
 
Lowry Community Advisory Committee  
Meeting Summary for October 1, 2013 

 
 
Committee members in attendance:  Walt Barbo, Nadine Caldwell, Mary Carr, Brad Pierce, Kathleen Ruby, 
Elliott Simonberg, Lew Taylor, Michael Uhlenkamp, Debbie Walters, Brian Wert, Mary Nell Wolff, and Chuck 
Woodward.  
 
Public Attendance: Rob Ford, Tram Kramer, Troy Moore, Laine Rothert, David L. Smith  
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Brian Wert. 
 
MINUTES 
A motion by Kathleen Ruby seconded by Chuck Woodward was passed with 11 affirmative votes and three 
abstentions (Mary Nell Wolff, Nadine Caldwell and Michael Uhlenkamp) to approve the minutes as 
presented from the September 3, 2013 meeting.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

• David L. Smith, Park Heights resident:  Mr. Smith asked for the CAC’s help with Car2Go, a service that 
rents cars by the minute. The service is using the Park Heights neighborhood as a pick-up point for its 
vehicles. People driving in from Parker or Aurora can pick up a Car2Go, leave their vehicle in Park 
Heights, and drive elsewhere and not incur parking charges. This is causing congestion on the Park 
Heights streets. City Councilmember Mary Beth Susman volunteered to investigate the problem.  
 

• Troy Moore, Mayfair Park resident: Mr. Moore asked that the CAC give extra attention to Boulevard One 
zoning, in particular accessory units. He shared neighborhood concerns that accessory units will become 
rentals and add more parked cars to the neighborhood streets. He asked if it was possible to have a Home 
Owners Association requirement or Good Neighbor Agreement to prohibit owners from using them as 
rental units. Monty Force advised him that this topic would be discussed later on during the meeting. 
 

• Mr. Force introduced a concern held by Park Heights neighbors regarding a proposed pedestrian 
connection from Park Heights to Boulevard One. Neighbors have collected 22 signatures on a petition 
(Park Heights has 78 homes) to oppose the connection.   
 
Mr. Smith stated that his home is in close proximity to the proposed path, and he noted that the sidewalk 
would interrupt the small park currently there. In addition, as Boulevard One is not built out yet, Park 
Heights neighbors are unsure that they want a connection to the adjacent neighborhood.  
 
Rob Ford, a resident of 10 years in the Northwest Neighborhood, stated that he was hopeful that the 
proposed crossing would stand, as it would provide a safe and expedient route for commuting via bicycle 
to the DTC. Councilmember Susman noted that City Council would be appreciative of the path as bicycle 
and pedestrian routes are a priority for the City of Denver.  
 
Brian Wert noted that the existing fence is not owned by the LRA. Elliott Simonberg confirmed that it is 
the single-family homeowners who are concerned about the connection. Mary Nell Wolff noted that the 
CAC and LRA have been very careful in the past not to wall off one neighborhood from another. She 
suggested that we table the question until the development is further along.  

UPDATES 
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• DPS Boundaries/Capacity – Denver Public Schools is considering expanding the Lowry Elementary 

School boundary to include Mayfair Park, thus moving those students out of Green Elementary School. 
(The former Whiteman Elementary School adjacent to Mayfair Park is now Denver Language School and 
not a viable option for the neighborhood.) The DPS Board of Education would need to vote on the action. 
On October 10, DPS will hold a meeting at Lowry Elementary to discuss its plans with the public. Monty 
Force noted that parents and surrounding neighbors have expressed some concern with how construction 
will be phased. At this time, the district’s intention is to use bond money to modify the existing 
elementary school.    
 
Brian Wert asked about the nature of the Lowry Elementary addition. Mr. Force answered that the district 
has agreed to abide by Lowry Design Standards and build a permanent addition (not pods) that 
complements the existing building. Mary Nell Wolff suggested that the CAC formally support the 
boundary change as well as complementary design. Lew Taylor and Chuck Woodward questioned the 
number of students that the expanded school could serve. Mr. Force noted that Lowry Elementary is now 
at 102% capacity. The addition would allow for 100-150 more students. Elliott Simonberg asked if there 
was enough space for an addition. Mr. Force confirmed that the property would accommodate additional 
classrooms.  
 
Troy Moore of Mayfair Park noted that there are approximately 12 children now who would move to 
Lowry and 30 to 40 in the next few years. David L. Smith questioned having children crossing Quebec 
Street from Mayfair Park. Kathleen Ruby noted that these same children are currently crossing Alameda 
Avenue, and there may be bussing solutions in the mix.  
 
A motion by Kathleen Ruby seconded by Chuck Woodward passed unanimously to send a 
resolution to the DPS Board of Education in favor of the boundary change and a complementary 
design for the building’s addition. 
 

 

ACTION ITEMS 
• Boulevard One Zone Modification (Sub-areas Community Park South Residential and South Residential) 

Since zoning recommendations were presented at the September 2013 meeting, the LRA has heard 
concerns from the public citing the need to modify the zoning application in three areas:  
  

1. DHA Parcel: The zoning recommendation places the DHA Parcel to the east, in close proximity to single-
family homes. Monty Force recommended moving this multi-unit structure to the west and moving the 
townhome development between DHA and the single-family homes. This would put the DHA Parcel 
closer to the seven-story Berkshires to the south. To accommodate the change, the single-family product 
will be extended a little farther along Archer Street. Brian Wert and several other CAC members 
indicated that this was a good idea and made sense.   
  
A motion by Debbie Walters seconded by Chuck Woodward passed unanimously to accept the 
change (moving the DHA Parcel to the west) and make the recommendation to the LRA Board.  

 
2. U-SU-B1 – The current zoning recommendation allows for Detached Accessory Dwelling Units on 

single- family home lots in the Community Park South residential area. Mr. Force explained that these 
would generally be units built over a detached garage in the backyard. Accessory units must have a 
kitchen and bath and be at least 200 square feet per occupant but no larger than 650 square feet. One of 
the units (accessory unit or primary house) must be occupied by the homeowner. Park Heights residents 
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have expressed concern that these accessory units would be in close proximity to their backyards. They 
were originally included to accommodate aging parents, boomerang kids, nannies or other similar 
situations. The owner, however, can rent the unit. Mr. Force noted that no builders have expressed interest 
in building such units. With the lack of market interest, he suggested dropping the accessory option. In 
addition, the current zoning recommendation shows these properties to have alleys with a five-foot 
setback. Mr. Force asked the CAC to correct that specification as there are no alleys. The setback should 
match Park Heights’ standards of 20 feet, making the distance between these units and Park Heights’ 
homes 40 feet.  
 
Several Committee members stated that making a correction to show no alleys was warranted. Elliott 
Simonberg asked about the size of the U-SU-B1 backyards and if a homeowner could sell the accessory 
unit separately from the primary house. Mr. Force explained the units must be sold together. Walter 
Barbo asked if accessory units are permitted anywhere else. Mr. Force answered they do not exist at 
Lowry (except possibly U-SU-A1; see below); however, Stapleton does have them. Ms. Walters inquired 
about parking requirements. Mr. Force said neither unit (primary or accessory) has a parking requirement.  
 
A motion by Kathleen Ruby seconded by Michael Uhlenkamp passed unanimously to eliminate 
alleys on U-SU-B1.  
 
A motion by Michael Uhlenkamp seconded by Elliott Simonberg passed unanimously to eliminate 
accessory dwelling units on U-SU-B1.  
 

3. U-SU-A1 – Current zoning recommendations also include accessory units for U-SU-A1. These lots are 
slightly smaller and alley loaded as compared to U-SU-B. It would be more practical to have accessory 
units over alley-loaded garages. One builder has expressed interest in this product. Mr. Force predicted 
that there would be just a few such units and noted that Mayfair Park neighbors have raised concerns. 
 
Mary Carr asked if Mayfair Park was concerned about the density. Mr. Force explained that any 
accessory units would be included in the 800 maximum. (Two structures do not equal double the density.) 
In addition, Ms. Ruby stated that the Planning Subcommittee’s intent was that they would be used for 
family members and that they had not anticipated rentals. She noted that rentals could increase parking 
congestion. Ms. Carr asked for clarity: are the objections to additional people or cars? Ms. Ruby indicated 
congestion wasn’t the only problem. The zoning code is very vague, and the units could possibly be used 
for businesses as well as two separate households with additional vehicles.  
 
Troy Moore asked about the possibility of including an HOA requirement to ensure the units are used by 
families only. Mr. Force explained that would become an enforcement issue.  
 
Elliott Simonberg asked about designating a row for accessory units. He also inquired about how the lots 
would be configured. Mr. Force replied that as there would probably be so few, it would be difficult to 
designate an area for them. Most lots would have attached garages with side patios. There is not a final 
layout yet, but they may vary in size. Mr. Uhlenkamp indicated that the product would be a nice 
alternative for families with varying needs. Mr. Simonberg asked why builders weren’t more interested in 
this product. Mr. Force stated that the detached structure makes for a tight lot, and there is limited demand 
for them. Ms. Walters asked if limits could be placed on how many are built and where. There must be at 
least two acres to designate a section of A-1 units. Nadine Caldwell indicated that in other neighborhoods 
these units can create enforcement issues. Ms. Carr and Ms. Walters suggested that including these units 
and enforcing their use would be complicated, and perhaps eliminating them may be the right choice.  
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Kevin Yoshida reminded the Committee that Lowry, as an urban development, has larger goals to 
consider. In planning, you support the neighborhood with the greatest potential. This mix of product will 
bring Lowry closer to its intended social matrix.  
 
Tram Kramer, a Stapleton resident and potential Lowry buyer, indicated strong concern with these units. 
In Stapleton, these units are often owned by out-of-state investors, and no one knows who is really living 
there. Chuck Woodward explained that investors are present everywhere at Lowry. Hilarie Portell 
reminded the group that Lowry has traditionally attracted people looking for flexibility – whether they 
want to work from home, care for an elderly parent, etc. This neighborhood should provide flexibility. 
Ms. Walters relayed that in Mayfair, homeowners were allowed to build out certain spaces within their 
home and that addressed flexibility.  
 
A motion by Mary Carr seconded by Debbie Walters passed with nine affirmative votes and four 
opposed (Elliott Simonberg, Chuck Woodward, Michael Uhlenkamp and Lew Taylor) to eliminate 
the accessory units in U-SU-A1.  
 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned by Brian Wert at 6:45 p.m.  
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