  In the redevelopment plan we could put it in the 

narrative that we prefer not to have it. 

x. With the re-design of Alameda and Quebec, how much of the better flow of traffic is 

because of that, and how much because there’s no one there now? 

¥ There are still 2000 employees at the Buckley Annex and the reduction in staff was 

primarily before the change in the intersection, therefore the improvements are 

because of the intersection changes. 

() What about the net traffic? 

() There will be more in this plan. 

y. Are there going to be any clean up issues as far as asbestos? 

¥ Not that we know of. 

z. A lot of people are pushing to keep the berms, and I don’t understand that because it’s 

going to takeaway from the neighborhood feeling integrated with the others. 

¥ It is a split, but I think there are more people who want them to go away. 

aa. What I love about the berms is the huge trees, and it’s a joy because we inherited big 

trees. I would be interested to know if the berms go down, how many of the trees can be 

saved or transplanted. 

¥ We did a tree study and the ones that can be saved are represented in green on this 

board.   

bb. On Bayaud, there are two houses for each of our lots [in Park Heights].  Can’t we at least 

do just one per lot? 

¥ We can’t dictate at this level of planning the size of the lots.  We can put our 

minimum on it, but we can’t dictate what they put on there. 

() Then why not draw it like that?  If you showed it with larger lots, then it would 

reflect our desire. 

3. Question from Monty to the public: 

a. Regarding height, is it bothersome if it’s in the right place? 

¥ What is to prevent the developer from doing 12 stories and using up the green open 

space anyway?  If we could see the tradeoff it might make more sense. 

¥ You define a ceiling and say that’s how much we’re allowing period.  I think the 

community would embrace that if they knew the developer couldn’t come in and do 

whatever they wanted. 

¥ We need to revisit the market study.  You’ve certainly done a good job determining a 

vision, but someone who knows the economics of this has another filter on this.  You 

shouldn’t lose the vision, but should be careful of reality. 

¥ Everyone’s talking about how important it is that this neighborhood matches the rest 

of Lowry and I think that needs to go for the height, too. 

¥ When this goes to zoning, we still have the opportunity to go to council and say what 

we want.  All this is good, but at the end of the day if this comes in at 12 stories, and 

we say no way then City Council will listen to us. 
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¥ I would like to see a comparison density to surrounding neighborhoods. 

b. Nobody seems to believe the traffic study regardless of the data supplied by the 

engineers.  What does it take to convince you? 

¥ Well, how many units did you plug in?  I mean, what if it was the higher number? 

() Because 95% is regional traffic, when you change the site numbers it really 

doesn’t change the number on the adjacent streets that much. 

 

Height, Density, and Placemaking Breakout Discussion 

 

1. Todd Johnson briefly discussed the relationship between placemaking and height. 

2. Facilitated Questions/Discussion 

a. Do the sketch plans that further study the following areas improve upon the old plan? 

¥ Quebec frontage south of Lowry Boulevard 

() Kathleen: sounds like a good change 

() John S: nice idea 

() Mike U: The neighbors across the street should be appreciative. 

() Consensus that the proposed change is good. 

¥ Northeast quadrant road network adjustments 

() Todd Johnson: There has been a concern about connecting to Poplar St. We have 

investigated changing the connection to a mid-block connection. 

() The group decided to defer judgment of this potential change to the 

Transportation Task Force. 

¥ Location of taller buildings at west edge of site 

() Todd Johnson: Some have suggested that we should move taller buildings further 

off Monaco to be in line with the taller buildings of Crestmoor Downs. The 

perspective shows that you don’t see the taller buildings much anyway. My 

opinion is that we move the taller buildings back some, but that we don’t need to 

move back as far as Crestmoor Downs. 

() John S: Good to go back to the Crestmoor Downs setback. 

() Kimball: Important to keep it flexible as well. I like the idea of using the park to 

capture the views. It is good to step down the buildings to four stories. 

() Mike U: I agree. Step down the buildings to four stories. 

() John S: Every time they have a view of the park we have a view of them. 

() Mike U: But will you not enjoy the park if you see a building once in a while? 

() Question: Where do you live? 

() Mike U: I live in the NW neighborhood and use Crestmoor Park and drive that 

area. I also know that you can’t see the Buckley Annex from Crestmoor homes. 

() Phil: Crestmoor Park is now dead and not active. Monaco is an active street. 

() Todd Johnson: I think we can make a really appealing edge along Monaco. 

() John: A developer doesn’t care about the neighborhood and only cares about the 

bottom line. I don’t want to give them flexibility. 

¥ Grading studies for retaining 1st Avenue berms 

() The group did not have time to address this issue. 

b. Do you believe height and density are reasonable and appropriate for this site? If not, 

why? Are the buildings with the greatest height appropriately located?  
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¥ Dodie Hudson: We heard from the community that people are very concerned about 

12 story buildings. Everyone had assumed we were talking about 4 story buildings. 

Does the Lowry community have any input in the plan? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Public input has been considered and adjustments have been made. 

Not every comment results in a change. We are listening and incorporating some 

changes. My opinion is there should be some taller buildings. 

¥ Dodie Hudson: I don’t understand why we can’t keep with the Lowry restrictions of 

four stories. Everyone would be much happier. 

¥ Kimball and Mike disagreed. 

¥ Monica: Only two people have said they want taller buildings. Everyone else says 

why do we need more density and height? 

¥ Todd Johnson: What’s appropriate? 

¥ Monica: 8-12 stories are way too high. It’s not on the scale with Lowry. 

¥ Mike: I like taller buildings and what comes with it. A four-story maximum is too 

low. There are other eight stories buildings in the area such as Crestmoor Downs and 

the Hangar. I’m not stuck on 12 stories, but it can be higher than four. 

¥ Monica: Do you think having taller buildings is for maximizing the footprint? Maybe 

we could have more parks and not so much development if we went higher. 

¥ Mike: I don’t think the plan is that dense. It is only two or three taller buildings and 

not that high or unreasonable. 

¥ Todd Johnson: It is six taller buildings. The support for those buildings is that people 

want to live in that kind of product. The benefits of height are a more walkable 

relationship, activity on the street, and the layering and scale of products. 

¥ Monica: How many units are in the plan? 

¥ Todd Johnson: 800-1200 

¥ Monica: This is 72 acres compared to the rest of Lowry. All of Lowry is only about 

1,200 units currently. 

() [Editor’s Note: Lowry currently has approximately 3,700 residential units.] 

¥ Kimball: It is important to remember that Denver is growing. I think there has been 

great consensus building to match the character at the edges while being responsible 

about Denver’s growth internal to the plan. We want diversity of housing choice. 

There is a huge demand for environmentally-friendly housing choices. To limit our 

choices today for the housing demand for 2015 is a mistake. 

¥ John: Then why are we here? 

¥ Question: Where do you live? 

¥ Kimball: I live in SE Denver and work in Lowry. 

¥ Gail: Are you not listening to comment sheets? We are saying that we don’t want 

density. There seems to be an inability to change things here. 

¥ Kimball: It’s a balance between what the needs of the future and existing 

neighborhoods. 

¥ Cindilou: This is not just about four strongly-willed people. Just because someone is 

speaking up the most doesn’t mean they should get their way. 

¥ Monica: I’m not a resident of Lowry, but I’m trying to tell you what I’m hearing. I 

apologize that I’m not a member of the community. 
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¥ John: That is not a problem. We want to know your perspective. 

¥ Phil: We are trying to balance diverse stakeholders. Todd, what are our tradeoffs?  

¥ Todd J: The demand for taller buildings was indicated in the market study. Our 

questions are where they are appropriate and what the appropriate height is. The 

examples of Crestmoor Downs and the Hangar seem to be a reasonable compromise. 

¥ Kathleen R: Our Mayfair Park Board of Directors is willing to compromise in a 

Crestmoor Downs size building. A lot of our group have difficulty with 12 stories, but 

would be willing to go to 4-8 stories. 

¥ Dodie Hudson: It should be based on all comments. Our neighborhood had a petition 

with 104 signatures and resounding consensus to keep as close to Lowry’s current 

restrictions. There is still diversity in structures in Lowry. Why can’t that be a model 

to follow? We haven’t got an answer to that question of the four story height. 

¥ John S: Some of you know that we are having a battle about the Cedar Ave 

development. A four story height has been tremendously controversial. We do have 

seven stories at Crestmoor Downs. This neighborhood that we’re talking about is very 

different than Downtown, Stapleton, or Gates. None of those have stable 

neighborhoods around them. [Others disagreed]  I’d like to see five stories. 

¥ Dennis: Would the planning group feel comfortable with 7 stories? 

() Mike: 7 on west, 8 on east 

() John: 5 (changed to 3-4) 

() Kimball: 7-10 

() Cindilou: I don’t like Windsor Gardens or Crestmoor Downs, but we’re trying to 

accommodate different facets of the community. We should hear from Kathleen. 

() Kathleen: I spoke for my neighborhood earlier and we are comfortable with 

the 7 stories of Crestmoor Downs 

() Kimball: When talking about housing demand, demand fluctuates over time. 

When looking at dense, multi-family development, certain costs need to be 

spread out. Anything three stories or above you can make work from a 

financial standpoint. 

() Todd Johnson: We’re talking about 6 buildings with relationship to Quebec and 

Monaco. If you allow some height, you have to put parameters on that height. I 

would test 6 buildings with 7 floors (the same as Crestmoor). We will illustrate 

with sections and perspective views. 

() Brian Wert: Test with 7 stories and with higher 

() John: Use a maximum of 7 stories 

() Phil: We need to convene a special meeting to review the outstanding issues. 

() Public question: When does the public get to speak to the new plans? 

() Todd Johnson: Zoning and the GDP process 

() Dennis: October 10
th

 is the next meeting [Ed. Note: The dates for the next two 

meetings are being revised. Final dates and locations will be posted on 

http://www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/]   

() Cindilou: The public can still send in their public comments. 

¥ Monica: What drives taller buildings? 
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() Todd Johnson: People want to live in them these days. They allow for more 

walkable neighborhoods. 

() Nicole Monroe-Layman: The full spectrum is within the marketing study. Part of 

the desire is the ability to age-in-place. A family might start in a townhome but 

move to a flat with an elevator as children move. With housing, we want a mix of 

structures. I don’t live here in Lowry because I can’t afford to yet. In a healthy 

neighborhood, you want young people, old people, and empty-nesters that all help 

to create active spaces where people are there throughout the day. The clustering 

of the taller buildings on the inside of the site is respectful. We should set some 

parameters today and get to details in the zoning process. 

c. General Discussion 

¥ What is the percent of open space? 

() Parks and Open Space – 9% 

() Stormwater detention – 10% 

() Road Right of Way – 27% 

() Civic (Community Center use) – 1% 

() Developable land (parcels for residential, office, and retail) – 53% 

¥ How tall are the townhomes in the Monaco perspective? 

() They are currently shown as two stories. 

¥ Why do we have to let the developer drive whether the townhomes are two or three 

stories? Why can’t we mandate the height as two stories? 

() Todd Johnson: On fast roads like this, the ground level of a three story townhome 

wouldn’t be used much for living space because of noise.  

() Kimball: The three story townhomes are very tactful and match the scale very 

well. It would be a mistake to mandate two stories today.  

() Mike: Three story townhomes are consistent with other buildings that are already 

along Quebec in Lowry.   

¥ Gail: Why is there not a question about the northeast corner?  

() Todd Johnson: You likely won’t see the towers from the Lowry West 

neighborhood. 

¥ Gail: Peter Park used the word “character.” Does the development fit into the 

character of the existing neighborhood? There is no mass transit here, either.  

() Peter Park: Transit isn’t just light rail; it is also about buses and mobility. Not 

everyone does or can drive. We need to make an environment where people are 

within walking distances to services and create a place where we have choices. 

You don’t have to drive. The fundamental principle is about mobility choice. The 

plan so far supports this principle. If this was all one singular use such as single 

family homes, you aren’t creating those opportunities. You want to create 

walkable places. How do you transition from an area of change to area of 

stability? The transitions seem to be strong from the existing neighborhoods in 

this plan. 

() John: In this plan, we see some care given to some areas, but you see the major 

density across from Crestmoor Park which is zero density. Why not a more 

natural transition here? 
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() Peter: That would be one way to plan it. I actually think that the concentration of 

some density and activity here makes a lot of sense. You’re right, how do you go 

from 0 to 60? But when you think of it, the amenity of the park has value. The 

park provides visual relief. This is one of the fundamental things about cities as 

evidenced by the example of Central Park. We need to utilize our infrastructure of 

amenities and parks. Would it be different than today? Yes. But there is a setback 

and lower scale development for a good street experience. This is a very 

reasonable strategy to relate to the human scale. You may not even realize the 

taller buildings. 

() John: In almost every area of change you mentioned earlier (LoDo, Stapleton, the 

Platte Valley), you’re talking about the perspective of the people moving into the 

neighborhood, not from the perspective of people from existing neighborhoods. 

What about the people who live in the existing neighborhoods? 

() Peter: Both groups should be considered. The question is what is the opportunity 

and what is lost. If I’m standing in Crestmoor Park and looking towards the site, if 

a building is designed and massed properly, it won’t be obtrusive. 

() John: You’re putting in commercial, affordable housing, and massing all next to 

an existing neighborhood. 

() Todd Johnson: It’s not meant to create a threatening scale. These uses are 

appropriate on high traffic corridors. 

() Cindilou: I remember in March or April when we had the beginning sketch plans 

made. About !’s of the group thought that putting another park near Crestmoor 

Park would make the area park heavy. We agreed that park should be on east side. 

() John: We’re not asking for more park. We just don’t want all the density on this 

[west] end. 

() Gail: I live in the Lowry West neighborhood. I’d like Peter Park’s comment on 

how the plan reacts to the Lowry West neighborhood?  

() Todd Johnson: Lower story buildings are on 1
st
 Avenue. I doubt that you will 

even see the 12 story buildings, but I will study this. 

() Peter Park: My opinion is that it is a reasonable transition. From your house, 

how much do you see through to the site? If it was a set of rowhouses and 

lower buildings, I’m going to guess that you’re not really going to notice the 

taller buildings. 

() Gail: 12 stories? 

() Peter Park: Let’s look outside the window and see how much the eye can 

actually take in at one time. It is quite possible that the taller buildings are not 

going to be that imposing. 

() Gail: Why do the tall buildings have to be in my neighborhood? 

() Peter Park: The way the Lowry West townhomes are oriented, there is a good 

transition. It is enough distance. 

3. Summarization 

a. There will be a follow-up meeting to review new requested material from the team and 

move forward with more concrete direction. 

4. What else needs to be addressed? 

a. Berms 
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b. NE Quadrant 

c. Character 

d. Mass Transit 

e. Affordable housing 

f. Density 

 

Transportation Task Force Breakout Discussion 

 

1. General comments 

a. Nell:   

¥ Our preferences have to be run through all the city requirements.  They need to work 

from an engineering perspective.  They also have to work functionally from a land use 

and planning perspective.  So, we are listing the conclusions of this group as preferences 

(especially in terms of the berms).   

2. Transportation Network 

a. Nate:  DRCOG handles all forecasting for the area, and this is the basis for all of the 

planning.  DRCOG projects 3,000 new housing units in Lowry through 2030, but a total 

of 24,000 within 3 miles of Lowry by 2030. 

b. There are differences between access today and access in the future.  Future plan shows 

that the dispersal to different access points creates less traffic than if it was coming 

through a single location.   

c. The plan shows right in right out to preserve the integrity of the street network.  Other 

intersections are full access.  There will be a new traffic signal on Lowry Blvd and 

Monaco Parkway and a traffic signal within the site as well. 

d. Peak hour analysis:  Intersections are graded A (best) through F (worst).  For peak hour 

urban conditions, cities permit D.  The slide shows the AM peak hour and PM peak hour 

usage for various parts of the site.  Alameda doesn’t work very well overall.  PM tends to 

be worse than AM.  A cycle means the time for a traffic signal to go through its full 

progression of traffic movements.  You can break down each intersection in terms of 

movement.  A typical cycle is 100 seconds long. The analysis shows that there may be a 

high level of traffic, but not much of it originates from the Buckley Annex project site. 

e. Nell:  These are the standards in terms of modeling used across the country.   

f. Diagram shows that coming from the east bound direction, at full buildout, the 

development of Buckley Annex adds only 2 additional cars to the volume per cycle.  

Nate:  The analysis shows that a lot of traffic will just be passing through Buckley.  The 

key will be how to slow them down and encourage them to use the Buckley area. 

g. A fourth board shows the densities for the neighborhoods surrounding the Annex.  Other 

neighborhoods have similar levels of density in the area, ranging from 8 to 20 dwelling 

units per acre. 

h. RTD Bus routes:  Graphic shows the total traffic volume per day currently.  The proposal 

is to change route 6 so that it either goes down a Poplar Ave connection or goes around 

the retail.  RTD has also expressed some interest in having route 6 detour from 6
th
 to 

come down Monaco, instead of Quebec. This is a greater investment because it would 

leave some current customers without service.  Graphic also shows location of existing 

and potential signals. 



AA.73Redevelopment PlanBUCKLEY ANNEX

DESIGNWORKSHOP 
Asheville • Aspen • Denver • Phoenix • Salt Lake City • Santa Fe • Tahoe • São Paulo 

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260 

www.d es ignwork shop.co m 
 

MR_070906_TF6_All Sessions_detail_FINAL.doc 13 

 

¥ There is no main transit location within the site. 

¥ Nell:  We are hoping that bus would facilitate getting people where they want to go 

and support retail by delivering people to these retail locations. 

¥ The hope is that the neighborhood center would help alleviate issues related to the bus 

line overlap. Routes on Monaco and Quebec are within a one-quarter mile walk for 

Buckley residents. 

¥ Cedar Avenue – issue of where it routes and connects up with other parts of the 

development. 

i. Nate:  We chose Quebec and Lowry as an intersection for analysis given that it would 

have the most site traffic.   

¥ Worst case is adding 5 north- or southbound cars per 100-second cycle from the 

Buckley Annex project at the peak hour. 

¥ Nate:  The question is if we were to cut the housing on the site in half, whether you 

would really notice a change of 2 cars per 100 seconds passing by you on the street. 

j. Connectivity 

¥ Question / concern about Cedar Ave signals and the traffic impact on Crestmoor 

Downs.  Scott Kirkwood to contact Brian Mitchell. 

¥ What about pedestrian connections for those living south of Alameda? The City may 

consider improvements to the median in Alameda to facilitate pedestrian crossings 

and create refuge. 

3. Roadway Layout 

a. Zac:  Presentation of framework alternative for NE quadrant.  The alternative disconnects 

Poplar as a through street to Lowry Blvd.  It moves the north-south connection to midway 

between Poplar and Oneida.  The other alternative connects Poplar all the way through.  

The citizens’ concern was that we might be pushing traffic through Lowry West 

neighborhood by connecting Poplar. 

b. Nell:  There are still discussions on how to access the parcel at the SW corner of 1
st
 and 

Quebec.  We are looking at multi-level parking so that pedestrians would be oriented to 

the corner and cross there rather than crossing mid block. 

¥ Concerns regarding safety of crossing from the library to the south to the new 

development. 

¥ Nell: We can’t control people’s behavior. We’d like them to cross at the corner rather 

than mid-block.  Also, when you come up Oneida the lights from cars shoot between 

buildings to the north of Buckley, and this alternative relieves pressure from Oneida 

Court.  This access gets people to 1
st
 Ave or Lowry Blvd but does not push traffic up 

in to the neighborhood.   

c. Nate:  We have moved traffic signal from Lowry Blvd and Oneida to Lowry Blvd and 

Poplar.  This was done to help reduce concerns about potential traffic through the 

neighborhood. 

d. Is there a preference between the plans?  Consensus is for the new plan in terms of the 

mid-block connection to 1
st
 Ave in the NE quadrant. 

e. Zac:  Presentation of Lowry Blvd concept. Diagrams show on-street parking and 

pedestrian bulb-outs.  There is a 12 foot trail on the north side, and a 6 feet sidewalk on 

the south side.   
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f. We want pedestrians to cross along the north side of Lowry Blvd at Monaco because we 

anticipate fewer complications at that location.  The south side would be less pedestrian-

friendly.  The north side crossing provides a better connection to Crestmoor Park. 

g. Brian Mitchell:  The speed limit along Lowry Blvd will likely be 30 mph, but the City 

can’t absolutely commit to that at this time. 

h. Zac Boggs:  Differences on the commercial side between the 2 sides of Lowry Blvd 

comes in the tree zone.  Would be more of a hardscape area in the retail areas and would 

include a café zone. 

i. Dennis:  The point of shortening the crossing distance on the north side of Monaco and 

Lowry Blvd allows us to drop a lane and actually landscape it. 

j. On Monaco, there are currently three northbound lanes from Alameda to 1
st
 Ave. The 

plan proposes reducing this from three to two northbound lanes north of Lowry Blvd, 

allowing for greenspace and curb to be brought closer to the median.  This is a traffic 

calming and mitigation strategy.  Nate:  This is also a way to discourage north-bound 

traffic turning onto 1
st
 Avenue and encourage through traffic to use Lowry Blvd instead. 

4. Berms / 1
st
 Avenue Issues 

a. Zac:  The berms needed further investigation.  It is an anomaly that makes the project 

unique.  The diagram shows trees in green that can be preserved and are non-

transplantable.  A solar study of angles shows the shade for the shortest day of the year.   

b. The controversy is that the neighborhood to the north [Mayfair Park] does not want the 

berms because they exclude them and serve as a barrier. 

c. Design Workshop thinks the berms should be investigated as a piece of history. This is a 

planning issue but we can weigh in on this. 

d. Nate:  Without berms, how much closer would residential be to the corner? 

¥ Zac:  If the berms aren’t there, the homes may move 20 feet closer to the street.   

¥ Nell:  Probably won’t be just open space there without the berms. 

e. Zac:  With the berms, most likely fewer people would park on 1
st
 Avenue because there 

would be an impediment there. 

f. Nell:  The more people park on 1
st
 Ave, the less traffic we would see there. 

g. Zac:  We are assuming the bulb-outs and parking along 1
st
 Ave would slow down this 

street. 

h. Nell:  Question of configuration of 1
st
 Avenue.  We had talked about parking only on 

south side of 1
st
 Avenue with a turn lane in the middle.  The other option is to have 

parking on both sides and no turn lane. 

i. Brian Mitchell:  Advantage of taking away turn lane on 1
st
 Avenue is that it will change 

the character of the street.  The street will feel narrower.  The team may introduce an all-

way stop midway between Monaco and Quebec.  All-way stop intersections work better 

with the same number of lanes in all directions.  All way stops work well for pedestrians, 

and you have to have 2 drivers making mistakes at the same time to create an accident.  

Originally, we thought 1
st
 Ave would stay the same.  Originally, we thought a turn lane 

would create a refuge for crossing pedestrians.  But the team has softened this 

position…and now thinks one lane in each direction would be okay. 

j. The group shows preference for single lane in each direction on 1
st
 Avenue, parking 

on both sides and an all-way stop halfway along 1
st
 Ave. 
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k. Brian:  To mitigate the berms by reducing parking along 1
st
 Ave maybe we could reduce 

the area provided for on-street parking and extend the feeling that the street is narrower.  

Perhaps use more bulb-outs that extend further from the intersections along 1
st
 Avenue.  

There was concern that having unused parking areas on the street would be counter to 

promoting local street character. 

l. Group consensus:  Preference for berms (except concern from neighborhood to the 

north that they would isolate the neighborhood).  This will provide for fewer people 

parking on 1
st
 Ave and faster traffic.  Mayfair neighborhood concerned about 

shading and ice. 

5. Other Issues 

a. Nell:  What happens to reconfiguration of Monaco to create this intersection with Lowry 

Blvd?  We will have to get rid of 9 or 10 trees.  So you lose some trees in the median but 

you get the benefit of getting traffic onto Lowry Blvd and off of Alameda.  There is 

nothing we can do about this.  Trees are lost, but this helps distribute traffic in the area. 

b. Berm on Monaco side:  The plan is trying to maintain this, mainly the piece up on the 

north end.  There is no berm down on the south side.  The design keeps the swale in the 

middle. 

c. Dennis:  This becomes somewhat of a hybrid from what we see in terms of the berm 

today.  It is compromised to some extent. 

d. Brian Mitchell on Quebec:  This development presses the issue of what happens to 

Quebec.  Quebec has been a problem for many years.  There is no plan today for Quebec, 

but Marcia Johnson got commitment to begin a NEPA-like study on Quebec.  This is a 

necessary step to get federal money for this project.  This is an important process and is 

good news for the neighborhood.  The city can’t create a plan and ram it through without 

a lot of public input.  It involves input from all stakeholders.  The NEPA process 

guarantees a public involvement process. There will be public meetings, opportunities to 

comment.  It will start next year.  This is a firm commitment.  Acknowledgement to 

Marcia for putting a squeeze on public works.  The NEPA process will guarantee that 

impacts beyond traffic (environment, environmental justice) will be considered.  We have 

no plan for Quebec today and we can’t get federal funds without the NEPA process. 

e. Why no roundabouts?  Brian:  Roundabouts aren’t the best control for a pedestrian-

oriented area.  Since we want storefront retail here, traditional street level traffic 

crossings with signals work better than roundabouts.  Nate:  It is also hard to do 

roundabouts in close proximity to signalized intersections. 

f. Crestmoor Downs’ representative:  There is a concern in terms of access to the south.  

There are issues to discuss here.  Bayaud is a public street to where the gate is located.  

g. Nate:  Folks coming from the south would have to come through the development.  The 

change in the future is that the Bayaud and Monaco intersection would be a ! 

intersection. 

h. Crestmoor Downs’ representative:  What you are suggesting is that there is no left turn 

from westbound Bayaud?  Nate:  This is correct. 

i. Brian: There is development planned along the west side of Monaco and to the south.  

The feeling was that having a left turn onto Monaco would be even more dangerous in 

the future. 
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j. Zac:  From a planning perspective, we thought people from the south would want to 

come up through the town center. 

k. Nell:  Suggest that Crestmoor Downs, CCD, and consultants meet before the final plan 

comes together. 

l. Other comments:  Concern that neighborhood to the south of Alameda is not connected to 

Buckley, and there needs to be a designated crossing from the George Washington 

neighborhood to the Buckley annex area, in between Monaco and Quebec.  This is more 

of a city concern and not part of the purview of this plan. 

m. Brian:  With 6 lanes on Alameda it would be tough to create a pedestrian crossing 

without a signal.  We could look for a pedestrian refuge.  It will be a challenge, but we 

will take a look at it. You could also go over or under Alameda, but it would be 

expensive. 

 

Reports Back from Task Force Chairs and Summary of the Public Breakout Session 

 

1. Public Breakout Summary (John Huyler) 

a. The session had a total of 16 people including three task force members. 

b. Issues discussed included the following 

¥ What are the advantages of higher density? What are the explicit trade-offs between 

height/density and open space? 

¥ Perspective sketches should be made that show views from the surrounding 

neighborhoods looking into the site. 

¥ Traffic and traffic calming 

¥ Schedule of development (the deadline for the Air Force to move off the property is 

2011) 

¥ Mixed emotions about value of berms. 

¥ Size of lots and custom homes 

¥ Questions about guidelines as we move forward 

¥ The general feelings were that the plan has evolved even though not everyone is 

entirely happy yet. 

2. Height, Density and Placemaking Breakout Report (Phil Workman, Planning Task Force 

Chair) 

a. We always knew that the planning task force would have to try to balance everything. 

Planning still has a lot of viewpoints and things to still look at. 

b. The group liked the Quebec frontage treatment. 

c. The group will look to the Transportation Task Force to determine the Poplar road 

adjustment. 

d. The group generally likes the revised location of taller buildings on the west side of the 

plan. 

e. The group will need to meet again with new information from the consultants. 

f. Regarding height and density, the group needs to recognize the trade-offs. We’re going to 

have the consultants show us different perspectives with different numbers of stories. 

g. Questions & Issues to Address 
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¥ Northeast quadrant treatment, character, mass transit, berms, affordable housing, and 

density. 

3. Transportation Breakout Report (Nell Wolff, Transportation Task Force Chair) 

a. We looked at DRCOG 2030 impact at full build-out. We have talked to RTD about bus 

routes that support retail and gathering places. 

b. With the density that we’re talking about currently, in one traffic cycle (100 seconds), at 

the intersection of Quebec and Alameda, you would have five additional cars (two cars 

going east and three cars going west) from the build-out of the site in 2030. If you cut the 

density in half, you would have 2.5 additional cars. 

c. There is a Cedar connection that will be shown later with maps. 

d. We will coordinate with the new owners of Crestmoor Downs and the city to meet the 

goal of connectivity with Bayaud. 

e. One concern was raised about the pedestrian connectivity to the George Washington 

neighborhood south of Alameda. Constraints and the width of Alameda make this 

connection challenging, but we will investigate how you get people to the new retail area.  

f. In the northeast quadrant, we are showing a mid-block connection option to address 

concerns about the library and intersection spacing. This still has to go to planning and 

engineering departments. The group much preferred this new plan to the old plan. 

g. Lowry Boulevard will have bulb-outs with tree lawns and crossings. The group felt four-

way stops are more appropriate than round-abouts. 

h. Monaco Parkway currently has a 3
rd

 northbound lane from Alameda to 1
st
 Avenue. We 

will leave the lane until Lowry Blvd, but then eliminate this extra lane from Lowry Blvd 

to 1
st
 Avenue to alleviate 1

st
 Avenue traffic and match the tree lawn north of 1

st
 Avenue. 

i. 1
st
 Ave will have parking on both sides without a turn-lane. 

j. Berms on 1
st
 Avenue 

¥ Undecided. The majority of the group preferred leaving the berms. However, the 

neighborhood to the north loves the trees, but thinks the berms is an isolating issue 

and are concerned that the berms shade the street or sidewalk and create icy winter 

conditions. We did sun studies for the winter.  

k. Monaco Median 

¥ To be clear, we will have to create a left turn lane onto Lowry Blvd. that will cut into 

the median and some trees will be taken out. We are sorry about that. This turn lane 

will reduce the amount of traffic at Monaco and Alameda. 

l. Quebec Status 

¥  Marcia Johnson has worked with Bill Vidal, manager of the City and County of 

Denver Public Works. Starting in 2008, there will be a study of Quebec. It is a NEPA 

study that is all-inclusive to include issues such as quality of life, traffic, and 

environmental concerns. It will be a transparent public process. This is an emotional 

issue and everyone has an opinion. 

4. Next Steps and Expectations (Allyson Mendenhall) 

a. Between now and the next meeting, the consultant team needs to do the work and 

thoughtful studies. We may need to move back the October 10
th
 meeting because of the 

requested information. The schedule will be updated on the website, 

http://www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/.   
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b. Email us at info@lowry.org with your email address if you’d like to be added to the 

email list which will keep you informed of any schedule changes. 
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 Meeting Record           FINAL 

To:  File 

From: Laura Kessel 

Date: October 15, 2007 

Project Name: Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Project #: 4065 

Subject: Planning Task Force Meeting 

Meeting Date:   October 10, 2007 

Start/End:  6:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

Location:  LRA 

Copy To:  

 

 

 

Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting. This is a summary of key 

informational and action items from the planning task force meeting for the Lowry Buckley 

Annex Redevelopment.  

 

Introduction 

 

1. Welcome and Introduction 

a. Monty Force:  

¥ This is a planning meeting, but we also have the task force chairs from the other task 

forces to share their task force findings. 

¥ Caution to not revisit decisions made by other task forces, who have spent 

considerable time already deliberating those issues.  

¥ The planning task force doesn’t trump the other task forces, but it has the 

responsibility to pull everything into a cohesive plan.  

¥ Please weigh and balance concerns of the local community, Air Force, the city, and 

region. I hope we can find consensus, but if we can’t find consensus it will be up to 

the LRA to weigh conflicting viewpoints. 

b. Phil Workman: 

¥ Thanks to the audience and the task force. We have a different format tonight because 

this is a working session to address outstanding items. It is for the deliberation of the 

task force members. If there are any outstanding items that haven’t been addressed at 

Design Workshop, Inc. 

Landscape Architecture 

Land Planning 

Urban Design 

Strategic Services 
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the end of the meeting, the task force can decide to open the meeting to public 

comments and questions. 

¥ The intent of tonight is to get requested imagery and answers from the consultant 

team as well as to decide outstanding issues. This isn’t a lecture. This is to elicit 

comments and suggestions from all of the task force members with respect. We also 

need to be respectful of other task forces’ work to date. Please balance comments 

with input from others along with public comments, neighbors input, etc. 

¥ Thank you all because we all are volunteers and stakeholders. I have lived at Lowry 

for 3 years, and I have no other interests other than as a resident. 

c. John Huyler: There will be a PowerPoint presentation used strategically to aid the 

discussion. There are four parts in the agenda: 1) Plan evolution, 2) Density & Height, 3) 

Berms & Trees and 4) Housing Update from Kathleen Ruby.  

2. What We Heard and How the Plan Evolved (Todd Johnson) 

a. Todd Johnson reviewed the priorities of plan, compared the plan from an early task force 

meeting to today’s plan, and reviewed plan changes based on task force and public input. 

3. Density and Height Tradeoffs & Benefits - Presentation 

a. Todd Johnson reviewed task force and public comments regarding height and density. 

b. Community & Quality of Life (Todd Johnson) 

¥ Housing choice and diversity 

() Demographics are shifting. The conventional household is diminishing.  

¥ The task forces requested a community gathering place that doesn’t exist today at 

Lowry. 

¥ The existing Hangar at Lowry would equate to a seven to eight story building. 

¥ The densities being proposed for the Buckley Annex site are comparable to the 

existing Lowry Town Center District. 

¥ The benefits of taller buildings include that not everyone wants to live on the ground 

level, the higher traffic streets are challenging to single family residences, and the site 

has a relatively high percentage of undevelopable land. 

¥ Traffic Analysis (Mary Nell Wolff) 

() Currently, we only have one entrance and exit for the site. The plan looks to use 

good traffic planning principles such as traffic distribution and traffic calming. 

We want to reestablish 1
st
 Ave as a residential street.  

() We have been in touch with RTD. We have tried to locate the denser areas nearer 

to bus service. We will also have bike and pedestrian access. 

() We used DRCOG 2030 modeling. When we ran the traffic volumes, we ran the 

volumes at 12 stories at the highest proposed residential uses. Any decreases to 

the residential units will make these numbers more efficient. We have been 

looking at intersection mitigations. Quebec will go through a planning process 

thanks to Marcia Johnson. 

() We have studied every major intersection for 2030 for all of the remaining sites 

that may be developed in the future (such as the community college, etc). In one 

traffic cycle at Lowry Blvd/Quebec (100 seconds), the Buckley Annex site would 

add 5 cars in 2 lanes, north-south going through that cycle. The traffic addition is 

miniscule in terms of the big picture. 
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c. Aesthetic 

¥ Todd Johnson reviewed 3-D simulations of 12 story versus 7 story buildings on the 

site from four spots in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

() A view from the Park Heights neighborhood 

() A view from the SW Neighborhood from Quebec Way 

() A view from the Lowry West neighborhood  

() A view from Crestmoor Park 

d. Environment 

¥ Sierra Club Healthy Growth Calculator shows the environmental impact for different 

densities. 

¥ A Blueprint Denver map shows the areas of change and stability. 

e. Summary 

¥ We are considering reducing the maximum building height from 12 to 7 stories for 

six total buildings, and we are proposing a maximum of 800 residential units. 

f. Density & Height - Question & Discussion 

¥ Monica Sheets: I appreciate the comments that were made. My environmental concerns 

are about clean-up and remediation. I don’t have a personal concern about density. I think 

I’ve heard that people don’t understand the reason for height and density. They hadn’t 

been educated about some of these reasons. I don’t have anything new to add. 

¥ Gail Bell: I have a question for Monty and the rest. As a representative of the Lowry 

West neighborhood, I think it was pretty loud and clear in the July and August meetings 

that people were concerned about height and density and were concerned that the 

proposal doesn’t look like rest of Lowry. Why not four stories? Is there still room to talk 

about lowering the seven story buildings? I think most of the people wanted to see it even 

lower. Is there room to talk about going lower? 

¥ Phil Workman: That’s what I liked about the imagery to see the 7 stories. What does the 

rest of the group think? Did that help you visualize? 

¥ Carla McConnell: Why 7 or 12? How were those two points arrived at? I think either of 

the heights could work, what is critical is what happens at the base of the building. This is 

what will determine the quality of the environment. 

¥ Todd Johnson: There are thresholds in efficiency of the building and the different parking 

types. To be honest, above stick construction (four stories), 20 stories is the most efficient 

way to use that footprint. The next threshold is based on fire control. If you start getting 

below 7, it is less efficient. We also were looking as a reference to the history of the 

Hangar and Crestmoor Downs. 

¥ Mary Nell Wolff: Could you summarize the placemaking workshop presentation you 

gave this summer related to amenities and transit centers? 

¥ Todd Johnson: Task forces were interested in a park surrounded by ground-level retail, 

diverse housing, and a walkable neighborhood. Taller buildings add people to the civic 

space. This then becomes a destination. This would be a place that people can bike to, 

have breakfast on Saturday morning, and be surrounded by neighbors. The point that 

Peter Park made was about the view people get when they are on the street and the 

quality of the spaces. For contemporary homebuyers, there are a number of people 
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looking for this opportunity for living. The plan provides a diversity of housing types that 

respect adjacencies. 

¥ Cindilou Peniston: I thought the difference in scale was subtle. There could be more 

landscaping. 

¥ Todd Johnson: Higher traffic streets have greater height. The heights in the plan have 

only six locations for taller buildings. 

¥ Matt Oberlies: I like the 12 story option more than the seven because you can see 

something. If the traffic issues have been addressed, then I think it would come down to 

the aesthetics. If the 12 story is more efficient and it makes the economics stronger, I like 

the 12 story option better. 

¥ John Sadwith: I’m going to preface what I’m going to say in that we have heard 

significant comments from the neighborhood. Whether they represent a majority or not, 

we don’t know that. However, to say 200 people were at a meeting, that is significant 

turnout. But if we ignore the neighborhoods, we do so at our own peril, because they will 

continue to show up at future meetings. There are three more approval processes. We 

have to be cognizant of the neighborhood. It’s easy to take the perspective of future 

residents, but we have to respect existing neighborhoods. The views from Crestmoor Park 

are much more impactful, more than half the year the trees won’t be leafed out. That’s a 

problem we have to keep in perspective. I think to me, it was a vast improvement from 12 

stories to 7 stories from the point of view of people on the outskirts. Why create two of 

these areas of taller buildings on a site of 72 acres? You are visualizing two pods 

relatively closer to each other. We are compressing into a small area what you anticipate 

people will want. I question, 4 stories was acceptable for Lowry today. I’ve never heard 

anyone complain that there are no 12 story buildings. I still would like to see 4-5 stories. 

People aren’t taking into consideration value of the property and environmental issues; 

we still want to see what we want to see. We want to be able to see what we’ve always 

seen. People don’t like change. I’m worried that even at 7 stories, we will constantly have 

this conflict at every turn. I’m more in favor of catering to the neighbors. 

¥ Gail Bell: I don’t feel like my question was answered. Is the 3-5 story option off the 

table? Yes or no? 

¥ Monty Force: No, that’s why we’re here. 

¥ Phil Workman: I appreciate John’s comments. We need to balance what we’ve heard. 

¥ Brian Wert: From a market research point of view, the plan that we’re looking at tonight 

is not a plan that a developer would not come up with voluntarily. A developer that builds 

this plan needs some height in a couple of locations to build this type of plan. 

¥ Monica Sheets: What are the City and County of Denver (CCD) requirements for open 

space dedications? In my community, there is a 15-20% requirement. 

¥ Monty: I met with CCD Parks Department. They like the plan. We didn’t talk specifically 

about numbers. We talked about what was set aside for parks and detention. 

¥ Monica Sheets: My question is in response to Brian. There has to be some density in 

order to bring in a developer. In my community, 50% developable land wouldn’t be 

unusual. Why would that be different in Denver? 

¥ Steve Gordon: It’s hard to answer that question, but generally there aren’t open space 

requirements. Some of the zone districts require a certain percentage.  
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¥ Mary Nell Wolff: This site is more generous. 

¥ Brian Wert: some height and density is necessary to offset a low developable land 

percentage. 

¥ John Sadwith: Is it necessary that the taller buildings be spread out? 

¥ Brian Wert: We didn’t look at it that way. We try to provide incentives to a future 

developer to build in a good way. 

¥ Todd Johnson: There are certain relationships that make sense. Townhomes work well on 

high traffic streets. Taller buildings work well in relationship to ground-level retail and 

high impact streets. Taller buildings would also want to be in the air with a view of the 

mountains.  

¥ Brian Wert: A plan with more density would be more attractive to developer. 

¥ Mary Nell Wolff: What we have to keep in mind is to look at the number of different 

entities that have to make a decision. We need to comply with the City Council, the 

Planning Department/Blueprint Denver, and the Board. We become so focused on our 

own community perspective. I know that is difficult for us to hear, but there are really 

highly impacted areas in the city. We are trying to balance. We want to go back to what 

people wanted originally: a walkable community, a sense of community and gathering 

and find something that the Air Force buys into. The Air Force could sell this for the 

highest and best use. We compromised because it was clear that 12 story buildings were 

not acceptable by the neighbors. My institutional memory was that no building was to be 

higher than the Hangar. A 12 story building is higher. We’ve preserved the Hangar 

history. We’ve compromised from 12 stories. We can show that the transportation aspects 

make very little difference. We think we can find something with the highest degree of 

balance. We’ve attempted to minimize visual impacts. 

¥ John Sadwith: Are you speaking from a transportation perspective? 

¥ Mary Nell Wolff: To have transit, we need density. 

¥ John Sadwith: That’s a stretch. I don’t think that is fair because you should be here just to 

talk about transportation issues. 

¥ Gail Bell: It almost sounds like you want to increase density to accommodate bus stops. I 

heard this number a few weeks ago at a public meeting. You made a statement that there 

are how many vehicles going into Buckley Annex? 

¥ Dennis Arbogast: The building currently serves 2000 - 3000 employees. 

¥ Gail Bell: This plan would have about 15,000 cars on Lowry Blvd? 

¥ Laura Kessel: The model projects 17,000 vehicles per day on Lowry Blvd in 2030. 1
st
 

Avenue currently has 7000 - 8000 vehicles per day with a projected 2030 volume of  

4000-5000 vehicles per day. 

¥ Phil Workman: Final comments? 

¥ Gail Bell: I appreciate the presentation and the visuals. There is a vast improvement from 

12 to 7 stories. I personally, and as a representative would like to see the buildings go 

down a little more.  

¥ Monica Sheets: I have nothing to weigh in on regarding density and height. It seems that 

we continue to justify choices instead of explaining why the decisions were made.  

¥ John Sadwith: I still think 7 story buildings are too much. I prefer somewhere between 4 

– 7 stories. I think the impact on the west side is too much. The impact on Crestmoor 
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Park totally changes the feeling of Crestmoor Park. I’m in favor of 4 - 5 stories at least 

near Crestmoor Park. Seven is still better than 12. 

¥ Matt Oberlies: I thought you could barely see 7 stories. I thought 12 was better. Todd 

mentioned Blueprint Denver. It would be interesting to understand what the city really 

wants. 

¥ Carla McConnell: I wonder if all of the open space is really meaningful open space. I 

wonder if there are some areas where there are pocket parks being shown where you are 

diluting the purpose. Maybe remove some of these, but lower the height. I think height 

should be higher towards Quebec to make that area work. I think that when you get into 

the guideline phase, you need to address the massing to make these landmarks. 

¥ Cindilou Peniston: I still don’t see a big difference between 7 and 12stories based on the 

pictures. I do like Carla’s idea that we do some lower towards Monaco and maybe some 

higher buildings towards the middle. I also think that it sounds like we’ve met our 

obligations to the city based on Monty’s conversations. Have we met obligations to other 

stakeholders including tax revenue? 

¥ Monty Force: In our meeting with the city, the city would be comfortable with even 

higher buildings. I shouldn’t speak for Steve [Gordon].  

¥ Cindilou Peniston: The other thing is that some people don’t show up to every meeting. 

We’ve talked about Blueprint Denver at four different meetings, and some of this is lost 

if you don’t come to all of the meetings.  Some of us have been worrying about all of 

these issues. Each time we presented questions and concerns, they’ve came back with 

logical explanations. East of Quebec is an award-winning development, why would some 

developer come in and do poor quality? 

¥ Monica Sheets: We haven’t talked for a while about Air Force expectations. Monty, have 

they communicated their expectations? Are they pushing for 7 or 12 stories? 

¥ Monty Force: No. They are a passive observer. Obviously, they need to get some money 

on this. They need to do a highest and best use analysis and an independent appraisal. 

They are not the drivers of these decisions. It truly is a balance that we need to try to find 

between good urban planning principles, the Air Force, and the community. 

¥ John Sadwith: I think the Air Force cares about what the neighborhood thinks. There isn’t 

any question.  

¥ Todd Johnson: I validate that.  

¥ Gail Bell: I’m concerned that there has been a lot of attention put to Monaco. There are a 

bunch of for-sale signs on the east side of Quebec. I think the same attention to other 

neighborhoods that border Quebec should be given. 

¥ John Sadwith: We’re not looking for special treatment. The perspectives from Crestmoor 

Park show more impact. I’m not asking that the three 7 story buildings near Monaco be 

moved. It is just because of the way land is. You have a park on one side and park-like on 

the other. 

¥ Phil Workman: I appreciate that we need to balance. I was impressed with imagery. That 

density isn’t way outside what we have at Lowry and that height isn’t out of wack with 

Lowry. When you go through the Air Force process, we also want to have a plan that 

shows we had a collaborative process. For example, we can’t simply make this whole site 
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a park. If we make the plan unrealistic, a developer won’t do it. We don’t want to be the 

ones that don’t balance anything. 

¥ John Sadwith: Where do you go from here? 

¥ John Huyler: We went around table to see what people said. We have people liking 12, 

have some liking less. 

¥ John Sadwith: How do we know that anything we’ve said is going to make a difference? 

Who is determining it? Todd? Why are we here? Just to take comments is not useful. 

¥ Brian Wert: Speaking as chair of the Community Advisory Committee (CAC), the task 

force process has almost run its course, then the CAC will make recommendations to the 

LRA Board.  

¥ Phil Workman: We have heard that 7 is better than 12. Some would say 12. My personal 

opinion is 12. Some are interested in lower. 7 is something we can live with. We can 

work with the design and spacing.  

¥ John Sadwith: That is not what I heard.  I heard 3-4 people saying 7 was too much 

probably.  

¥ Phil Workman: I look at it as a range.  

¥ Cindilou Peniston:  The next step is to work with Councilwoman Johnson for zoning. 

¥ John Sadwith: No, the next step is a CAC recommendation to the LRA Board. 

¥ Final opinions of task force members regarding height 

() 4-5 story maximum on west end (John Sadwith) 

() 4 story maximum (Gail Bell) 

() 12 story maximum (Matt Oberlies) 

() Height is not critical, but it is the way the building is treated (Carla McConnell) 

() 12 story maximum (Phil Workman) 

() 7 story maximum (Cindilou Peniston) 

¥ Monica Sheets: My issue is environmental clean-up and remediation of the site, for the 

record. I don’t know when that issue will be discussed. 

4. Berms 

a. 1
st
 Avenue Berm Presentation (Todd Johnson) 

¥ We did an analysis of what it would take to save berms which you saw at our last 

meeting. 

¥ What we’ve heard from the community is that they are more interested in having 

homes on 1
st
 Avenue with parking to make it more residential. The recommendation 

of the Mayfair Park neighborhood is to eliminate the berms. We want to transplant as 

many trees as possible. 

¥ An overall tree survey shows the potential to save trees in place or to transplant trees. 

We should be able to save or transplant approximately 200 trees. 

b. John Sadwith: We need to talk about all berms – not just the 1
st
 Avenue berms. 

c. Monica Sheets: Quick clarification. At a meeting a number of months ago, there was a 

discussion that those berms were a result of a legal settlement. From a state regulatory 

perspective was there something more to the story and were they used for something like 

munitions or not? 

d. Monty Force: The agreement had to do with views, access, and the tennis courts. The 

agreement came about when the Air Force built that building. We don’t feel that the 
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agreement is binding on the new development. Regardless, we’re trying to be respectful 

of the berms and opinions of the neighborhoods. 

e. Monica Sheets: So it was aesthetic? 

f. Monty Force: Yes. 

g. John Sadwith: I also don’t know of any other reason than aesthetic.  

h. Todd Johnson: As a reminder to everyone, we’re looking at a Monaco berm that currently 

runs the whole distance of the site. We retained a piece of the berms on the northwest 

corner and retained the southwest detention pond along the road. We also maintained the 

35’ setback. 

i. John Sadwith: How tall is the existing building? 

j. Todd Johnson: About 50-55’. Right, Dennis? 

k. Dennis: Yes. 

l. Todd Johnson reviewed the Crestmoor perspective series and section with the concept to 

elevate the townhomes about 3’ higher than the road. 

m. John Sadwith: Please explain in layman’s terms. 

n. Todd Johnson: If we were to put townhomes on top of the existing berm, it would make it 

almost impossible to access the townhomes. We propose raising the units some for a 

pleasant street relationship. We would keep the current swale for detention. 

o. Dennis Arbogast:  We may also be able to eliminate one of the northbound Monaco lanes 

and add more landscaping. 

p. John Sadwith: This view is from the middle of the soccer field. The path that people walk 

on is along Monaco. That is where there is the most people. 

q. Todd Johnson: If you put people on that path, looking towards the site, you probably 

wouldn’t see the taller buildings. 

r. Mary Nell Wolff: I don’t understand what you want. Do you want buildings lower? 

s. John Sadwith: Crestmoor Park feels extended currently with the extension of green. The 

berms are what create that.  

t. Brian: What do you want, then? Nothing? 

u. John Sadwith: We want something to shield some of the harshness. I don’t want 

buildings raised up. 

v. Gail Bell: I don’t understand why you are taking any berms out. They provide beautiful 

architectural interest, a sound barrier, and a hilly effect. They add green to an area with 

very little green. The Lowry Buckley Annex park is less than three acres which is smaller 

than the dog park. It is about the size of the park in Lowry West neighborhood.   

w. Monica Sheets: No opinion. 

x. John Sadwith: I don’t understand people. If I were buying a 2-3 story townhouse on 

Monaco, I don’t want to look at Monaco. I think the berms would add value. I don’t 

understand the argument that they destroy views. We want to soften the impact of the 

development. It totally changes the view from the park. I’m having a hard time 

conceptualizing this. 

y. John Sadwith: The buildings should be behind berm. On 1
st
 Avenue, I don’t have a 

problem with removing the berms. I respect that neighborhood’s decision. 

z. Matt Oberlies: How much land do we lose? 

aa. Todd Johnson: (Todd showed on plan the area that the Monaco berms currently occupy). 

We’re trying to balance. We also need usable open space in the middle of the site. 
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bb. John Sadwith: I don’t think the existing berms have to be the berms kept. I don’t 

understand how this would take that much land. 

cc. Todd Johnson: The concept is to allow people to look into the landscape with landscape 

layers without forsaking the land amount. 

dd. Zac Boggs: On 1
st
 Avenue, keeping the berms would require a minimum of 40’ of berms 

plus it creates some difficulties getting to garages for homes built on the backside of the 

berms. 

ee. Kathleen Ruby: They Mayfair Park neighborhood feels the berms create a barrier. While 

we love the trees, this is a barrier.  

ff. Carla McConnell: Along Monaco, 7 or 12 story is not the issue, the issue is the 

townhouses. In an urban environment, berms aren’t appropriate. Maybe a deeper tree 

lawn would provide a strong edge. 

gg. Todd Johnson:  We should create sections to try to accomplish a good street relationship. 

hh. Cindilou Peniston: No comment. 

ii.  Mary Nell Wolff: From a transportation standpoint, we had a lot of debate. You lose a 

good portion of the berms to create intersections. You create some shadowing effect on 

the sidewalks. From a traffic calming standpoint, if people can park to get to the houses 

on the street, the traffic would slow down. Ultimately, we voted to remove the berms 

from a traffic calming standpoint, but we deferred to the planning task force for the final 

decision. 

jj. Mary Nell Wolff: On Monaco, we removed a lane and requested taller buildings set back 

from Monaco to the same setback as the taller buildings of Crestmoor Downs. 

kk. Phil Workman: I agree we should remove the 1
st
 Ave berms to return 1

st
 Ave to a 

residential street. On Monaco, if we have housing there, it activates Monaco and will 

activate the park rather than just having a dead street. What you see now is a lot of traffic 

on Monaco. 

ll. Todd Johnson: We will take one of the Monaco lanes out and looking at the layering of 

the landscape in sections of Monaco. 

5. Housing Task Force update 

a. Kathleen Ruby provided an update regarding the housing task force’s work regarding 

mixed-income housing. 

¥ The housing task force has held three additional task force meetings to evaluate the 

homeless housing consortium application. Our final recommendation was for a 

mixed-income rental development with units ranging from formerly homeless to 

market rate. The development would include units for formerly homeless families. 

¥ The Housing Task Force didn’t want to make one specific location recommendation. 

We didn’t want to prevent the housing provider from working with the future 

developer to find the right location. We now have 5 different potential locations based 

on proximity to bus routes, shopping, services, etc. [Editor’s note: there are four 

potential locations]. 

b. Todd Johnson: The future developer picks one of these locations, right? 

c. Kathleen Ruby: Yes. The current provider housing is working well at Lowry. The current 

Blue Spruce units are in very close proximity to 6
th
 Ave estate homes. There are no 

negative economic impacts to those homes on 6
th
 Ave. This has been successful in other 

areas in Lowry also. 
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d. John Sadwith: Are you figuring Quebec to be a transit hub? 

e. Mary Nell Wolff: Yes. There are bus routes. 

f. John Sadwith: Why are most of the potential locations near Monaco? There is an 80% 

chance one of those four would be picked. 

g. Todd Johnson: There are actually only four total location options.  One is consolidated 

into one. 

h. John Sadwith: Why don’t you want to put them near the grocery store and the other 

services? 

i. Kathleen Ruby: Plans change. We don’t want to take flexibility away. When you pick 

one spot, you end up having issues later. Lowry has integrated these types of uses well in 

the past. 

j. John Sadwith: Have you talked to these people in the 6
th

 Ave houses? These houses could 

be selling for more. 

k. John Sadwith: The task force chairs are giving me the company line. That is not why we 

are having this meeting. I think this a waste of time, and I’m leaving. I came here willing 

to discuss, but I’ve been lectured to.  

l. Kathleen Ruby: This wasn’t the company line. This was our housing task force’s 

decision. 

m. Carla McConnell: I’m curious about the mechanisms for this. I agree it hasn’t been a 

problem at Lowry. Can a developer choose to develop a parcel outside of the site to fulfill 

the requirement? 

n. Monty Force: This is possible. We are working to negotiate the agreement that would be 

binding. If the future developer negotiates with the housing provider to build off-site, that 

is possible. 

o. Todd Johnson: As to why there are more potential locations on Monaco than Quebec, 

much of the east side has ground-level retail, which wouldn’t work well with the mixed-

income housing model. 

p. Cindilou Peniston: Several meetings ago, I requested the potential location not be near 1
st
 

Avenue because of the existing affordable housing, Lowry Community Land Trust, on 1
st
 

Avenue.  

q. Monica Sheets: For the benefit of the audience, we need to go over numbers again. The 

proposal is for 20 [formerly homeless units] out of 800-1200 residential. I don’t want 

people to be concerned that it is going to stigmatize the neighborhood. 

6. Schools Update 

a. Laura Kessel read a Denver Public School (DPS) statement regarding the relationship of 

the Buckley Annex development with the potential closing of Whiteman Elementary 

School. 

b. Gail Bell: Whiteman students will be slated for the Place School. I don’t understand 

DPS’ philosophy of closing poor schools. I appreciate the team looking into this, but I 

think DPS’ response is gibberish. I think we need to continue to consider this. 

c. Steve Gordon: There will be continued dialogue. 

d. Phil Workman: At least DPS is aware. 

7. Councilwoman Marcia Johnson Response 

a. Thank everyone for their time. This is very hard and takes a lot of time. There was a 

larger audience when the groundswell said 12 story buildings were too high. I appreciate 
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the accommodation to 7 stories. I think the graphics show it is presenting a change. I’m 

not surprised there is no unanimity. It is so complex.  

8. Public Comment and Question 

a. Amy Ford, resident of Lowry. I have sent a letter to LRA discussing the following issues: 

¥ Annexation: You should talk about annexation, but don’t think you need to make a 

decision, necessarily. You owe it to yourself to discuss its implications. The value of 

this property is attached to its relationship to Lowry. 

¥ My second issue, this public input process is excellent. We haven’t talked about 

public input at the next phase. I very highly encourage you to put in the plan 

presented to the Air Force an advisory committee or something like that for detailed 

input. 

¥ Please forward letter to all. 

b. John DeRungs: We shouldn’t overlook the market study when talking about height and 

density. It quite clearly shows about 4-5 projects that are shown as projects that are most 

comparable and all of them are 3-4 story projects. When this plan is prepared, the Air 

Force will look for some consistency with this market study. The appraiser who is 

considering this property will use the market study as part of the appraisal. They’ll have 

to consider what is feasible on that site which will be linked to the highest and best use. 

c. Christine O’Connor: How many of you have read all of Blueprint Denver? I’ve read it 

from cover to cover. It doesn’t require this height or this many units. The thing that was 

totally skipped here was the traffic. You just accepted the conclusions. If you take Phil 

Workman’s smell test, we know what it will look like. The report on the website says that 

Monaco has six through lanes. There are mistakes in the report. When you look at 

undevelopable land, how much of that is from roads? The highest and best use can’t be 

determined until we know how much it will cost to remediate the site. As to the 

visualization, how nice would they have looked if they were only 3 story buildings. The 

pictures were not taken from the dam, or the road. They are pretty, but you can make 

anything look pretty. Does it fit in with Lowry? It should fit in with the design guidelines. 

The reuse design guidelines were intended for areas within the Lowry community. Even 

if the site doesn’t technically have to abide by the design guidelines, it was intended to be 

a part of them. 

d. Roseanne: Lowry resident. I recognize that I heard there are competing interests. I think 

the most highly impacted people are Lowry residents. The value of the property is based 

on the existing surrounding Lowry land uses. What is meant by multi-modal? Lowry is 

not designated as a TOD. TOD’s come after transit. Stapleton is two times the size of 

Lowry, and they have no mass transit. 

e. Mary Nell Wolff: Multi-modal means there are many forms of transportation including 

pedestrian and bicycle. 

f. Roseanne: Doesn’t most of Denver have that? You could call these other neighborhoods 

multi-modal. I thought I heard you say to get the amenities of transportation, you have to 

build density? 

g. Roseanne: It is an insult to Lowry to say that some methods are suburban and should be 

made more urban such as taking out berms and introducing parked cars. 

h. Dave Siefkas: Lowry West resident. I agree with Monica on one of her first comments. I 

think it is a great plan. I think a few things need more discussion. We need to get more 
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information to residents that think they will be affected. We have a lot of people in our 

neighborhood that have young children and they can’t come to the meetings. We need 

continued information flow and a little more dialogue.  

¥ Did you discuss with developers the question of density and their preferences? 

¥ Are there reasons developers wouldn't buy into the Buckley Annex plan if it 

conformed to the current Lowry specifications? 

¥ Does the Buckley plan conform to current Denver zoning regulations?  Or will they 

need to be changed? 

¥ Is there a legal opinion on retaining the Monaco berms per the 1975+/- DFAS 

agreement? 

¥ Is the Air Force highest and best use study complete? 

i. You can’t determine the highest and best use of property without knowing the zoning 

standards. We need more informed dialogue. I do appreciate the website. 

9. Phil Workman: I appreciate everyone’s comments. If you have more comments, make sure 

we get them. We appreciate all the comments. 

10. Next Steps and Expectations (Monty Force) 

a. I’ve been sitting and contemplating how to sum this up. It’s a tough place, where I’m 

sitting. This is an advisory committee. I have to take all of this into account and try to put 

a plan together that we can move forward with. I heard some things such as with the 

berms that we might be able to create solutions to. Appreciate Dave’s comment about 

informed dialogue. There are several upcoming meetings. 

¥ October 25
th

 - Planning Disposition Meeting – Purpose is to inform the committee of 

this discussion 

¥ November 14
th

  - Open House and Public Comment  

¥ November 15
th

 - Combined meeting of Planning Disposition and CAC 

¥ December 4
th

 -  Meeting with the Board of Directors 

b. Between now and the November 14
th
 meeting, I don’t know right now what will transpire 

but we will keep the committee informed. 

c. Updates and the schedule for future meetings is on the website, 

http://www.lowry.org/buckleyannex/.   

d. Email us at info@lowry.org with your email address if you’d like to be added to the 

email list which will keep you informed of any schedule changes. 
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 Meeting Record           FINAL 

To:  File 

From: Laura Kessel 

Date: November 20, 2007 

Project Name: Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Project #: 4065 

Subject: Final Buckley Annex Redevelopment 

Public Comment Meeting 

Meeting Date:   November 14, 2007 

Start/End:  5:00 p.m. - 9:30 p.m. 

Location:  LRA 

Copy To:  

 

 

 

Following are the minutes of the above referenced meeting. This is a summary of key 

informational and action items from the final public comment meeting for the Lowry Buckley 

Annex Redevelopment.  

 

Introduction 

 

1. Welcome and Introduction 

a. Dennis Donald, facilitator 

¥ We need to be out of building tonight by 10:00 

¥ The primary goal of the meeting is to receive comment from the task forces and 

public. 

¥ If you prefer not to speak, send your comment through the www.lowry.org website or 

through written comment forms available tonight. Comments will be accepted 

through Friday, November 16, so the comments can be brought forward with the final 

plan. 

b. Monty Force, Deputy Director of LRA 

¥ I’m a resident of Lowry and have been working on the planning and redevelopment 

of Lowry for 12 years.  

¥ The process started in 2005. Task force meetings started in February 2007. Tonight is 

the 18
th

 and final meeting of this phase of the redevelopment planning process. 

Design Workshop, Inc. 

Landscape Architecture 

Land Planning 

Urban Design 

Strategic Services 
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¥ Comments will be collected and documented, shared with the Lowry Community 

Advisory Committee who will make a recommendation to the Lowry Board. The 

Lowry Board will then review for final submittal to the Air Force. 

¥ The work doesn’t end with a submittal of the final plan in January. The zoning 

process, including design guidelines, with the city should begin next year and likely 

won’t conclude until the fall of 2008. 

¥ Also, a development agreement will be drafted to ensure that plan will be 

implemented as discussed. 

¥ Corrections to some of the misleading and incorrect information that has been 

circulated: 

() 800 units not 1000 or 1200 

() 9500 trips per day will be generated by this development and not 17,000 This is 

the same as historic DFAS volumes. 

() Task force members are volunteers. 

() There was no planning for the Buckley Annex in the 1993 Reuse Plan 

() This property is not subject to the Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions and 

therefore not part of the LCMA or subject to the Design Guidelines.  Of note is 

that guidelines will be developed during the zoning process. 

() Taller buildings are limited to four 7-story buildings and two 6-story buildings in 

two locations internal to the site. 

() In our opinion a new purchaser is not subject to the 1975 Berm agreement, but our 

goal is preserve as much of the mature vegetation as we can. 

() Library parking is included in the plan. 

() LRA is not developing the property 

() AF will sell property through an open sale process 

() Sale to a developer will be conditioned upon implementation of the plan we 

produce. 

() Environmental characterization is ongoing and no development can occur unless 

CDPHE concurs that any and all environmental conditions have been remediated. 

c. Councilwoman Marcia Johnson 

¥ Things we have to do as we go forward: 

() We need a candidate on the RTD board because we need better transit for Lowry 

and Stapleton. 

() We need to set up the equivalent of a CAC similar to the University of Colorado 

Health Care site, which would include people in adjacent neighborhoods.  

() We need to name the site something other than the Buckley Annex. People can 

email her office with ideas. 

¥ Mayor Hickenlooper is coming to an upcoming full district 5 meeting on 12/19 or 

12/20. The group was split as to whether this meeting should be postponed to a 

different date. This site is fair game to talk about but not the only topic. She will ask 

him to be open to a Q&A session.  

¥ We should work to make this a green development and explore LEED certification. 

We’ve heard about the benefits of density from planning consultants. Let’s demand 

green development from the developer. 
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¥ Councilwoman Johnson polled the audience to see how many people liked a 7 story 

building height. The majority of the audience did not want 7 story buildings on the 

site. 

¥ Options need to exist so that development can enhance your values. She knows that 

many people don’t want height, but others in field urge flexibility of allowing some 

height in some places. 

¥ The Housing Task Force has advocated for a variety of housing types and options. 

¥ A 7 story building is a very expensive building to build. Developers might rather do 4 

or go to 12 stories; 7 story buildings have disadvantages. 

¥ It is possible that market conditions will dictate that a developer choose 4 stories 

buildings. 

¥ Some say it would be limiting to limit to 4 stories now; we should keep the flexibility 

for the ultimate developer because there are challenges associated with this site and it 

will be an expensive undertaking to develop. 

¥ We don’t know what a developer will do, but we must give whoever gets this bid the 

tools and flexibility, so that the project won’t stall in the middle of development. We 

want to keep the momentum going so this can ultimately be an address people are 

proud of and the adjacent neighborhoods will be enhanced. 

¥ She is not willing to take the risk of losing the quality of development by limiting to 4 

stories now. 

¥ Doing best she can to be responsible for this situation. 

2. The Redevelopment Plan (Todd Johnson) 

a. Introduction by Monty Force 

¥ Todd has been a land planner for projects across the country and been involved in 

planning and design at Lowry for 10 years; he has had a major role in planning what 

Lowry is today. 

¥ The planning team has had to make tough choices in balancing inputs and comments. 

If we haven’t made a requested change, it doesn’t mean we didn’t hear you, but that 

we couldn’t reconcile competing interests. 

b. Acknowledgement of task force members who attended the meetings and an 

acknowledgement of the consultant team: Design Workshop, URS, EPS, Osprey and 

Pure. 

c. Lowry has become a positive model for developers nationwide.  

d. Successful plans find balance, a good scale and quality. 

e. The yield a developer gets can be turned into amenities you want. 

f. We cannot constrain project too much or it will fail. 

g. We are in a bit of a planning purgatory trying to reconcile every comment in the room. 

h. The benefit of the process will be to take recommendations into the zoning process with 

standards and guidelines that will physically influence the development of the plan. 

i. There will now be an 800 residential unit limit for the site. 

j. Early plans were cycled to find out what people’s interests were and then reconcile those 

interests in future plans. 

k. This plan shows 31 specific items that were responded to on the final plan as compared to 

one of the first plans. 
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l. The plan attempts to be a good neighbor. 

m. Six of the most significant plan elements came out of task force conversations, suggested 

improvements and initial objectives: 

¥ Previously proposed 1200 residential unit limit was reduced to 800 units. This 

reduction means that the traffic generated by this plan will be the same as DFAS at its 

peak. 

¥ The height of the 6 taller buildings has been reduced from 12 to 6 and 7 story 

buildings. The buildings were positioned internal to the site which makes them 

difficult to see from outside the Buckley Annex site. The buildings are oriented east-

west to promote views to the mountains. 

¥ 1
st
 Ave. will be returned to a residential street with a 40% reduction to the Average 

Daily Traffic Volume as cars are directed to Lowry Boulevard. 

() Residential character means curb side parking, homes located close to the street, 

and street trees. The turn only lane on northbound Monaco Parkway north of 

Lowry Blvd that currently allows an easy turn onto 1
st
 Avenue would also be 

removed. 

¥ Adjacent neighborhood densities and setbacks are mirrored by land uses. We also 

have met with residents of Quebec Way that face the site. 

¥ The Quebec and Monaco edges are softened by the introduction of landscaping with 

generous setbacks like other portions of Monaco Parkway today. 

¥ An early task force meeting identified the hopes and fears of the task force members 

and yielded a desire for a destination space with a park, eating options, residential 

uses, and activities for all generations. 

n. Review of Recent Plan Refinements 

¥ Density and Height 

() Concerns you expressed 

() Community and quality of life concerns about density and traffic 

() Aesthetic issues of tall buildings 

() Environmental implications of density 

() The traditional household of two parent and 2 kids is changing; people are 

looking for alternative types of housing and there is a big market out there that 

needs too be listened to. 

() As a reconciliation of where Denver growth will occur, Blueprint Denver 

designates this area as area of change. 

() This exhibit from Sierra Club data compares the resource use associated with a 

variety of densities. Low density consumes resources at an extraordinarily high 

level. 

() The densities we are proposing are 11 units to the acre which is less than a third 

of Crestmoor Downs, more than Lowry West by 30%, and more than double 

Mayfair Park and Crestmoor. We are trading in an average range of surrounding 

densities. 

() Benefits of taller buildings 

() People want to live in taller buildings for great views and the lifestyle. 
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() This site has a lot of non-developable requirements such as an arterial road, 

and off-site detention. The site is only 52 % developable which is a low 

developable percentage. 

() The site has to deal with the impact of three arterials, Quebec, Monaco and 

Lowry Blvd.  

() Transportation Analysis: intersections must be justified with traffic modeling in 

the year 2030. We are reducing traffic on 1
st 

Ave. 

() 9500 trips will be generated by the site which is the same as the DFAS at its peak. 

Also, DFAS has all traffic in and out of one location on Quebec, now that traffic 

is distributed. 

() The build-up of height will have taller buildings concentrated at two locations. 

The height was benchmarked with the height of the Hangars. All tall buildings in 

this plan are under the Hangar height. We will provide a specific height maximum 

as well as the 6-7 story limit in the final plan document. 

() The perspective sequences from four locations in the surrounding neighborhoods 

were shown to illustrate the proposed heights. 

¥ Affordable Housing 

() The site will have a mixed income project on a 1.5 acre site with a minimum of 20 

apartments for formerly homeless families. The diagram shows 4 candidate 

locations. 

¥ Edge Treatment 

() Four section illustrations were shown. 

() Section on Monaco: landscape treatment with a removed traffic lane to create an 

enlarged landscape 

() Section on Quebec: shows the difference between a 2 story detached home and a 

3 story townhome. Both would block views to the mountains for existing Quebec 

Way residents. 

() Sections on 1
st
 Avenue: show a commitment to creating a residential character. 

We looked at saving trees and berms, but the neighborhood is split on what is the 

right thing to do and this will be studied further in future phases of the 

development. 

() Trees on the entire site have been inventoried and there is a desire to save trees in 

place and transplant as many healthy trees as possible. 

o. Plan Vision 

¥ Principles of plan: Diversity of uses, location of uses, walkability, fundamental sense 

of community gathering 

¥ Showed perspectives that highlight community gathering, a diversity of uses, and 

integration with other neighborhoods 

3. Task Force Comments 

a. John Huyler explained the comment procedures. 

b. Steve Gordon, CCD Planning Department: Reactions are based on Blueprint Denver. 

Peter Park presented Blueprint Denver at an earlier meeting. The plan is consistent with 

Blueprint Denver. This is an area of change, an opportunity for something better than the 

unattractive bldg and surface parking that is there now. The plan calls for a mix of uses; 

that is what people want today. It has a lot of benefits – environmental, connectivity 
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throughout the area, and it is helpful to reduce the traffic load out of a single access and 

disperse traffic throughout the day and throughout the area. The plan is sensitive to the 

surrounding context, creates a pedestrian friendly environment, is walkable, returns 1
st
 

Ave to a residential street, and respects the Monaco setback. 

c. Cindilou Peniston: The work is not over, we need to get behind Marcia Johnson and help 

with zoning. 

d. Dodie Hudson, resident of Lowry and on the market task force: I have major concerns 

about the plan. We as a Task Force have not created a plan that is satisfactory to the 

community. Even if the plan before us tonight was acceptable to the community, it is 

meaningless because no one, including this Task Force, expects it to be binding on the 

Air Force or another developer. How can we ask this community to accept a plan if there 

are no guarantees that the plan will be followed? Once it gets its rubber stamp from this 

Task Force, the LRA, zoning and Councilwoman Marcia Johnson (who appears to be in 

support of this plan), the floodgates will open. Many things can change. There may be a 

development agreement created, but as the LRA’s deputy director commented on 11-8-

07, “The plan allows a future developer a reasonable amount of latitude to build products 

at higher densities and therefore higher heights.” This doesn’t sound like a guarantee at 

all. If the plan was incorporated into the Lowry Design Guidelines, then zoning would be 

consistent with plan specifications. Because of our failure as a Task Force to voluntarily 

adopt these guidelines, however, the community does not have any assurances regarding 

the future development of the Buckley Annex. I would like to ask the Task Force and 

Marcia Johnson to listen to the public. [Editor’s Note: A written version of comments 

was provided by Ms. Hudson with more detail than was presented and will be available 

with other written comments from the November 14
th

 meeting.] 

e. Elaine Carr, Mayfair Park board neighborhood: I’m also an architect. We are proposing a  

sustainable community that will realize high standards of living in an economically-

viable manner. In the future, there will be less demand for communities that segregate 

people into single family dwellings, more need for us to become stewards of our 

resources. By providing a variety of affordable and appropriate housing; public 

transportation; library parking; nearby shopping; job opportunities and recreation; the 

Buckley Annex plan will enable families to raise children in a safe environment and, at 

the same time, provide the necessary services for all of us to continue to live 

independently. The Task Forces spent a lot of time revising the plan. Lowry West 

Neighborhood asked that Poplar Street traffic be reduced. As a result, Poplar Street ends 

north of Lowry Boulevard. 1
st
 Avenue has become a residential street again, instead of a 

“collector.” Since the Lowry Town Center was built, our quality of life has improved. 

After the Buckley Annex is built-out, our quality of life will improve further. I’m hoping 

that the additional housing will cause our neighborhood school, Whiteman, to be 

reopened due to increased school enrollment. Density can have its advantages. [Editor’s 

Note: A written version of comments was provided by Ms. Carr with more detail than 

was presented and will be available with other written comments from the November 14
th

 

meeting.] 

f. John Sadwith, President of the Crestmoor Park neighborhood: As to the mirroring 

comment, Crestmoor has asked for 4 story buildings. The proposed density on Monaco is 

not the same as Crestmoor Park. Where is the mayor? Most of the affordable housing 
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options are all clustered in the northwest corner. I don’t mean to say not in my 

neighborhood, but we want choices to be distributed. The removal of the berms on 

Monaco is not the question; the question is what is the transition and as you can see by 

the picture, the transition tremendously impacts our neighborhood. The majority is 

opposed to height and density that is more than what exists at Lowry today. It is their 

property, their views, and their quality of life that will be affected. It is their voice that 

doesn’t get heard here. New urbanism is a fantastic concept at the right place and time, 

but not at this 70 acre site primarily surrounded by single family housing. It is a great 

concept for Gates, Lodo, and other areas. We hear we must compromise, but why must 

we compromise with a private developer? We’re compromising with our selves. We can 

design a lower density neighborhood if we want to. 

g. Derek Camunez: We all care about the community. Design Workshop has done a 

phenomenal job and been listening. One year ago, I answered an ad in the Rocky 

Mountain News to be a task force volunteer for this. I moved my family here 8 years ago 

and business here 4 years ago to Lowry because this was an urban community and an 

infill community and these are the kind of things you expect with infill development. 

Lowry has really shown that we have a lot to be proud of. We can continue to be proud of 

Lowry. They are listening to us, and the Task Forces are listening to the community. This 

will happen 5-10 years out so there are a lot of unknowns. The way the process has gone 

over the last year, I’ve been pleased and amazed and we are listening to you as task force 

members. The process isn’t over. We can do a lot more. We need to have some faith in 

this. 

h. Matt Oberlies, Lowry resident, Planning Task Force: The design professionals have done 

a fantastic job. Obviously, there is a lot of opposition to the current plan, but they’ve 

really done a wonderful job. We had simple plans in the beginning and now have what 

looks like a very pleasing plan. The density may be an issue for some. It has been a 

structured, thorough process. It has been impressive to be a part of. Density was natural 

to gravitate to where we ended up, and I think it is right. As to height, my question is, if 

you couldn’t see these 6-7 story buildings from the perimeter, would you be opposed? If 

you drive around and look at Crestmoor Downs and the Hangars. It is actually fairly 

difficult to see these buildings from many areas. Lastly, a lot of these professionals in this 

process have been involved in Lowry from the beginning and involved in projects other 

places. Lowry is a smashing success. 

i. Carla McConnell, resident of Lowry, Planning Task Force: In the beginning, I had these 

concerns and interests: how will the plan integrate into the surrounding neighborhoods? 

Will there be sufficient permeability, access, and dispersion? The plan provides sufficient 

density to support the quality of development and also retail and physical amenities that 

we all make use of. We need density to support the Lowry Town Center and the Lowry 

Buckley retail. The plan is right to move the bulk of retail near 1
st
 Avenue and Quebec. 

The DFAS building has gone away which is a tremendous benefit. 

j. Gail Bell, Lowry resident, Planning Task Force: One lingering concern remains. Have we 

as task force members fulfilled our responsibility to the public? Have we respected their 

opinions, addressed their concerns, and incorporated their recommendations? Based upon 

my participation in this process, and the research I have compiled, I do not believe that 

we have. The community perception has been, and remains that the Buckley Annex is, 
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indeed, a part of Lowry in spite of all attempts on the part of the LRA to refute that 

argument. The community has repeatedly requested that the Buckley Annex be developed 

according to the existing award-winning guidelines in Lowry. The fact that the task 

forces and the community were never presented with such a plan suggests that it was 

never option. Public comment sheets solicited by the LRA for months were never shared 

with the task forces. Those comment sheets reveal that the public is overwhelmingly 

opposed to the proposed height of the buildings, high density, and the increased traffic, 

congestion, noise, and pollution that will occur as a result of this plan.  Although the task 

force meetings were advertised as being open to the public, those community members 

that did attend were told that they could observe, but not participate in the process. The 

first opportunity for the public to actually interact and voice their concerns to the LRA, 

the design consultants, and the task forces was at the July meeting which was six months 

into the process. Who is actually making the decisions, and why are those decisions being 

made behind closed doors if this is truly a public process? Task force members have 

served solely in an advisory capacity. No consensus or vote by task force members has 

ever been taken. We are not the decision makers in this process, and I, for one, remain 

opposed to this plan. In conclusion, while this plan has to satisfy the needs and 

requirements of many entities including the Air Force, the city of Denver, and potential 

developers, I believe that the greatest responsibility that we have as task force members is 

to the residents of Lowry and East Denver. Change is inevitable, but responsible 

development is both critical and essential. Have we fulfilled our responsibility to the 

public? I think not!  

k. Michael Uhlenkamp: I have a different recollection of the process and input as task force 

members. Amazing talent and the community came together. As task forces, we were 

listened to. I can point out several things in the plan that were direct input from me. I did 

go out and solicit input from my neighbors. There are a lot of people who like plan. They 

are not as vocal and are hard to get to come out. The plan provides lots of new amenities: 

parks, shopping. It has been a great opportunity to be a part of this. Please look at all the 

changes made as a result of public input; don’t just say they didn’t listen. I look forward 

to seeing it develop. 

l. Steve Warner, Lowry resident, volunteer on Market Research/Economic Development 

Task Force: Our group took into consideration many suggestions and points of view 

related to office and retail development. There were many hours of work and discussion. 

I think we have comprehensive multi-use integration. We have a good plan that will 

generate value commensurate for economic opportunity. As to the height issue, many 

people prefer 6-7 stories. I’m not personally opposed to extra stories. 

m. Brian Wert, chair of the Market Research/Economic Development Task Force: I’d like to 

comment on the task force process. There were 45 members representing a broad range 

and more than two times the number of members that the Lowry CAC has. The task 

forces were very thoughtful and contributed to a plan of varied amenities. They 

considered the interests of constituents around the site. 

n. Nell Wolff, chair of the Transportation Task Force: I want to thank all members for the 

contribution of their time. The transportation task force spent countless hours, reviewing 

data and graphs and getting Transportation 101 lessons. The process has tried to balance 

competing intersects. I want to reinforce to you that this is the foundation. There will be 
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many more opportunities moving forward once a developer is chosen and a level of detail 

can be added. We know today that the development of Lowry has been a lengthy process. 

o. Kathleen Ruby, chair of the Housing Task Force, member of the CAC: The members of 

the housing task force were diverse. Our task was to anticipate and provide for needs of 

future residents, consider a broad spectrum, and comply with Denver’s Comprehensive 

Plan. We feel the plan achieves the desired balance. Many came with individual views, 

but we worked together and made compromises. We listened to and respected each 

other’s views. The members spent many hours on this and I thank them all. 

p. Phil Workman, chair of the Planning Task Force: Planning was charged with balancing 

all other task force input. All of this was a balance of viewpoints and the consultants had 

to weigh all sides. Balance is what you see tonight. It may not articulate your specific 

viewpoint. I appreciate the process that has resolved transportation issues, housing issues, 

and economic development issues. Just to clarify, I believe the entire evening is part of 

the public record and will be part of the submittal to the Air Force. 

4. Public Comment 

a. Darlyn Boss: I am opposed to the height and density. I agree that Lowry has been a huge 

success. I’m not aware of any problems getting a developer to develop 3-4 story 

buildings, so why does this need to be higher? 

b. Jim: I have two questions as to the inconsistencies with guarantees and commitments by a 

developer to uphold plan. Is there latitude to heights? What alternatives are there to 

building 6 story buildings? What would they build instead? There are some 4 story 

buildings out there that are worse than 12 stories. 

c. Lauren Heyliger: I have two concerns. I live in the West neighborhood and am affected 

by library parking. The current plan has no parking designated for the library. If it is 

combined with other uses, I am concerned that parking will overflow from shopping and 

retail. I want to know what plans are in place for the sake of the neighborhood, kids and 

pets. This is a big issue for all. My 2
nd

 concern is the number of exits coming out onto 1
st
 

Ave is not balanced with the rest of the plan edges; it doesn’t make sense. 

d. Jim Hartman: I am a Lowry Foundation board member and the architect of the Steam 

Plant community. The Steam Plant is essentially the height of a 6 story building and next 

to it is a one story building. I am a supporter of urban infill and mixed-use development, 

and higher density. It increases the benefits of mass transit, and I am a bus rider. I support 

the plan as a good direction. There will be a lot more opportunity for public input. The 

plan has a great deal to add to the Lowry community. As architect and person supporting 

Lowry, this will add a lot of benefit. 

e. Loretta Hinds, resident of Lowry and work here: I only put about 4000 miles/year on my 

car. I want to share an idea for the future when this is purchased by a developer. The 

community center should be a nice green space with people using amenities. I would love 

to see an attempt at senior cohousing as a market niche to compete with the new needs of 

people that is not competing with high rises and mega monster houses. The community 

center could offer alternative retail and needs not present in the current Town Center. I 

would love to see a task force in the next session to focus on the community center. 

f. John DeRungs: It is not appropriate to compare the Buckley Annex density to the Town 

Center density of 10 units/acre because the Town Center has no single family homes and 

serves as a buffer. It is not right to ask us to compare. The Buckley Annex has 100 homes 
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occupying 20 acres, ! of site, so the resultant density is 14 units/acre not 11 units/acre. 

What does this mean? For every 6 units of the Town Center, there will be 10 units in the 

Buckley Annex.  My proposal is to accept refinements, but to restore the density to 500 

units. The Alternative A plan in June had about 500 units. This is the Lowry West 

neighborhood current density. It is a good transition. Reducing the 6-7 story structures to 

4 stories would be the easiest way to accomplish this. 

g. John Weber, Lowry resident: I’m all for low density and less stories.  

h. Russ Green: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

i. Ruby Loch, Crestmoor Park Neighborhood Association: I’ve been participating for 8 

months. This is too high and too dense. It is incredible that after strong opposition, the 

public is ignored still. The existing Lowry Design Guidelines should be applied. You’re 

only applying those that suit you. The entire process hasn’t demonstrated willingness to 

listen and for the public to be heard. 

j. Steve Rosen, Lowry West resident: I would like to second the comments opposed to 

height and density issues, and traffic congestion. I believe the development should 

incorporate the Design Guidelines like the rest of the Lowry development. In this 

economy, there would be more than enough developers interested in this, so I don’t agree 

with Marcia Johnson’s concern about developer flexibility. Reference the 2005 letter 

from Mayor Hickenlooper. The plan panders to developers and the City and County of 

Denver – not to the community most impacted. 

k. Tim Swann: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

l. Bill Hinton, Crestmoor: The process comes nowhere near the process used when Lowry 

was first developed working with LRA. That resulted in success; this will result in 

disaster. Very little has changed since the July 11th 1
st
 public meeting. Retail and height 

should be nowhere close to surrounding neighborhoods. The development will only do 

what results in making a profit. The task forces and politicians haven’t listened to our 

points of view. All who care about east Denver should write to politicians. Where was the 

mayor, Tom Markham and other city decision makers during these meetings?  

m. Patty Michalek: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

n. Jay Breese: This has been posted as the last public meeting, but I don’t know that we 

really had a first. I went to some of the task forces that allowed some public comment, 

but not to address the overall plan. Without public support, the property has no value to a 

developer. This is a failure of the process. This is a nice looking project in a vacuum. It is 

not a typical area of change that is large and can be buffered and is by mass transit. This 

is surrounded by four areas of stability. In Blueprint Denver we are to avoid at all costs 

interfering with areas of stability. The areas of transition to taller buildings are too small. 

This isn’t mirroring the existing communities. The last thing you’re supposed to do is 

affect areas of stability. 

o. Dr. Michael Schaffer: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

p. Melissa Schwartz, resident of S Quebec Way: I live on the only block of single family 

houses that directly faces this development. I have positive comments about the process. 

A lot of comments were considered especially the treatment of Monaco and Quebec and 

the parity of this treatment. It is frustrating to listen to people on Monaco trying to push 

everything to the east. I was upset hearing someone talking about the view from 

Crestmoor. I have an unparalleled view to the mountains right now. I’m unhappy about 
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losing that, but there has been parity. I don’t know if I support the plan. I don’t object to 

height or density. It makes it more interesting. There has been response to public 

comment. I find it irritating that people are acting like there hasn’t. 

q. Greg Kerwin: I have lived in this part of Denver for the last 40 years. I hope you’re 

listening now. This is a federal issue, and the Air Force needs to get involved. It is too 

dense and the buildings are too tall. It is insensitive to the surrounding neighborhoods. 

There is too much traffic. Our life savings are invested here, and we were here first. 

There is no valid reason to develop like this. Honor the commitments to existing 

neighborhoods. Reject this plan. 

r. Dave Siefkas, three year Lowry resident: Since retiring to Lowry after a 34-year career in 

the real estate appraisal profession, I have followed the Buckley Annex redevelopment 

process with great interest. In many ways I have been impressed with the process, many 

of the people involved in the process and the work that has been done. On the other hand, 

I have some real disappointments with the plan. I don’t support it as it exists. My 

background drew me to the Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) Market Study 

Report like a magnet. This report was well written, included excellent market 

documentation and supplied several charts and figures to support the EPS findings. The 

study analyzed competitive projects both in the Lowry Redevelopment and elsewhere in 

Denver. The report even provided a “recommended development program.” After reading 

the entire 101 page report, I find it astonishing that this task force has chosen to ignore its 

findings and conclusions and submit a plan outside of the report’s recommendations. Let 

me cite you just one very important example: In the summary of findings of this report it 

states, “The residential market analysis indicates that a mix of urban density single family 

and medium density residential uses will generate the highest land value. Nowhere in this 

Market Study report did it mention high density buildings like the six and seven story 

buildings proposed by this plan. The buildings in the competitive markets mentioned 

were, at the outside, four or five stories which are indicative of a traditional neighborhood 

design (TND). So this plan tonight increases the density to a range between 11 to 17 units 

per acre, rather than arriving at a transitional density closer to that of the three Lowry 

residential neighborhoods nearest Buckley Annex. In summary, I would like to provide 

another quote from the Market Study Report. It states, “The Buckley Annex 

redevelopment project presents an opportunity to continue the successful development 

trend established by the rest of Lowry redevelopment.” The surrounding neighborhoods 

have been labeled as naysayers of development. That is not true. We only ask for 

controlled, well designed development just like we have in Lowry now. [Editor’s Note: A 

written version of comments was provided by Mr. Siefkas with more detail than was 

presented and will be available with other written comments from the November 14
th
 

meeting.] 

s. Sam Schiff:  I’m having déjà vu all over again. We always come to same point – we 

disagree with each other. I did a study of data sent in including Lowry West. 185 people 

signed petitions. 73% wanted density to remain as it has been in Lowry. 78% wanted to 

reduce density. 75% of people wanted a maximum height of 4-5 stories. One of the main 

factors facing the whole group is how we have two disagreeing sides. We’re getting the 

same responses today. What sort of possible negative impacts may the whole process be 

having? We’ve only talked about the good stuff. I’ll end with a quote from the Denver 
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Post about the Denver Ballot, “…we think most Denverites would rather have a beautiful 

and exciting city with parks and public buildings that reflect our citizens' vibrant spirit.” 

t. Hank Saipe: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

u. Mark Berland: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

v. John H. Freed: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

w. Joyce Evans: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

x. Kerstin Froyd, Lowry SW neighborhood: I moved here 7 years ago because Lowry was 

going to be developed like the surrounding neighborhoods. I was promised that 4 story 

height limit when I moved here. Lowry was supposed to be like a small town. Traffic is 

already excessive. The added traffic will have an open thoroughfare to the SW 

neighborhood. Why are we selling out the ideals of why we moved here? Based on 

Marcia Johnson’s assessment, it is a miracle that Lowry was built. This plan that doesn’t 

meet Lowry’s design guidelines is wrong for Lowry. 

y. Jody Castillo: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

z. Sherry Graham: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

aa. Janice Dansky: Am I the only one that feels manipulated? We all stand up here to say 

what we want, but they have ignored the bottom line of the density. We have listened and 

listened and talked and talked. We need to get more organized and angrier. The only one 

that can make a difference now is the Mayor. If he will not appoint a planner that will 

respect neighborhoods, we will get nowhere. The plan is a proposal that can be changed. 

We all know that we have been made fools of. We’re tired and exhausted. The most 

important thing about a city is its neighborhoods. You can’t just drop this beautiful DTC 

here. Use thinkfirstdenver@gmail.com so we can figure out how to get the Mayor to 

meet with us. Get in our cars and create havoc. Get some pickets going. Start talking 

about recalls. The Mayor isn’t listening to any neighborhoods (Southmoor, Ruby Hill). 

bb. Anne Callison: The woman that preceded me hit all the points. A couple of months ago, I 

spoke with the Air Force Real Property. She said the community decides the highest and 

best use. Lowry has been suckered by the BRAC process. We paid more. Lowry is still 

the most polluted site. How many thousands of truckloads of rubble will we have to take 

away and what will we find in sub-basements? What streets will the toxics be moved 

through? I don’t think we’ve found all the toxic chemicals. The conflicts of interest are 

just rife. This is a Pulitzer Prize from day one, not just the Buckley Annex. Marcia and 

the Mayor and most of the committee haven’t listened. The traffic and noise will be 

ungodly. We better stand up and change Marcia’s mind or the rest of the council will vote 

with her. Or we need one of the at-large council peoples support. 

cc. Max Silverman: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

dd. John C. Grummel: I took over my father’s house in Mayfair. I’m trying to fix it up. 

Everybody else has said it good. Money talks and bullshit walks. I want to ask how much 

these people have invested. Why hasn’t the Air Force been here? The lady from 

transportation must have never driven up Monaco. You can’t shut off 1
st
 Ave because of 

problems with snow. Everybody uses 1
st
 Avenue to get to Albertsons. Don’t put parking 

on there. They’re all dreaming and have money invested in it. Where’s the Mayor? It’s 

our tax money. It’s a stupid plan. 

ee. Roseann, Lowry resident: I’m a shareholder in this process, not a stakeholder because I 

haven’t been invited to the process. I have a vested interest. I bought into the 
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commitment by LRA whose mission statement is to preserve property values. I challenge 

the LRA to stay committed. As a real estate professional, no where has a density increase 

directly correlated with property value increases. Density described as “interesting” is not 

why I bought into it. It is code for traffic congestion. This is an infill project not a new 

area of change. I challenge the CCD Planning Department to look at their records. Their 

Blueprint Denver was adopted in 2002. What was the percentage built at Lowry then? 

Nearly 100%. It was not a place of change, but a built environment. To increase density 

does not respect how you value land for adjacent uses. 

ff. Catherine Zanon, resident of Lowry: I live on S Quebec Way with a beautiful view of the 

mountains, and I like my retaining pond with the ducks and geese. Respect adjacent 

neighborhoods. There is nothing taller than 2 stories south of Lowry Blvd today, and it 

should stay that way. Our houses are 2 stories, so are Park Heights and Lowry West. We 

paid top dollar for this land, but no one has bothered to see how contaminated the land is. 

Do people know where the runways were with jet fuel and chemicals to clean jets? It has 

to have contaminated buildings. Nothing should be taller than 2 stories south of Lowry 

Blvd. 

gg. Boyd Hillwertz, Lowry West resident: I have two questions. It is very misleading to say 

there will be 9000 cars pouring through community. This doesn’t mention the fact that 

retail will create more of that use. Quebec has been and is a disaster that continues to get 

worse. Our politicians don’t do anything about this. Second, they try to tell us that density 

will increase home values. This is BS. If I wanted to, I’d live in City Park South or 

downtown. We came here to look at mountains – not population increases and big box 

stores. I’d go live next to Wal-Mart if I wanted high density. Why do people protest Wal-

Marts? Because they know their value will go down. Most people that live here want 

more single family uses. 

hh. Chris O’Connor: Great presentation, hundreds of people here, this will get written down 

and nothing will happen. Peter Park and the Planning Department need to go back and 

read Blueprint Denver again. I’m getting tired of “Blueprint Denver requires this…” 

Blueprint Denver only asked for 4000 units for Lowry. It was written in 2002. We are 

going to have zoning on a level that allows people flexibility in the future. We need to 

give limits. Those limits could be used with design guidelines. There is no prohibition to 

using these guidelines. I want to be a part of figuring out this zoning. I’m not going to be 

hoodwinked any longer. 

ii. Anne Farrell, live in north Lowry: My elderly mother lives next to the library. Lowry is a 

unique in-city living experience. Our family did a lot of research before deciding to build 

and buy here in Lowry, and we picked Lowry because of promises from the LRA. The 

proposed high height buildings and the subsequent density are not what we were 

promised when we chose Lowry as our homes. I feel strongly that the design for the 

Buckley Annex is not in keeping with the rest of Lowry. I do applaud the additional 

library parking. Can we be sure that there will be dedicated parking for the library? The 

planners are concerned about the developer profit. How can we be sure there will be 

parking? The library is one of Lowry’s best assets, but it is dangerous for my grandkids 

and elderly mother. The planning process is totally not in keeping with the character of 

Lowry. I would like the city planning department to listen to the community. We want to 

be a neighborhood in the city, but we like the neighborhood that we have. [Editor’s Note: 
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A written version of comments was provided by Ms. Farrell with more detail than was 

presented and will be available with other written comments from the November 14
th
 

meeting.] 

jj. Fred Grover, resident of Lowry Park Heights for 7 years: I am concerned about 6-7 

stories. There should be a 4 story limit. I am a family doctor that emphasizes wellness. 

This is illness to our community. Please stand if you are in favor of 4 stories. Those in 

favor of more, please stand. If you have any conflict of interest, realtor, architect, please 

sit down. It is very clear that there is consensus for a preferred 4 stories. Marcia, I want to 

emphasize this, why are we looking at higher? 

kk. Mary Salfi, Crestmoor: I would like to agree with the lady that said “why aren’t we 

getting mad.” We don’t want density and height. At the last meeting, Marcia, you said 4 

stories was the maximum. Tell me what picket line to stand in or when to see the Mayor. 

Why can’t we just have a good 4 story building? This is not the right place. I would love 

to stroll to get coffee, but this is not the place for it. I can go to Cherry Creek for that. 

ll. Stacy Carpenter: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

mm. Amy Ford, resident of Lowry: I stood up for 7 stories. It is potentially a good 

compromise. However, I would like to make an innovative suggestion. Lowry is 

innovative and a national model. Never before did you see one developer take one block 

and another developer take the next. Here’s what I propose. LRA will be making 

approval. The next real power is zoning. What is approved for zoning will dictate height. 

In Lowry you can build a 7 story building with current guidelines through a variance with 

the zoning board for aesthetics and impact to the surrounding area. I suggest we approve 

this plan with the caveat that the current design guidelines be used with the possibility for 

a variance for 7 stories which will have public input. The advisory process is critical. 

nn. Annette Williams: Signed up to speak, but did not respond when name was called. 

oo. David Lehman: I’ve lived in Mayfair for 20 years. My main concerns is that there have 

been a couple of public meetings but still no transparency in process. We still hear 

multiple views of who will make decisions. We need phone numbers and names. I don’t 

have the sense that many of us understand zoning. I don’t think any posters tonight show 

the criteria of zoning and guarantee that we don’t end up like Cherry Creek North and 

have things that end up in the plan that weren’t discussed. We need less fluff such as the 

Sierra Club exhibit; it is not taking about our neighborhood, but neighborhoods with 

well-established transit. The real issue isn’t well laid out. We get these density ranges 

rather than a cap. We need to focus on maintaining the character of development to the 

surrounding neighborhoods. 

pp. Dave Mitzner: It should be apparent to everyone hearing comments and looking at 

diagrams. Density drives everything. If we had 500 units we would have larger parks. 

Why is 800 units proposed? The argument is that it is necessary to attract a high quality 

developer to develop a high quality project. I request evidence. Let them prove it. Let’s 

see the economic analysis within 48 hours on LRA’s website and Marcia’s website. If it 

is true, I’m okay with it, but I don’t think you can prove it. 

qq. Windsor Gardens resident: When is the bidding process going to begin, and when is the 

deadline? 

rr. Catherine Zanon: How to get rid of the underground bunker?  
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ss. Public Comment: I would like designated library–only parking – not just 75 spaces for 

retail or library where everyone is fighting it out and misusing it. 

tt. Public Comment: Will one of you be kind enough to show the councilwoman where the 

bunker is? 

5. Next Steps and Expectations (Monty Force) 

a. I’m not going to speak to density and height at this time, but we’ve noted all the 

comments. 

b. This plan is enforceable. Whatever goes to the Air Force will have to be implemented. 

c. Library parking – shared vs. designated? 

¥ This is a detail that needs to be worked out with the library. 

d. Comparison of density in Lowry Town Center. 

¥ It is comparable. It does have a mix of single family homes, condominiums, retail, 

and office. In a lot of ways, it is very comparable. 

e. The traffic generated by this plan is the same volume of traffic that was generated at the 

peak of DFAS. 

f. The zoning process will likely begin in 2008. 

6. Councilwoman Marcia Johnson 

a. I have nothing different to say in response to Dave Mitzner; I’m not the expert. I don’t 

have the facts. I have been listening. I wouldn’t mind hearing more myself. 

b. Public Question: Does your impression change after listening to constituents?  

c. I am concerned about good development at Lowry. 

d. Public Question: That flies in the face of Lowry. 
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COMBINED MEETING OF THE COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND 
PLANNING DISPOSITION SUBCOMMITTEE 

Minutes for Meeting of December 18, 2007 

INTRODUCTIONS, Sarah Rockwell

DEFERRAL OF APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING SUMMARY, Brian Wert, Chair

Members present: Kim Baltz, Walter Barbo, Mark Betchey, Betty Jean Dayoub, Millie 
Ludington, Brad Pierce, Elliott Simonberg, Sarah Rockwell, Kathleen Ruby, Lew Taylor, 
Michael Uhlenkamp, Amanda Upson, Rolf Werner, Brian Wert, Mary Nell Wolff, and Chuck 
Woodward.

CCD Staff:  Doug Hendrixson 
LRA staff present: John Ewing, Monty Force 
Consultant: Todd Johnson - Design Workshop 

Brian Wert called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and explained agenda & procedure as follows: 
presentation  of Buckley Annex plan by LRA (20 minutes), followed by questions by CAC 
committee members (30 minutes), followed by public comment (40 minutes), followed by 
discussion by CAC committee members (5 minutes).  Brian Wert explained that the CAC has no 
decision making authority, but sends recommendations to LRA board. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS
Buckley Annex Process Review  - Monty reviewed for the committee as follows:

Monty Force reviewed process for Buckley Annex planning and explained that the LRA gathered 
public input for the past year before bringing the plan before the CAC.  This is the 19th meeting 
and the first time the CAC has been presented with the plan.  Monty reviewed the 5-pronged 
client group of the plan and said that public comment was considered, as well as the city’s needs 
for growth.  The planning team sought to create a plan that creates value for the Air Force.  The 
LRA did not come to an agreement with all parties on all issues, but stated that doesn’t mean all 
parties weren’t heard.  The plan couldn’t accommodate all competing interests.   

Monty reviewed that the task forces were formed to provide advice, and reviewed the different 
task forces.  The original plan was due September 18, 2007.  Due to community concerns, the 
LRA added additional meetings regarding the plan and the deadline has now been extended to 
Jan. 18, 2008.   The LRA has listened to input from various parties and adjusted the plan 
accordingly along the way, but not all of the issues have resulted in total agreement, nor did the 
LRA expect to have total agreement on all issues.  The last task force meeting was November 14, 
2007.  Approximately three hundred people were in attendance, and the LRA and planning 
committee took public comment for at least an hour.  Thirty or more people spoke.   

The planning team took comments and questions from the November 14th meeting, and Marcia 
Johnson specifically, about financial and economic realities in regard to height and density.  The 
team then met with developers to hear thoughts on the plan regarding height, density, and unit 
numbers and learned from those meetings that up-front development costs were extremely high 
before adding in the cost of land, developer profit or environmental remediation costs. The 
planning team concluded that there needs to be flexibility in the plan in regard to density to 
compensate for limited developable land.  Monty sent an email last week stating that height 
recommendations would be limited to 65’ and also had confirmed with developers that 65’ is 
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efficient.  Current Lowry guidelines are 60’.  If developers want to go higher, they would have to 
go through a rigorous process to have that approved, as well as meet with the public to discuss 
trade offs.  The LRA set a maximum of 800 units (which started at 1200).  800 units will generate 
the same amount of traffic as when the DFAS was in full operation. 

Density will allow for positive tradeoffs such as open space, community plaza, and gathering 
spaces.  Monty reviewed next steps regarding HUD, plan review, agreement with Air Force & 
LRA to allow for enforceability of the plan – height, density, affordable housing, and library 
parking.  Then going to sale in spring’08. 

Buckley Annex Presentation - Todd Johnson presented the Lowry Buckley Annex plan as 
follows:

The team has been through an engaging project over the past 8 months and has attempted to 
balance the many viewpoints about the plan while trying to make it a successful project for a 
future developer.  Market investigations underlie these recommendations.  A developer will use 
these recommendations to develop their own plan & move it through entitlement.  The plan will 
serve as a base of information that will include all public comments that have been fielded to 
date.  The purpose of the plan was to test concepts.  It won’t look exactly as shown when finally 
built.  Priorities of plan are: diversity of uses, location of uses, walkability, open spaces & park, 
and community unity/gathering.  It will be centered around a large park space with retail, office, 
residential.

Public comment interruption: What did you say doesn’t exist in Lowry today? 

Todd said we would field comments later and continued by stating that the edges of the plan will 
mirror adjacent neighborhoods, and by showing plan perspectives from different views. 

Public comment: How big will the park be?

Todd responded that the park would be 4 acres.  Todd reviewed the task forces, state & local 
representative involvement, multiple stakeholders, and the project challenge & vision.  Key ideas 
of the plan are: setting priorities and meeting expectations of 5 stakeholders groups, offering jobs, 
and balancing diverse needs.  The purpose of process was to bring issues to the forefront and end 
up with recommendations for a potential developer.  The planning team started the process by 
collecting community concerns, hopes, and fears, and task forces set principles for the plan.  
Todd reviewed the key principles targeted by each task force and plan alternatives from early in 
the process.  Todd explained that the plan went through a set of conversations and that the 
community was engaged, resulting in approximately 30 changes to plan ranging from treatment 
of edges, redistributing height & density, curving the road, and maintaining certain set backs.  
The focus of the conversation shifted to height & density, so wording of height/density 
recommendations were changed.  Todd explained the challenge to redistribute traffic and the 
significant benefit of the plan extending Lowry Blvd, resulting in a reduction of traffic on 1st Ave 
and the distribution of traffic to as many points as possible.  Todd reviewed the open space 
system requirement (to create signature park space, a storm water detention system, and 
pedestrian connections).  Todd displayed areas of 2-story, 3-story, and 65-foot tall building 
locations and explained that it is a future developer’s obligation to take height and density 
recommendations through the entitlement process.  He stated that the community had concerns 
about build-to lines and that plan was adjusted accordingly. 

Public question: What are build-to lines? 
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Todd explained build-to lines.  Todd explained the recommendation of rear-loaded streets, and 
the plan to provide 70 spaces of dedicated library parking.  Todd showed street sections of 1st

Ave, Quebec, and Lowry Blvd. and explained the need for different housing options.  He 
mentioned that Lowry is identified as an area of change in Blueprint Denver and said that 
resources will be used more efficiently with higher density.  Todd reviewed the traffic plan- 
promoting bus stops & walkable environment – and the number of trips per day (historic vs. 
planned).

Todd continued presentation by reviewing development summary and explaining homeless 
housing requirements & locations. 

End of Todd Johnson presentation.

Brian Wert presented the compilation of public comment received throughout the planning 
process to the committee members to review, and then invited questions from CAC and Planning 
Disposition committee members. 

Kimberly Baltz stated that at the last CAC meeting, there was a discussion about whether the plan 
would be binding on developers and wondered if the LRA had found a way to make that happen. 

Monty Force responded that there are two ways the plan is enforceable: 1)By federal regulations, 
which, once approved, go with the land when it is sold;  2) By a private agreement between the 
LRA and the Air Force, which is then passed to the purchaser of the property.  He stated that 
elements that might not fit into plan such as enforceability of parking, the need for affordable 
housing, height, and density would go into private agreement. 

Sarah Rockwell followed up on Kimberly Baltz’s question by asking what would happen if the 
zoning that is ultimately approved for the property is inconsistent with the plan. 

Monty Force responded that the private agreement wouldn’t trump the zoning, but would also 
apply.  The private agreement would be assigned to the City & County of Denver for 
enforcement. 

Sarah Rockwell asked Todd Johnson if he knew how the residential density would compare to the 
surrounding neighborhoods if the taller buildings were taken out of the plan.   

Todd Johnson replied that it’s not a plan, but an exercise to find the parameters that a future 
developer should operate within.  One option would be to start pushing the medium density 
buildings out to the edges, but the task forces said it was important to maintain lower density on 
the edges of the property.   

Sarah Rockwell asked what the density would become if the 4-story buildings were removed. 

Todd Johnson replied that the plan is not dialed in that specifically, but guesstimated that about 
100 units would be lost. 

Sarah Rockwell understood that the Lowry design guidelines can’t be imposed because the Air 
Force owns the property, and asked if a recommendation could be made in the plan to follow the 
Lowry design guidelines. 
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Monty Force responded that because it’s owned by the Air Force it is not subject to the design 
guidelines that Lowry has today.  “The recommendation could be made by creating design 
guidelines exactly like we have today that could be enforced for this property specifically.  
Marcia Johnson’s office has discussed creating design guidelines for this property specifically. 
Our recommendation would be to follow design guidelines for Lowry, but allow a height of 65’.  
The current design guidelines were created in 1995 and are not always the most effective way to 
plan a community.  Lowry is not just successful because of the design guidelines - it’s because of 
the planning that went in to the community.” 

Mark Betchey asked what we anticipate is the Air Force’s due diligence in looking at plan?  How 
long will it take to get feedback? And, what if they blow the whole thing up? 

Monty Force responded that the Air Force has been following the plan’s progress and attending 
meetings.  “The Air Force is doing an independent appraisal of the property’s worth.  They are 
obligated to meet that appraisal price when the property is sold.  The LRA doesn’t know that 
appraisal price & will never know it.  They are looking at this plan to inform them about that.  I 
think based on their participation to date, if this plan were to go forward, they would approve it 
relatively quickly.  They would also have to do a submittal to HUD because of the homeless 
housing component.  They might come back and say why they don’t like specific elements of 
plan and tell us to work on those elements.”   

Chuck Woodward asked how many city representatives feel the plan fits within Blueprint 
Denver?

Doug Hendrixson responded that it’s been discussed that this plan does generally conform with 
Blueprint Denver recommendations and that Lowry has been identified as an area of change, 
which would suggest urban infill development as a general policy for such areas.  He said that the 
staff will be ironing out specific elements of the plan through the GDP process which will follow.  
Chris Gleissner will be managing the GDP process for the plan.  Doug said they will solicit input 
from 25 city agencies who will be team members in that process.  At this point, the staff feels the 
process has been appropriate in developing this plan and is generally supportive of the concept of 
the plan as proposed. 

Brian Wert opened the meeting to public comment. 

PUBLIC COMMENT

Gail Bell gave committees copies of letters from Mayor Hickenlooper and others, recognizing 
that Buckley Annex is part of Lowry. She requested that her comment be added to the public 
record:  As a Lowry resident of the Lowry West neighborhood and representative and member of 
a Lowry Buckley task force, I am concerned about the future of Lowry and Denver.  (Full written 
comment was submitted to the Committee Chair.) 

Dave Mitzner reminded the committee members that it was their duty to enter this decision with 
open minds, whether or not they served on task forces for the plan.  He stated that task force 
members should not discuss this issue with other committee members or vote on the proposal as 
there is a conflict of interest.  He would like the LRA to release the economic analysis proving 
that 800 units are required on the property to make it economically viable, and stated that no such 
proof has been provided to date. He requested that the density be reduced to 300-400 units, and 
shared concerns about Marcia Johnson’s idea to create a community council to protect the 
neighborhood, specifically, who would run it.  He said that at the November 14th meeting, 
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everyone talked about density, but Marcia Johnson has failed to respond to her constituents’ 
concerns.

John Sadwith stated he thinks this plan should be about community and stated that community 
encircles the planned park in the middle.  He attended most meetings and said that there were 14-
15 meetings before public comment was invited, leaving only 5 meetings where the public was 
allowed to make comments.  At first he was supportive of density, but after listening to several 
hundred neighbors at meetings, he believes there is almost no support for density in the 
neighborhood.  He believes the only people supporting height/density are the planners and task 
force members.  He stated that the Crestmoor neighborhood does not support density.  Also, he 
does not believe that the West end of plan is continuous with Crestmoor Park and the adjacent 
properties, rather he believes the transition is too abrupt on the Monaco side of project. 

Catherine Zanon said she lives along Quebec and does not think there should be 3-story 
townhouses because it does not integrate with the surrounding neighborhoods.  She thinks 2-story 
is enough and does not believe young people want to live in 3-story townhouses.   

Sam Storm wanted to know who is the representative at the Air Force who will be responsible for 
making the decisions because he believes that the Air Force represented in 2000 that this entire 
area would be a park.

Monty Force replied that David D’Amore was the representative and pointed him out in the 
audience.

Sam Storm asked what the Parade of Homes residents should do who are going to be living by 
homeless people? 

Monty Force declined to respond to the question. 

Sam Storm asked where the money that these developers will pay for the land would go. 

Brian Wert answered that it will go to the Air Force. 

Sam Storm asked if the LRA or CAC would benefit. 

Brian Wert responded that they would not. 

Chuck Woodward added that he has lived in Lowry for 9 years and has never heard that the site 
would be a park. 

Sam Storm asked Chuck Woodward if he thought the site would have this kind of height & 
density.

Chuck Woodward responded that he understood it would be military development. 

Kerstin Frond apologized for the level of hostility coming from public and asked that the 
community have more input and be better represented by plan.  She said she still doesn’t 
understand why the density has to be different from the surrounding neighborhoods, and that 
calling it an area of change seems strange to the community.  She is concerned about 3-story 
homes across from single-family homes.  She still has traffic concerns that people are going to 
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drive through her neighborhood on Lowry Blvd to avoid traffic on the major streets.  She said she 
didn’t hear anyone on the planning team account for such cut-through traffic problems.  

Annette Williams asked what the number of residential units would be if the 65’ height 
requirement were removed.  She also asked why the same guidelines that the rest of Lowry has 
weren’t being mandated.  She does not believe plan is mirroring edges and has concerns about 
homeless housing being too near to custom family homes.  She thinks the Crestmoor side would 
be a better side for the homeless housing due to the park area and busy street to act as barriers.  
She cited a study stating that young, single families have dollars to invest into communities, and 
therefore does not believe Lowry need more apartments/multi-family housing for single-parent 
households.   

Chris O’Connor would like to see pictures of what the higher density buildings would look like, 
and brought up that the purple hatchmarks on the building height diagram provide areas where a 
developer can build higher than 65’.  She believes that out of all the community comments 
gathered, most don’t agree with plan.  She hopes that the committee will continue to ask good 
questions rather than agreeing to this one plan, and would like the committee to do further 
analysis of the density bank, pedestrian access, and community concerns.  She is concerned about 
the level of traffic, density, and congestion that could result from this plan.  She doesn’t want 
Quebec wider, and believes there is no guarantee in the provisions agreement.  She stated that 
Blueprint Denver doesn’t say that Lowry needs this kind of density, but rather praised the infill 
Lowry already has. 

Anne Callison said she believes the root of entire problem is that the Air Force should demolish 
the DFAS building, and that demolition should happen before the discussion of what to do with 
the land and before selling it.  She agrees that there should be a park here and a community where 
people can walk. 

Roseanne said she would like the planners to help community members better understand form-
based planning.  She doesn’t think this is mirrored development.  She thinks this plan would be 
good for Colfax or Leetsdale, but not for a 72-acre site with 41 buildable acres.  She believes the 
plan is designed to benefit developers only, and would like other examples of this type of density 
on 41 acres.  She stated that the proposed building height is not anywhere in the Lowry 
geography.  She believes that facts about jobs & transportation have been misrepresented, and 
does not think you can create jobs on 41 buildable acres.  She said that if Quebec widens, it will 
create a pedestrian barrier.  She stated that community members do not have a problem with the 
homeless product, but she believes it is a high-needs population with high-maintenance needs, 
and asked where the supportive services for the homeless population would come from and who 
would manage the homeless property.  She said that people have legitimate questions about their 
property value when that kind of population is introduced. 

Tom Russell said that he does not believe a sense of community is missing in Lowry. He said the 
community has the sense that the promises made when residents moved to Lowry are not being 
kept.  He believes the plan has too much density.  He said that it’s not about the number of units 
anymore, but that density is at the root of community concerns.  He thought that the town center 
would be a dense area with less density surrounding it and he doesn’t believe the Lowry Buckley 
area should be higher density than the town center.  He doesn’t feel that community members 
have an adequate voice or vote in the process.  He said he doesn’t want the current sense of 
community ignored, and that the community wants to feel like they can participate in the project 
more fully and that they have not felt that way on this project. 
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David Siefkas stated that credit hasn’t been given for the work that has been done on the plan. He 
said he hopes the community is listened to more than they have been in the past.  He presented 
the CAC with 20-page opinion document from the community and stated that he doesn’t believe 
the community has had enough input in the plan.  He stated that the core issue is still density and 
that he believes the plan is flawed.  He said it presents a conflict of interest that CAC members 
were appointed to the task forces by the LRA.  He said that the current dense areas of Lowry are 
considered “projects” not neighborhoods.  He is concerned that increased traffic will create 
chaotic congestion, and is concerned in the lack of data provided to the community.  His 
outstanding question is how was the plan approved & who voted for it?  He would like a copy of 
meeting minutes. 

Eric Steinberg said he would like the community to continue with the vision of Lowry that 
residents agreed to when they bought their homes.  He asked why other developers were able to 
build single-family homes in Lowry and make a profit, yet developers can’t make a profit on the 
Buckley Annex land.  He would like the community to stay the same in the future as what he 
bought in to. 

Dodie Hudson reiterated that it is a conflict of interest for Task Force members to be able to vote 
as members of the CAC tonight.  She has concerns regarding Marcia Johnson’s community 
advisory task force in that it will create another process where there are hand-appointed members 
and the community isn’t heard.  She wants Lowry to be a thriving community with great re-sale 
values, and asked the committee to take public comments and facts into consideration. 

Jay Breese said that Blueprint Denver places a great emphasis on not affecting areas of stability. 
He is concerned that this plan will affect areas of stability in Lowry.  He believes any change 
should mirror what is around it.  He said that this is not an industrialized zone that is near heavy 
transportation areas, but that this area is different than other areas of change listed in Blueprint 
Denver.  He thinks that the Air Force should take community support into consideration because 
a future developer and the Air Force will need community support.  He thanked the planners for 
the work done but believes the plan is inconsistent with the desires of community.  He hopes the 
plan can be changed and be made profitable for a future developer. 

Marleen Kordik is concerned that the library parking spaces will not be designated.  She would 
like to know who the developers are that were consulted.  She doesn’t understand how 1200 to 
800 units equals 50% reduction.  She stated that homeowners have to ask permission to paint 
their houses, and wants to know why the community isn’t being asked permission for this plan. 

Joel Sussel said he has a million dollar house blocks away from the proposed homeless housing 
and wants to know what will happen to his property value that he depends on for his financial 
future as a result of this development. 

Mark Betchey responded that his house is 40 yards from a subsidized housing development on 
Quebec and to the best of his knowledge, the homes in the area have held or increased value.   

Joel Sussel said it seems that the plan is being rail-roaded through without community support. 

Brian Wert opened the meeting to discussion by committee. 

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION
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Elliott Simonberg stated that people have different visions of what they see as a fulfilling place to 
live and a good community.  Regarding the density, he lives in the town center near the Grand 
Lowry Lofts - some of which are subsidized, and which has 200 units - and near other multi-
family dwellings which equal at least 300 units in the area, and he has found there to be very little 
traffic or noise because of those multi-family units.  He believes an infill project should have 
diverse uses and moderate density, and doesn’t think the current plan has high density.  He thinks 
the current plan creates an interesting urban environment, and doesn’t think that a low density 
enclave is suitable from a resource perspective, because it can’t handle the water needs.  He also 
believes lower density produces a segregated, elite community that he doesn’t see as an 
interesting urban environment.  He stated again that we all have different visions of what is a 
good living environment. 

Brian Wert said that the task force process has been far more open than it has been characterized 
by the community tonight.  Given multiple and diverse stakeholders, and responding to the 
market, he thinks the plan is appropriate for this property.  He knows it’s not what everyone 
wants, but when compared to other areas, the density is not very high at all (compared to Cherry 
Creek retail area, for example.) 

Mark Betchey stated that we all have viewpoints of the support of the plan based on straw polls 
and who shows up to the meetings.  He concurred with Elliott Simonberg on the density issue 
saying that this plan does not strike him as high density.  There are 800-unit buildings that are 
huge monolithic buildings.  He doesn’t think this density is out of whack.  It is greater than 
surrounding areas, but thinks it is wholly consistent with what he sees in Lowry.  He has 2 houses 
to his left and a 3.5 story building across the street.  He thinks the 3.5-story buildings have been a 
wonderful complement to the community.  He had concerns about whether there would be 
enough parking, but his concerns were answered in time and now he never has parking problems.  
He thinks this is a good, balanced plan, and stated that a lot of concern has been taken to integrate 
community input. 

Brad Pierce said this is a very tough decision because he heard the public comments and has seen 
the plan.  He said that the main issue is density.  He said that the task forces have reduced the 
density from1200 to 800, and then people want it reduced to 300.  If you reduce it too low, it 
might never get developed.  It’s a struggle to make a decision.  He will review the comments and 
information provided and make a decision. 

Betty Jean Dayoub said she has concerns about the plan.  She stated that she was not appointed 
by anyone.  She believes the plan she saw tonight is better than any plan she’s seen so far in the 
process.  She asked where the community has been since 1998 and stated that no one usually 
comes to the committee meetings.  She encouraged community members to volunteer to be an 
even-tempered listening person.  She said she is not influenced by anyone and she doesn’t know 
how she’s going to vote.  She wants to see everyone benefit.   

Sarah Rockwell stated that she is a member of LRA board and a member of the Planning/ 
Disposition committee.  She believes the plan needs to be taken to the LRA board without a 
recommendation from the CAC one way or the other.  The Board needs to address the main 
issues brought up by community which are: density, the enforceability of plan, the process going 
forward, and the design guidelines issue.  She believes a plan that has this much opposition 
cannot be implemented, so we need to have a plan that has a little bit more support than this plan 
has.  She suggested moving this plan to the Board without a recommendation and have the issues 
addressed more fully before sending it to the Board. 
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Brian Wert said the CAC and Planning Disposition committee should discuss Sarah’s suggestion. 

Kathleen Ruby thought the plan needed to be moved forward.  She said the Planning Disposition 
committee should vote first and then move it to the CAC. She said that everyone on the Planning 
Disposition committee needs to weigh in first. 

Sarah Rockwell stated that the committee’s process is based on the Denver City Council and that 
procedures have to be followed.   

Betty Jean Dayoub introduced a motion that the plan go to the CAC for input without a 
recommendation from the Planning Disposition subcommittee. 

Brian Wert seconded the motion. 

Sarah Rockwell stated that she wants the CAC to look at the issues she stated earlier. 

Betty Jean Dayoub amended her motion to agree with Sarah Rockwell. 

Brad Pierce said that he did not support the motion.  He asked if all of the issues would be sent 
back to the task forces or where the discussion would be sent.  He asked when the issues would 
be discussed and stated that until that is ironed out, he can’t support the motion. 

The Planning Disposition Committee took a vote on Betty Jean Dayoub’s motion.  Brad 
Pierce & Mary Nell Wolff were opposed.  All others were in favor. 

Brian Wert opened up discussion to the CAC members regarding whether the CAC could 
advance the plan to the LRA Board or not, and with a recommendation for approval or 
disapproval.

Elliott Simonberg believes the committees have a responsibility to come to some opinion being 
that a year or more of work has gone into this plan & many studies have been conducted.  He said 
the committee should determine what the majority believes based on what is known now, and that 
there can be more studies and information to come later.  A considerable amount of work, money, 
and time has been expended and he doesn’t think the plan is going to change enough to get 
everyone’s agreement.  He said that just passing it along without the committee’s opinion is not a 
responsible thing to do. 

Mark Betchey asked if the Planning Disposition committee passes, does it ever come back to 
them for their opinions. 

Brian Wert said the committee needs to decide whether a decision should be made tonight or if 
the committee should have further discussion.  Further information would come in the form of 
Lowry Board reviews.  Enforcement would come from provisions of the agreement that would 
run with the land.  The Air Force isn’t going to sit still for design reviews.  He is flattered the 
community thinks the design guidelines are so good, but they were written 13 years ago without 
development experience.  He thinks specific guidelines should be developed for the Buckley 
Annex like Lowry East has – guidelines that are unique to that neighborhood.  The Air Force 
probably wouldn’t accept the current design guidelines.  Regarding density, he does not think the 
density of this plan is excessive and thinks planners have already reduced the density 
significantly. 
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Michael Uhlenkamp stated that Monty Force has addressed the enforceability, and that regarding 
the design guidelines, some can be brought over from the current Lowry design guidelines and 
some can be improved for Buckley Annex.  There is a need for guidelines that are specific to the 
property.  He appreciates everyone’s input regarding the density concerns, and said that in 
response, height has been reduced from 12 stories to 4 or 5 stories.  A lot has been done to 
address the community needs.  He said a lot of people support the plan even though we haven’t 
heard from them tonight.  He is in favor of approving this to the LRA Board. 

Mary Nell Wolff asked if there is a process that the plan goes through to the Air Force. 

Monty Force replied “Yes.” 

Mary Nell Wolff asked for the abbreviated version of the process and said that some kind of letter 
of agreement or binding document will go to the developer from the Air Force that will discuss 
the enforcement issue.  She said she is delighted that the community likes the design guidelines, 
but the committee wrote those in 1995, and there have been improvements since in the building 
industry; there have been design improvements.  The higher story buildings in the Buckley Annex 
plan won’t look like the buildings at Crestmoor Downs.  She would like to take the best things 
learned from Lowry and the evolution of what has been learned from each of the neighborhoods 
to improve upon the design guidelines.  It’s difficult to forecast what will happen in the future and 
we need design guidelines that protect the community & evolve.  The calculation has never been 
done to find out what the density would be like if height was brought down, but the calculation 
could be run.   

Todd Johnson said it is a situation of height verses yield.  Giving up density will generate other 
problems.  There is no way to tell exactly the line at which the property will turn a profit.  It 
depends on product type, etc.  Reducing the height is a different issue than what yield will make 
the product successful.  He believes the project is at the edge of being profitable.  Single-family 
developers also said that the plan is on the edge of not being profitable.   

Mary Nell Wolff asked Monty Force to speak to the process and enforceability.   

Monty Force repeated what he had stated at the beginning of the meeting about enforceability – 
through regulations and through a private agreement. 

Mary Nell Wolff said she voted no to have the Planning Disposition committee pass on voting. 
She thinks the Planning/Disposition Subcommittee needs to express its opinion and try to factor 
the information.  She believes the committee needs to send it to the board with some kind of 
recommendation.  The recommendation is not binding on the board; it is simply a reflection of 
how the CAC voted.  There is more information that the board is privy to that the CAC is not.  
She feels an obligation to all of the task force members who gave their time and tried to parse 
through the issues.  She said that all of these are personal opinions and she doesn’t think that she 
has conflict of interest being that she does not work for a developer, and that all of her volunteer 
work is community-based. She doesn’t believe she has given up her right to an opinion or a vote.  
She reminded the room that everyone who volunteered to be on a committee was put on a 
committee.  She acknowledged that there are differences of opinion and said she thinks there are 
also people out there who like the plan and agree with the plan.  She said it was difficult to 
balance all of the stakeholders’ interests throughout the process. 
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Mark Betchey said he has confidence that there is a long way to go before this plot is developed.  
He created a motion in favor of moving this plan forward in its current state to the LRA.  
With a vote in the affirmative.

Elliott Simonberg seconded the motion. 

Brian Wert asked Mary Nell Wolff if she would feel comfortable with the density issue as part of 
the recommendation to LRA board. 

Mary Nell Wolff said the committee should move it forward with the density as it is and let the 
next set of board members and the Air Force take the plan from there because this is a non-
binding plan on the Air Force. 

Brian Wert reminded the room that the committee has no decision-making ability. 

Kimberly Baltz requested to amend the motion to include that design guidelines need to be 
included.

Mark Betchey accepted the amendment to the motion because he believes the guidelines will 
eventually be included. 

Elliott Simonberg said that things can be improved with time.  He would recommend no less than 
those guidelines, but also does not want to regress.   

Mary Nell Wolff reminded the committee that the current design guidelines conflict with the 
height of this plan. 

Elliott Simonberg said that 60’ to 65’ is not a great difference and said it was not a deal-breaker 
to him. 

Brad Pierce said he thinks that the density needs further discussion.  He suggested the plan 
be moved to the Board with the caveat that the density needs further discussion.  He asked 
that this be a second amendment to Mark’s motion. 

Mark Betchey accepted the amendment because this is a non-binding recommendation. 

Kathleen Ruby asked that design principles be developed for this site. 

Mary Nell Wolff proposed a friendly amendment to the motion that the plan be moved 
forward to the Board with a vote in favor of the plan, and asking the board to pay 
particular attention to: 1) clarification of the process with the Air Force, 2) the enforcement 
of the plan, 3) the density/yield issue and 4) the design principles so that they honor the 
overall existing development of Lowry. 

Mark Betchey deferred to Mary Nell Wolff’s amended motion. 

Elliott Simonberg seconded the motion. 

Kimberly Baltz accepted the motion. 
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Brian Wert said there will hopefully be some discussions that will resolve the density issues 
further.

Ruby Loch read the review process & evaluation criteria to the committee. 

Brian Wert stated that the committee has covered all of the issues stated by the community 
member in previous meetings and that he didn’t recall her attendance at those meetings so maybe 
she had missed those discussions.  In regard to how the committee responds to public comment, 
he stated that the committee has heard the community and that hearing public comment is not 
giving those commenting what they want necessarily.  He reminded the room that the committee 
is balancing different objectives.   

Ruby Loch said she hadn’t heard from Kathleen Ruby how she has evaluated the issue and come 
to an opinion. 

Brian Wert told the community member that if she had attended any of the housing task force 
meetings, she would know how those task force members made their decisions.  

The committee voted on Mary Nell Wolff’s motion and all were in favor. 

MEETING ADJOURNED:  The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
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Note:  The below meeting minutes for the January 29, 2008, session of the LRA Board had not yet been   
 approved at the time of printing of this document. The LRA Board was scheduled to approve these   
 minute meetings at their next LRA Board meeting on February 26, 2008.

LRA Board Meeting 
Minutes for Meeting of January 29, 2008 

Members present: Bob Watkins, Derek Camunez, Phil Workman, Jim Stretz, Sarah Rockwell, David 
Herlinger, Don Lindemann, Ann Torgerson, Roy Alexander and Linda Bowman 

LRA staff present: Monty Force, Tom Markham, Jean Lindholm 
Consultants: Todd Johnson - Design Workshop; Dan Guimond – EPS; David Knisely – Garrity and 
Knisely 

David Herlinger called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. 

Jean Lindholm took roll call. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS
Buckley Annex Introduction & History- Monty presented the introduction and history of 
the plan process as follows:

The Buckley Annex plan has been through an extensive process with over 20 meetings going back to 
2006.  Assessing different viewpoints has been a challenge. The goal has been to create a plan that 
balances the needs of the 5 stakeholders (LRA, Air Force & HUD, City & County of Denver, the 
Market, the Community) and that included opinions of residents of Lowry and surrounding 
neighborhoods.  The plan should also address the needs of prospective residents by taking into 
consideration changing needs for housing options. Task force members served as an advisory team to 
the planners.  Community input has been considered.  The core reflects the best of Lowry today – 
diverse housing types, a maximum of 800 units, public spaces, opportunities to replace lost jobs with 
commercial and retail space, and architectural diversity with a maximum building height of 65 feet.  
At the CAC meeting, the committee voted unanimously in favor of the plan to move forward to the 
Board, with the Board paying special/particular attention to 1) clarification of the process with the Air 
Force, 2) the enforcement of the plan, 3) the density/yield relationship to financial viability and 4) the 
design principles so that they honor the overall existing development of Lowry. The presentation that 
follows will address all of those issues. Monty introduced Todd Johnson of Design Workshop, Dan 
Guimond of EPS, and David Knisely with Garrity and Knisely. 

Buckley Annex Presentation - Todd Johnson presented the Lowry Buckley Annex plan as follows:   
The goal was to create a series of plans throughout the process that would give shareholders an idea 
of the spectrum of options for the site.  Through that process the planning team learned a great deal 
and now desires to pass the information acquired on to the Air Force.  The planning team believes this 
plan can be built while meeting the standards of Lowry. 

Todd presented the overall plan and explained the desire to integrate open space, to diversify product 
types, and to blend into the site’s edges.  He reviewed the priorities of the plan – diversity of uses, 
location of uses, walkability, open spaces & parks to unify, and a fundamental sense of community 
gathering.  He displayed perspective views: 1) looking northeast over Park Heights which 
incorporates community space and blends with the surrounding neighborhoods; 2) a view looking at 
the community gathering space; 3) a view linking the Lowry Blvd extension through the plan 4) a 
view looking toward the west looking down Lowry Blvd; 5) a view looking at the integration of the 
recommended plan and adjustment of scale of the plan to adjacent neighborhoods. 
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Todd explained the task forces and the state & local representation that participated in the process.  
He reviewed the five major stakeholders – LRA, Air Force & HUD, The Market, City & County of 
Denver and Community – and said the goal was to converge the different interests of these groups.  
Todd reviewed project challenge and vision and said that while not everyone endorses the plan, the 
planning team has brought a lot of information forward.  The task force process began with an 
exercise collecting hopes, fears, and things not to overlook.   As an example, there were initial 
concerns about traffic that have been addressed, and there was also a fear for under utilization.  These 
were transferred into the principles of the plan.   

Todd explained the plan evolution.  A number of changes were made throughout the process to 
address concerns and ideas of community and task force members.  The backbone of the plan are the 
streets and the importance of the distribution of those streets.  The plan distributes traffic to reduce 
impact at any one point.  Open space creates a walkable environment and also meets the stormwater 
requirement.  Height has been a major issue for many people, so like-height was matched with like-
height on the edges of the plan.  Taller buildings would be restricted to certain designated locations.  
The plan responds to concerns about height and impact on the surrounding areas.  Land uses on the 
edge of the plan mirror like uses.  Library parking has been identified with 70 dedicated spaces, 
which is an obligation in order to relieve pressure on Lowry West neighborhood.  Todd reviewed the 
street sections: Monaco – reduce lane of traffic to create landscape & berm area; 1st Avenue –reduce 
traffic to a residential street; Quebec; Lowry – curbside parking. 

Todd said that housing choices & demographics are changing.  Promoting diversity of housing types 
addresses the needs of a changing demographic.  Todd reviewed Blueprint Denver.  He explained the 
plan’s commitment to sustainability.  It will be more efficient at 11 du/acre.  The site only has 52% 
developable land, so getting additional capacity in the vertical direction has benefits.  Putting livable 
space above the streets is important.  The transportation plan shows a commitment to transit, 
signalization, and the extension of Lowry.  Historically the site traffic was 9,500 trips/day when 
DFAS was fully occupied.  Currently there are about 4,000 trips per day.  The plan would generate 
9,500 trips/day.  Todd reviewed surrounding densities and explained that there is a range.  The plan is 
11.4 du/acre which relates comparably to the Lowry Town Center District.  Crestmoor Downs is 35.5 
du/acre.  Homeless housing & affordable housing opportunities came out of the task force process.  It 
will be a 1.5 acre mixed-income rental project.  Four potential locations have been identified for 
homeless/affordable housing.    

Monty introduced the financial analysis section of the presentation, which is in response to a CAC 
question regarding whether this plan could be viable or not.  Monty said the team didn’t create the 
plan from this analysis, but created a plan that would be best for the City and the community and then 
did the financial analysis.  As the unit count is reduced, we risk the chance that the ideals and goals of 
this plan cannot be achieved.  Dropping the density potentially means that the entry price point for 
homes would go higher.  Also we would have fewer product types on the market and that is not what 
Lowry represents.  We want to have the same high design standards as we have today and want to 
have amenities such as community gathering and open space.  Monty introduced Dan Guimond from 
EPS who has worked on many BRAC sites. 

Dan said that the purpose of the financial analysis was to provide a planning value of the proposed 
plan.  It is a planning level tool – not a developer pro forma or an appraisal of the property.  This 
analysis excluded environmental studies and remediation.  The land value calculation doesn’t include 
vertical development, etc.  It does consider the impact of time throughout the absorption of the project 
(10 years).  The margin of error drops as more information is gathered through the process.  Recent 
LRA sales used to estimate the value of land as a percentage of the finished home price.  Absorption 
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rates are based on the EPS Market Analysis (May 2007).  Dan reviewed revenue inputs and land 
value yields by product type and the absorption schedule over the course of the 10 year development 
schedule.  At present value the land revenue is estimated at $26.8 million.  The land development 
costs are estimated at $20.1 million.  The net result is an estimated residual land value of $6.7 million 
or $2.18 per square foot of land (gross).  The value is sensitive to the assumptions and to the discount 
rate applied.

Monty introduced David Knisely to discuss enforceability of the development plan and said he would 
answer the question “How can we ensure that what we have proposed in the plan gets enforced and 
built?”  

David Knisely said that enforceability has been a challenge from inception.  The team has been 
working closely with the Air Force.  The developer will be bound by a developer agreement, a key 
document with 3 components.  First: the homeless provision – the developer will be required to 
transfer that land to the Buckley Annex housing consortium; second: the library parking requirement 
– it is required that 70 spaces are dedicated; third:  all of the components of the plan will be 
enforceable – the developer will be required to comply with the plan.   

Monty explained the next steps are that the plan will be submitted to the Air Force and HUD for 
review in early February.  They will take 60-90 days (or longer) depending on their process.  During 
that time, the LRA will be working with the Air Force to finalize the development agreement.  It 
should be drafted in 60-90 days.  There are three additional documents that have raised concerns: the 
General Development Plan (GDP), the design guidelines, and the zoning.  The GDP is a City & 
County of Denver process that guides future development on a project.  It will document the efforts of 
the past 1.5 years and memorialize desired aspects of the plan, so it is important to move this forward.  
The GDP also helps enforce the plan in addition to the development agreement and sets the stage for 
zoning to come later.  The design guidelines could be attached to the GDP.  He recommended that it 
be initiated soon and noted that it needs to be determined who is best suited to move the GDP 
forward, the City, LRA or Air Force.  Design guidelines will be developed for this site – in large part 
what Lowry already has – with the exception of height and some improvements specific to this site.  
Marcia Johnson is in the process of creating a citizen advisory committee to give input on the design 
guidelines.  At this preliminary stage in the process, having limited knowledge of what a developer 
would need, we should defer the zoning process to the developer who could then negotiate or offer 
trade-offsl with community and City approval for zoning.  The Air Force is in the position to sell first 
quarter of 2009 if everything gets moving.   In conclusion, the team who has been involved,  
including the City, consultants, task force chairs,  are here and available for questions or comments. 

BOARD DISCUSSION

David Herlinger received a letter from the LMCA saying that the process was very comprehensive.  It 
compared Buckley Annex to other developments around the city and said we exceeded the 
community involvement process compared to other developments.  David asked if the City can move 
forward with the GDP.

Monty replied that the city is able to move forward with the GDP.  They are not eager to do it, but 
perhaps they can be coerced into doing it.  It is a process they can undertake. 

Sarah Rockwell asked Dan Guimond how the range of  $4.5 – 9.3 million residual land value 
compares to other land values in the area.   
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Dan replied that what was learned from the residual land value is that the development plan is a 
viable development plan that will sell for some value in that range or greater.  It isn’t upside down.  
By comparison, Stapleton sold for less than $1/foot.  Horizon City Center sold for $1/foot.  Gates sold 
for $10-$12/foot, but there was complicated environmental remediation.  He said the closer you get 
toward zoning and certainty, the price goes up substantially.  Despite the fact that we have a 
community plan, it has some flexibility regarding allowable units, etc.  There is also still some 
uncertainty on the environmental end.  The land values are as low as they are because of the amount 
of developable land on the site.  Lowry Blvd is a large capital cost, and there are large costs related to 
drainage and open space (48% undevelopable land).  Stapleton is 61-62% developable. 

Sarah Rockwell asked David Knisley, in regard to the enforceability of the developer agreement who 
the parties would be in that agreement and what mechanisms would be put into place to enforce the 
plan.

David responded that the developer, the LRA, and maybe the Air Force would be the parties – that 
has to be worked out.  LRA will be on front line as far as enforcement.  The City & County of Denver 
will eventually have to enforce the agreement.  It will be enforced by contract, restrictive covenants, 
and a series of other mechanisms.  There will be a legally binding agreement on the homeless piece 
where HUD will be brought in.   

Sarah Rockwell asked why the Air Force will want to enter into this agreement. 

David replied that it has been a partnership all along.  The Air Force wants value for the property they 
have.  This could fund military construction projects.  If they don’t have community consensus on a 
plan, then it will be hard for the Air Force to get any value on the land.  This gives the Air Force an 
idea of what they can or can’t do.  It will be a platform for the zoning.  Clearly this is a balanced plan.  
If they don’t have a good relationship with the LRA, or if they don’t have community support, they 
have no value in the land. 

Roy Alexander asked Dan about the slide that suggested a 30% margin of error factor and asked why 
that is reasonable or acceptable. 

Dan responded that we do not have the level of engineering information needed to get specific costs 
on the site.  Market level information is more accurate.  We can project on current market costs, but 
we don’t know what market costs will be at the time of development inception.  A lower margin of 
error would require a lot of site investigation and a level of detail that are outside the analysis of a 
planning level exercise.

David Herlinger asked Monty where the 2009 timeframe he mentioned came from.  

Monty said that 2009 is the most optimistic schedule that could be met.  The property doesn’t have to 
be vacated until September 15, 2011.  The Air Force could sell in a phased program and have a 
takedown of the property that’s not currently being utilized.  If it doesn’t do a phased sale, the Air 
Force wouldn’t be able to sell until 2011. 

David Herlinger said there were no other questions from the board at this point and opened the floor 
to public comment.  He reminded the room that it is a comment session, not a question & answer 
period.  He asked that speakers keep comments to three minutes or less and that if comments 
duplicated another speaker’s comments, to just say “I agree with so and so” – and also that comments 
should be somewhat civil.  He invited Marcia Johnson to lead off the comments. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

Marcia Johnson said she thinks what we have is a very useful tool for further discussion.  Even if 
there are things that change about the plan, we can’t make changes without the plan.  She is 
uncomfortable designating areas where buildings could be taller.  She would be more comfortable if 
65’ is the maximum and then if there are changes proposed by a developer, it is as complicated as 
changing zoning.  She does not think it has been addressed who will handle remediation if there is 
any fault found with the land. 

Catherine Zanon lives on S. Quebec Way across from the Buckley Annex and says it does not mirror 
the existing neighborhood.  There is nothing taller than 2 stories.  She objects having 3 stories across 
the street, not mirroring what is already there. 

Mary Nell Wolff is a member of the CAC and was the chair of the transportation task force.  She has 
been involved with the Lowry process since 1982.  Lowry today is a result of that document created 
in 1982.  She believes we need to honor a plan and bring institutional memory forward.  She believes 
in this plan.  It has gone through hours of community input just like what has been done throughout 
the entire process at Lowry.  There is dissension and difference of opinion and that was also true 15 
years ago.  People said this area should never be developed and should just be open space.  We’re in 
the same place except now we have an award winning community.  There is a majority out there that 
agrees with the plan.  People don’t come to meetings when they are okay with the plan.  Denver 
Hospice came to a meeting asking for a piece of land.  People didn’t come to that meeting, probably 
because they agree that it would be a good thing for Denver Hospice to come to Lowry.  You don’t 
hear the support over the critics.  She asked that the zoning be included as part of this process because 
that is what will ensure the community that the plan they see is the plan that is enforced.  She hopes 
the Board will support the plan. 

Dave Siefkas said he represented the Lowry United Neighborhood (LUN) and that they had sent a 
letter to the LRA.  He reviewed the main points of the letter.  The LUN has been critical of some 
aspects of the plan, but recognizes that a perfect plan is not realistic.  He echoed Roy Alexander’s 
concern about the 30% margin of error and echoed the concerns about enforceability.  The LUN does 
not wish to have another town center at the Buckley Annex Redevelopment site and they want closer 
density to the surrounding neighborhoods.  He said if the 30% margin of error were applied to the 800 
proposed units, that would equal 560 units which is very close to what the LUN has proposed.  He 
said the $6 million seems to be in the pocket of the developers and conveys the idea that less density 
is feasible.  The LUN asked the Board to consider a lower density.  The original plans included a 
range and the comments were that a range would be better for the developers to look at.  Now we are 
at a cap.  He would at least like to see a range of 500-600 units and the possibility to have lower 
density in the Buckley Annex plan.  [Editor’s note: The redevelopment plan only has a maximum of 
800 residential units and does not specify a minimum number of units. A future developer could 
develop the site at a lower density]. He asked that the Board consider that the LUN is trying to protect 
the quality of living that is in Lowry now.  He echoed the comment that the surrounding areas need to 
be protected.  It is hard for the LUN to envision the same quality of life once the development begins 
and comes to completion.  The LUN recognizes that the document of assurances will be a good 
vehicle.  The LUN hopes the process will be open to the community for interaction, not just 
comments at the end as an open process is critical to acceptance and success of the project.   

Mike Uhlenkamp was a member of the task force and is on the CAC and is Lowry NW neighborhood 
resident.  He looks forward to seeing this plan move forward.  He thinks there are a lot of great things 
in the plan – great amenities and housing options.  He thinks it’s important for people that do have a 
positive view of the plan to come out and speak up in favor of the plan.  He said he has had people 
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that have refused to sit next to him in restaurants because he supports the plan, but he feels strongly 
that it is a great plan and he hopes the board will take that into advisement. 

Ron Chrysler lives in the Lowry West neighborhood.  He was on the transportation task force because 
he was concerned with traffic flow and now he’s very satisfied with plan.  He recently looked at 9th & 
Colorado where they are going to put in 1200 units in 3 blocks.  In comparison to that, Buckley 
Annex is a good design and he looks forward to it. 

Max Silverman has lived in the SW neighborhood for 8 years.  He echoed Marcia Johnson’s and Nell 
Wolff’s comments.  He is concerned about traffic on Alameda because the gridlock is horrendous and 
creates a safety issue for fire trucks and ambulances. 

Christine O’Connor has lived in the Westerly Creek neighborhood for 8 years.  She had 5 comments: 
1. Regarding the institutional memory of the Board, she remembers that Mary Nell Wolff and 

Brian Wert fought for 6th Avenue not being made a thorough fare to Aurora.  Christine thinks 
we should make 6th Avenue a thorough fare instead of Lowry Blvd. 

2. Regarding enforceability, she heard in the presentation that the plan should go forward so we 
can base GDP and zoning on it.  She is concerned that if it is passed forward, it will be 
understood that the board approved 800 units. [Editor’s note: The redevelopment plan only 
has a maximum of 800 residential units and does not specify a minimum number of units. A 
future developer could develop the site at a lower density].      

3. Traffic has not been addressed.  The number one goal of Blueprint Denver was to link all 
future development to transportation.  Lowry has no light rail or bus hub.   

4. She echoed the concern about height from Marcia Johnson.  The current guidelines say 60’ in 
the town center.  People want that limit – that’s why it’s in the design guidelines - so the plan 
hasn’t really answered the concerns of the residents.  She requested that the height be lowered 
to 65’ and the density lowered from 800 to 500, and then the community will approve it.  As 
is, the community will not support the plan.  

5. She asked that the Board consider the comments that have been submitted by the public. 

Dave Mitzner lives at Lowry.  First, Todd Johnson said traffic with this plan will be no worse than 
when DFAS was at its peak.  No one has ever said what year that was and he said he resents someone 
making an argument without saying when the year was.  [Editor’s note: The 1995 traffic planning for 
Lowry development assumed the current traffic level of 9500 vehicles from DFAS for future traffic 
volumes.]  If it was before Lowry was built out, it’s a misleading statement.  Second, the plan 
proposed today was not the plan that was presented at the last public meeting.  It was changed as the 
result of a secret meeting with some developers – Marcia Johnson and the LRA were there.  The 
developers do not want to be identified.  We should make sure those developers can’t bid on the 
project.  [Editor’s note: The planning team held a meeting with developers based on the requests of 
the public at the November 14, 2007 Task Force and Public Meeting. The developers would only 
meet with the team if they could remain anonymous. The plan did not change except that height was 
reduced from 7 stories to 5 stories]. Third, the 11% discount rate makes no sense.  If you do that, 
developer profit increases dramatically.  Fourth, we’re all counting on the developer agreement to 
protect the community members’ economic interests and lives at Lowry.  He wants Marcia Johnson to 
participate in the developer agreement so that the community interests are included. 

Kathleen Ruby is on the CAC and is President of Mayfair Park Neighborhood Association, and was 
the chair of the housing task force.  She said that members of the housing task force represented 
diverse views.  Their objectives were to evaluate housing, recommend future housing options, and 
review mixed-housing, ranging from single family homes to homeless housing.  Denver has a need to 
meet increasingly diverse needs of housing which will also bring in more amenities.  There are infill 
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needs and also the need for housing to be more affordable.  The task force found that increased 
density would be necessary in some areas of the site.  Kathleen quoted one Mayfair Park resident: 
“People need housing options when they can no longer support or live in a single family home.”  The 
task force members came up with many different ideas.  The task force worked together, made 
compromises, listened to each other, and many hours were spent making decisions.  The Mayfair Park 
neighborhood has been kept informed of the Buckley Annex plan through newsletters, meetings and 
fliers, and they are looking forward to the plan and the new amenities. 

Elaine Carr is a member of the Mayfair Park Neighborhood Association Board and said she is the 
neighbor Kathleen Ruby quoted in her statement.  She volunteered for the planning & transportation 
task forces, and felt that the task forces were able to make compromises and come to decisions.  The 
plan reflects the majority of the task force participant’s wishes. Also, Lowry can’t have transportation 
options without density. 

Jim Hartman is an architect who has worked at Lowry for 11 years, a board member on the Lowry 
Foundation Board, and a member of the Lowry Design Review Committee.  He commended the LRA 
for this process and said that good plans are hard work.  It’s a good community plan that can be 
created with a lot of public effort.  It will be a wonderful, diverse, urban infill community.  Why do 
we want that?  Buckley Annex can help transit at a reasonable medium density. The goal is to get 
people out of their cars.  As a frequent bus user, he thinks RTD only has average bus service at 
Lowry.  Lowry should work with RTD during the GDP and get them to increase and improve bus 
service to Lowry.  Lowry has made progress over the past 10-15 years. Buckley can be a finish to that 
effort.  He thinks it will be a really nice place to be and something we can all be proud of.  He said the 
last thing we want to do is continue to create suburban sprawl in Colorado. 

Tom Russell has lived in the NW neighborhood since 2001.  He is a member of the LUN which 
allows people to elect members.  He said that the whole plan has proceeded on a false assumption 
because changes to BRAC in 2005 require that the Air Force dispose of the property at market value.  
It’s not unzoned, yet the plan conceives of the parcel as if there is no zoning there, which has created 
value that will go into the developer’s pocket. [Editor’s Note: Since this is a Federal enclave it has a 
default zoning of O-1, the same as Lowry before it was zoned for development.]  He echoed the 
concern about developers’ meeting.  He also hasn’t heard anything to give the community assurance 
for enforceability.  He currently can’t get the City of Denver to enforce a sign code violation or other 
low level things. There would be no legal way for the Lowry community to get the City to enforce 
this plan.  He suggested that because this parcel touches adjacent parcels, giving each adjoining 
property a covenant to bring a lawsuit if they needed to do that to enforce the plan.  

Joyce Evans said she agreed with a lot of what was said.  She took issue with the statement that when 
people don’t show up to meetings, they agree with the plan.  The meeting about Hospice Denver was 
not announced, so she couldn’t show up. [Editor’s note: This meeting was posted as are all LRA 
meetings ]  Not everybody has time or availability to show up to all of the meetings. Communication 
is an important piece.  Some members of the LCMA were talking about doing a survey which would 
give a better idea of what people are actually thinking about the plan.  There are issues that have not 
been addressed in the plan.  She is concerned that taking away the lane on Monaco is going to back 
up traffic as people try to make a right turn into the library.  Also if 1st Avenue is changed to a slower 
street, people are still going to drive through that street.  She asked what the speed limit is going to be 
on Lowry Blvd because she does not think it’s going to be a viable way for people to get through.  
The traffic still all goes onto Monaco, Quebec, and Alameda, which are already really backed up.  
Regarding transportation: there’s no light rail planned through 2030.  More density doesn’t mean 
transportation is going to change.  Light rail is expensive and they’re already having trouble and 
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going to over run on their costs.  She thanked Marcia Johnson for her comments and thanked 
everyone who has been involved for their time and effort. 

Annette Williams has been a Lowry resident for 7.5 years.  Her property touches the Buckley Annex 
at Quebec and Bayaud.   Her back yard beyond the fence is DFAS.  She said Todd Johnson 
mentioned several things she takes exception to.  Regarding trying to have like adjoining 
neighborhoods in the plan, Park Heights has a density of 2.8, not 11. Also there are 4 possible 
locations for the homeless housing.  She regrets that people will think she’s against the homeless. 
She’s not, but she’s looking out for her property value.  The three other locations do not have private 
detached homes near them and she wants to guarantee that the SE corner will not be where the 
homeless will be. She did not know about the hospice, but she would rather have hospice residents 
than the homeless.  She said that Todd Johnson finally acknowledged that the homes across Quebec 
will not have views.  She knows she will lose all of her views even with a single family house going 
in.  She knows what traffic has been and what it will continue to be.  She said Joyce Evans made 
some very valid points.  She would like the board to reconsider why the homeowners have chosen 
Lowry.  They did not choose Lowry for high rise or high density and that is what they are asking the 
Board to protect. 

Gail Bell respectfully disagreed with Mary Nell Wolff as to why people didn’t show up to meetings.  
The Lowry West neighborhood and many neighbors are opposed to the plan.  A lot of people didn’t 
come because they have young families, no day care, or travel for business.  A lot of them felt that no 
one has been listening, so what is the point coming and wasting their time? The community sent a 
letter to the Air Force generated by Diana DeGette’s office with questions from the community to the 
Air Force and received a reply 10 days ago.  The biggest concern is the refusal of the Air Force to 
take on the responsibility of any demolition or mitigation of environmental costs on the Buckley 
Annex.  Gail feels that the density is being driven by the initial costs that a developer will have to 
absorb in order to develop this property and asked why the tax payers should have to bear the cost for 
what should be the responsibility of the Air Force.  She said there still is no complete environmental 
study from the Air Force.  Monica Sheets asked questions about the environmental study at every 
meeting and those questions were never answered.  It is a lot to move forward with this plan when 
there are so many unknowns.  It is a hazardous waste site.  She asked what impact the site will have 
on the residents of the neighborhood. 

Dodie Hudson lives in Lowry West and was a member of the market and planning task force.  She is 
concerned regarding the enforceability of the 70 designated parking spots for the library.  In order to 
be designated parking, it has to be very specific – it has to be fenced or bermed.  The plan talks about 
parking spaces being intermixed with other parking, but the functionality of that is questionable.
Lowry needs to be very specific about that in discussions with the city. 

Darren Hobbs lives in the SW neighborhood.  Regarding the 9,600 trips per day – that is the first time 
he’s heard any concrete traffic number.  [Editor’s note: The 9,500 trips per day figure projected to be 
generated from the plan was first presented at the November 14, 2007 Task Force and Public Meeting 
when the program was reduced to 800 residential units. The number was again presented at the 
December 18, 2007 Planning Disposition Subcommittee and CAC Meeting.] He doesn’t know what 
the original plans were, but he suggests that the City of Denver does not know the answer to the 
question “What is the traffic density currently?”  He also knows of no projections for what traffic 
densities will flow over to Lowry Blvd.  There is no plan for current Lowry Blvd residents to deal 
with those 9600 trips per day.  Many people live at street level and he hasn’t heard plans to mitigate 
problems for those residents.  He would also like to see a plan view looking West to the mountains 
from Lowry Blvd.  He appreciated Marcia Johnson’s height recommendations that have been 
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accepted into the plan.  He also said that the fact that people are not here does not mean that they have 
no objections to the plan.   

Joel Sussel lives in Lowry Park Heights. He complimented everyone involved with the plan. He 
supports comments to keep density and traffic down.  He moved to Lowry Park Heights because of 
the proximity to Stanley British Primary School and the Lowry Village retirement community.  He 
was surprised to hear that the homeless housing was going to be placed on commuting path where 
kids are going to go to school and people will commute from Lowry Village.  He’s in support of 
homeless housing, but he doesn’t think that location is correct.  The activity surrounding the location 
needs to be considered. 

With no more attendees requesting to speak David Herlinger concluded the public comment segment. 

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION

Phil Workman was the chair of the planning task force.  He thanked everyone who participated on the 
task forces.  He reiterated the time line of meetings that Monty reviewed, as well as what the task 
forces had to balance to come up with a plan.  He said what’s key about the process is that we had 
process that has worked.  The process wasn’t tainted.  There were opportunities at every meeting for 
people to talk.  There were items brought up today that bring up questions, but just because something 
wasn’t what “you wanted”, doesn’t mean the process itself didn’t work.  He has been a Lowry 
resident since 2003.  The process always comes through as does the integrity of that process.  He 
commended the task forces and planning team for being responsive to comments.  The questions the 
community has asked have been responded to.  He wanted to make sure we have enforceability and 
design standards, and he heard those things today.  He believes the process was a good process and 
there will be a continual process after we determine what we need to determine at the board. 

Jim Stretz asked if it is correct that the design guidelines will be attached to the plan. 

Monty responded that there will be design guidelines developed that will go with the plan and that 
will be as enforceable as the plan. 

Jim Stretz asked if the homeless housing was transitional or homeless. 

Monty replied that it is transitional housing for homeless families. 

David Knisely added that the 20 units will be for homeless families that need a place to live. 

Jim Stretz lives in the NW area and they have transitional housing backing up to million dollar homes 
and it works and that’s why he lives here.  If you see a bias in the plan, it is a Lowry bias.  It is 
inclusive of things that everyone wants. If you want teachers, you need dense housing.  I have a 
concern that this will stretch out for 15 years and then to pay for it, it will require a lot higher density.  
Look at it as a plan that considers the public purpose beyond the community.  It is for the Denver and 
Colorado community beyond the Lowry community.  He said he appreciates the comments – both 
positive and negative.  He knows community is emotional and requires investment.  This is a 
community plan of all the committees that were put together. 

Sarah Rockwell asked that someone address the issue of the environmental condition of the property. 
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Monty responded that the Air Force has been having conversations with the CDHPE so he would 
refer the question to David D’Amore. 

David D’Amore said that the Air Force has done an environmental baseline survey which was 
determined to be incomplete.  They have done a secondary study as well.  The Air Force has 
continued to work with CDPHE and will retain responsibility for clean up at the site should any 
further clean up be required.  At this time the Air Force believes that all environmental action is 
completed.  One site remains open and the Air Force needs to do some sampling to make sure no 
further action is required. 

David Herlinger asked for a motion to approve the plan as presented and authorize the staff to send it 
off to the Air Force and HUD.  He referenced resolution 2008-1.  

Phil Workman made a motion to approve resolution 2008-1. 

Sarah Rockwell seconded the motion. 

Sarah Rockwell added that she is the chair of the planning subcommittee.  After the CAC meeting in 
December, she wanted some more questions answered and had concerns about some comments that 
community members made.  After looking at all of the public comments submitted and all of the 
materials, she feels comfortable that this is a plan the Board should move forward.  As Phil said, this 
is the first step in a long process.  The plan submitted to the Air Force today is not necessarily what 
we’ll end up with in the zoning. While some people are not happy, the process has been extensive and 
inclusive with more meetings than other public processes she’s been involved with.  She thinks it’s a 
good plan.  Density is important.  It meets Blueprint Denver.  It creates a critical, vibrant feeling that 
we are lacking in other areas of Denver.   Through the GDP and zoning and with the developers , 
height and density may be reduced.  The GDP should be the next step and that is where the design 
guidelines should be incorporated.  The City spent the most time on the design guidelines in the past 
and gave developers the most trouble over them so she knows they will be good design guidelines 
especially with Marcia Johnson’s new process.  Regarding enforcement, the Air Force wants to do an 
agreement, recognizes that is the next step, and wants to get it done quickly.  Sarah will follow up on 
that agreement to make sure it is done correctly.  The comment about the City not being able to 
enforce it alone is correct.  It’s a good idea to have neighboring communities buy in to the 
enforcement.  She doesn’t see any reason to delay the process any further.  The HUD process takes 
another 60-90 days.  There is nothing to gain by waiting.  She thinks we need to move this forward.  
She appreciates all of the comments.  She has read every comment that has been submitted.  She 
appreciates the time that the community and task force members have put into the process. 

David Herlinger echoed Sarah’s comments about the participation of hundreds of hours of time put in 
by volunteers over the year.   

The motion was approved unanimously by all board members 

MEETING ADJOURNED:  The meeting adjourned at 10:10 am. 
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BRIAN H. WERT 

250 Eudora Street 

Denver, Colorado 80220 

January 23, 2008 

Lowry Redevelopment Authority 

Board of Directors 

555 Uinta Way 

Denver CO 80230 

 Re: Buckley Annex Plan 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I am writing to express my emphatic support for the redevelopment plan prepared over 

the last several months by the Lowry Redevelopment Authority (LRA) staff, the 

consultant team retained by the LRA and lead by Design Workshop, and, the Buckley 

Annex Task Forces.  I support the plan because I believe it balances the many and 

diverse needs of the various stakeholders. 

It was my pleasure to serve on the Market Research and Economic Development Task 

Force.  I should also mention that I currently Chair the Community Advisory Committee 

(CAC) to the LRA Board.  As you know, the CAC has recommended your approval of the 

plan, subject to your further consideration of enforceability of the plan, implementation of 

the plan consistent with design principles employed throughout Lowry, and, scrutiny of 

development density as it pertains to project yield. 

Development of the plan has been one of the most challenging public processes I have 

experienced in the course of some 25 years of civic participation.  The Task Force 

process implemented to generate the plan for the Buckley Annex was very broad-based.  

In comparison to the CAC, the Task Forces membership was more than double that of 

the CAC. 

Contrary to the assertions of some, the Task Force meetings were always open public 

meetings and each meeting agenda provided the opportunity for public input and 

comment.  Indeed, voluminous input and comment was received by the Task Forces.  I 

believe it is a direct result of public input to a broad-based Task Force which has 

produced the many refinements to the plan before you.  The majority of the comments in 

opposition to the plan are coming from a vocal minority, and, as with most development 

projects, the majority who support or do not oppose this plan are silent.  I further believe 

that satisfying the opponents is not in the best interests of the larger community. 

I also believe it is crucial that the extraordinarily high development costs associated with 

the Buckley Annex property be given appropriate weight in your decision making.  

Market analysis performed by consultant team member EPS, together with conferences 

directly with the development community, indicate that it is imperative that the high 

development costs be accommodated with the flexibility pertaining to building height and 

density which has been incorporated in the plan.  Attracting a quality developer is 

probably predicated on the flexibility of the plan, given the unavoidable development 

costs.
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Again, satisfying a vocal minority at a cost to the larger community of an economically 

unsuccessful project would be a regrettable outcome. 

I recommend, without reservation, your approval of the Buckley Annex plan for submittal 

to the Air Force and HUD.  Thank you for your consideration of my position in this 

regard.

Very truly yours, 

Brian H. Wert 
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Appendix A.1: Task Force & Community input
Written Comments - Plan Development Process







































































































































From: Denise Goltz [mailto:denisegoltz@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, October 28, 2007 11:32 AM
To: John Huyler
Subject: Re: November 14 Buckley Annex Meeting

John,
I will be unable to attend the meeting.  I have a few issues that I believe need to be addressed.
1.  1st Ave should not have every street going through (if you drive in adjoining neighborhoods and 
also Lowry Neighborhood, not every street is going straight through)  This alleviates other than 
local traffic trying to cut through a neighborhood.
2. I think the largest part of the burm should stay, this would also alleviate sound.
 
Thanks,
Denise Goltz
----- Original Message ----- 
From: John Huyler 
To: 'Dennis Donald' 
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2007 11:22 AM
Subject: November 14 Buckley Annex Meeting
Greetings.  The last opportunity for public comment on the Buckley Annex plan during the 
redevelopment planning process will take place:
 

Wednesday, November 14th

at the  Montclair Academy, 206 Red Cross Way
 

It will begin with an open house at 5:00.  This will be a chance to see the plan and talk with 
members of the consulting team and LRA staff about it.  At 6:30 a meeting will be convened 
which will begin with a presentation of the plan followed by an opportunity for public comment.
 
The time previously scheduled for October 10 will now be used as an extra Planning Task Force 
session.
 
Thank you,  John Huyler and Dennis Donald
________
John Huyler
Principal
The Osprey Group



P.O. Box 8
Boulder, CO  80306
Tel: 303-444-4777
Fax: 303-444-2152
Website:  www.theospreygroup.com

 
No viruses found in outgoing message
Scanned by iolo AntiVirus® 1.1.11.24
http://www.iolo.com

No viruses found in incoming message
Scanned by iolo AntiVirus® 1.1.14.1
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Appendix A.2: Lowry Board Resolution
January 29, 2008
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