
Lowry Community Advisory Committee  
Meeting Summary for February 4, 2014 

  
 
Committee members in attendance:  Walter Barbo, Bruce Berman, Nadine Caldwell, Mary Carr, 
Brad Pierce,  Kathleen Ruby, Lewis Taylor, Michael Uhlenkamp, Debbie Walters, Brian Wert, Chuck 
Woodward and  Derek Camunez as the Board liaison. 
 
Public Attendance: Jenny LaPerriere, Schlessman Branch Library 
 
Presenters:  John Yerton, Elizabeth Sopher 
 
Consultant:  Jerry Orten 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Brian Wert. 
 
MINUTES 
A motion by Nadine Caldwell seconded by Michael Uhlenkamp was passed to approve the 
minutes as presented from the December 3, 2013 meeting.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  

• Jenny LaPerriere, from Denver Public Library’s Schlessman Family Branch, introduced 
herself and indicated that she would be replacing Gwendolyn Crenshaw on the Community 
Advisory Committee.  

 
UPDATES 

• Boulevard One Zoning Waivers/Conditions – Mr. Force reported that zoning applications  
have been submitted for the U-SU-A and U-SU-B districts with the parking condition included to 
address community concerns and at Board direction.  Comments on the applications have been 
received from Community Planning and Development (CPD) that the parking waiver “is not 
consistent with the Denver Zoning Code” and will not be supported by CPD staff.  The last week of 
January an application was submitted for the G-RH-3 district that also included the parking 
waiver. It is anticipated that CPD will comment on lack of support for the parking waiver on this 
application, too.  The Denver Planning Board tends to follow staff recommendation, so rather than 
needlessly wait through the entire process, a resolution was presented to the LRA Board to 
authorize that the parking waiver be removed from these and future Boulevard One zoning 
applications.  The Board approved that resolution.  There is still protection for higher parking 
standards consistent with the old zoning code through the Boulevard One Design Guidelines.   
 
Mary Carr thanked Mr. Force for including the parking waiver on the applications that have been 
submitted and at least making a strong statement to the City.  She served on the task force 
working on the Boulevard One design guidelines and feels very comfortable with what is in the 
guidelines.  Mr. Force added that in spite of public comments at some meetings about the granting 
of variances by the Lowry Design Review Committee, there have been 18 variance/waiver 
approvals over the past 15 years and none of them involved parking.  There have been 4 requests 
for a waiver to the masonry standard that covered 30-40 units, which is a relatively small number 
out of the total number of buildings and homes at Lowry. 
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DISCUSSION ITEMS 

• Groundwater Site Specific Standards – Elizabeth Sopher, a consultant to Lowry  
Assumptions, LLC (LAC) introduced the discussion by saying that there has been more than 30 
years of investigation and environmental cleanup done at Lowry.  The remediation has been very 
successful with a large majority of the mass of the groundwater contamination gone.  The petition 
for a ruling on site specific standards is another step in the process of cleanup.  There will still be 
monitoring and oversight by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
(CDPHE).  Even after the close-out of a site there are 5 year reviews to look at any changes that 
might have taken place, as required. 
 
John Yerton, the project manager with LAC for cleanup at Lowry provided more detail about the 
groundwater plume, the contaminants and what remediation has been done. 
 
Most of the contaminants are solvents (primarily TCE) released into the environment in the 
course of Air Force activities that were normal practices at the time.  The solvents were used  as 
degreasers and igniters used for fire training and were in underground storage tanks and pipes 
that developed leaks over the 50+ years the AF was at Lowry.   
 
The cleanup activities conducted on the groundwater plume from 2004-2010 has resulted in the 
following: 

 90% contamination mass removal 
                 80% reduction in the footprint of the contaminated area 

 78% reduction of the maximum TCE concentrations 
 

The cleanup goal for the plume has been to achieve 5 micrograms/liter.  A large majority of the 
concentration is now below that State standard that is based on drinking water with an ingestion 
over a period of 70 years.  Before cleanup began concentrations were in the 1000s/L and tests 
now show that the plume is breaking down and pulling apart.   
 
Risk is assessed through exposure paths for human contact.  The plume ranges in depth of 10 to 
60 feet deep, is not a source of drinking water nor for irrigation purposes so direct contact is 
unlikely. The other pathway to exposure is through vapor migration up through the ground into 
basement or crawl spaces.  Studies have been conducted for this potential exposure north of the 
base and indicate that the groundwater concentration is protective (below levels of concern) for 
the indoor air pathway.  Deed restrictions requiring sub-slab ventilation systems are in place for 
all homes over the plume, which intercepts the vapor migration. 
 
The Corrective Action Plan, approved by CDPHE, drives all actions and objectives of the cleanup 
and states that if the State standard of 5ug/L cannot be attained a petition to the Water Quality 
Control Commission (WQCC) can be filed requesting site specific standards.  80% of the plume has 
reached the drinking water standard but geology prevents any further significant reduction in 
concentrations through treatment.  This is a nationwide occurrence and was anticipated at 
Lowry.   Even with a favorable ruling from the WQCC, monitoring, data evaluation, and CDPHE 
oversight would still continue.  There is a rigorous closeout procedure with CDPHE and post-
closeout 5 year reviews, as required.   
 
Elizabeth and John took questions from the committee members: 
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o Is there any chance of the groundwater migrating to the surface?  No, the impacted  

groundwater does not migrate into surface water systems.   
 

o Did the flooding of last summer have any impact?  If anything it would have  
diluted the groundwater.  The drainage systems across Lowry worked as they were 
intended during the flooding and the landfill cap performed well with no damage to the 
cap.  Westerly Creek comes onto Lowry from Aurora and exits north of 11th Ave back into 
Aurora.  The dams were built to prevent catastrophic flooding and destruction by retaining 
the water and slowly releasing and spreading it out.  According to various estimates from 
the Corps of Engineers and Urban Drainage and Flood Control District the rains last 
summer were probably a 250-500 year event.   
 

o What will the new water standard be?  There will be several for the different  
areas that will be based on protection to human health and environment, risk of exposure 
and use criteria. 
 
Ms. Sopher wrapped up by talking about the next steps in the process leading to the hearing 
before the WQCC on May 12, 2014.  There is still some public outreach taking place through the 
LCMA, the LRA committees, information dissemination through the LAC and CDPHE websites and 
a public meeting on February 20 at the Eisenhower Chapel.  Postcard notifications of that meeting 
will be sent to all addresses within the bounds of the plume. 
 
The committee members thanked Elizabeth and John for the presentation and asked that the 
contacts to access more information be posted on the LCMA and LRA websites. 
 

• Master Association – Monty Force introduced Jerry Orten who is an expert in HOA  
formation and administrative issues.  The LRA is consulting with him to explore options of who 
and how to administer the governance of Boulevard One and the relationship to the design review 
process.  The Master Declarations for the Lowry Community were written in 1997 with certain 
rights of the LRA as the declarant having ended or ending soon.  Various pieces to evaluate for 
how to proceed with governance for Boulevard One (B1): 
  

o Administration – common area conveyances, annexations and subdivision of units, 
voting allocations, assessment allocations for instance.   

o Maintenance – Higher level of landscape sustainability, which means more xeric 
plantings and more intensive or different maintenance requirements resulting in 
different assessments. Public art is another element that has been handled 
inconsistently.  There is a combination of LCMA, Lowry Foundation and Denver 
Parks who owns and/or maintains various pieces at Lowry.  The goal for Boulevard 
One would be to have one owner and maintenance entity. 

o Sustainability – There is a goal to have the most energy efficient neighborhood that 
pushes the industry, but is cost effective and marketable.  There is a lot of 
uncertainty on the regulatory side.  Xcel is seeking changes to the rate structure and 
solar programs.  Technology is changing rapidly.  The question is how to set up the 
organization in such a way to avail themselves of opportunities that may come later 
in technology and regulatory changes. 
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o Architectural design – Currently the LCMA Board is to approve the guidelines and 
ratify any variances or conditions that are approved by the LDRC. 

 
The role of a master association in the development stage is focused on what it looks like, the 
vision, the look and feel of the community.  Later the focus shifts to maintaining the values of the 
mature community.  
 
Back in 1997 the LRA formed the LCMA through master declarations and retained certain rights 
during the development stage and relinquished certain rights as the community grew with 
property owners and residents.   Now the LCMA is entirely elected by the community members.  
There was a transition of power as the development phase was wrapping up or ended.  The 
process has worked well, but there was no anticipation of going back into a development phase 
with new challenges.  There is still an active design review committee in place that reviews all new 
construction projects.   
 
The last conveyance/annexation into the LCMA was in 2010.  The passage of time and the 
maturity of the neighborhood have caused the declarant rights that the LRA had in the initial 
development phases of Lowry to lapse or soon will lapse.  There is some ambiguity due to changes 
in law since the declaration was done. 
 
If that is the case, then annexations and common space conveyances, subdivisions, etc. are subject 
to LCMA acceptance and not a right of the LRA.  If the premise is accepted that the developer must 
have the ability to guide development in the most fundamental of rights, then there are two 
options: find work-around solutions with separate agreements to cover the necessary actions 
within the existing framework or create a new association for just B1.  The first option could get 
very complex and the question arises of binding LCMA board members into the future who were 
not a party to the work-around agreements.  Mr. Force’s opinion is that the developer must have 
control during the planning/construction phase so it would be far cleaner and an easier 
implementation to form a new association for B1, at least during the development phase so that 
the builder partners have a clear understanding of who they are dealing with for design and 
vision. 
 
Committee feedback for consideration: 
 

o Foresee opposing opinions of boards if still want to maintain Lowry vision. 
o Could a sub-association work with the overarching framework of the LCMA still in 

place.   
o Could have a separate energy association, but there would still be the assessment  

and annexation issues. 
o Should be a consistency with the Lowry vision and a continuity of design guidelines 

and who reviews. 
o Mixed opinion – understand the need for control during the development phase, but 

still important to be a part of Lowry with eventual merging with the LCMA. 
o Separate association during development and a transition into the LCMA later for 

maintenance once the development is done.  This could be an LRA decision and 
incorporated into the set up documents or leave it up to the property owners at B1 
later.  
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o The B1 design guidelines do not cover all the administrative detail that the Lowry 
Community guidelines do.  How would that be handled to address maintenance and 
administrative issues if the associations remained separate?  The design 
guidelines for B1 were written as an addendum to the Lowry Community 
guidelines.  If they became a stand-alone document for B1 those details could 
be implemented through Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions (CCRs) or as an 
addition to the B1 design guidelines. 

o What would the relationship be like between two organizations?  Could there be 
shared functions for communications, events, and common areas?  What are the 
long term implications of separate associations?  Throwing a development stage 
into a mature association to oversee would be very chaotic and speaking on behalf 
of the LCMA board, they don’t want that added responsibility. 

o Would a trigger date or circumstance of a merger at a mandatory time work (that 
could be altered if necessary)? B1 property owners would have to play into that 
decision at the time so it would be hard to project opinions. 

 
The discussion of these points led to the conclusion that the LRA should work on a separate 
association for B1 during development and investigate the mechanics of a framework for a 
partnership for two associations or the best merger potential in the future. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:15 p.m.  
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