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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With the decline of passenger rall service many cities
are looking for ways to redevelop and make use of abandoned and
under utilized rallroad stations and land, There are two main
reasons such redevelopment 1s taking place, PFirst, redevelopment
18 a valid way of preserving historical rallroad structures and
maintaining a connection with the past of the city. The second
reagson for redevelopment in many cities 18 that railroad stations
and land are located within or adjacent to the Central Business
District and are extremely valuable properties for development.

In August, 1981, The Denver Union Terminal Rallway Company
requested proposals for the development of an 18,5 acre tract
of land in Lower Downtown Denver which includes Denver's Union
Station,

It was the intent of this report to investigate past
rallroad redevelopments in order to determine if any patterns
of programming become evident and if so, to develop a planning
program which could be applied to proposed development at Denver
Union Station, Evaluation would then be performed on the resulting
development plan to test the progran, - S

Research began with analysis of 14 different railroad
redevelopment projects ranging in scope from converting the
3,750 square foot Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Station in
Lincoln, Nebraska into a branch bank, to the development of
alr rights over 83 acres of railroad yards on the edge of
Chicago®s Loop. A Department of Transportation study and an
article by the Urban Land Institute indicated the positions of
those respective organizations towards planning railroad
redevelopment,

The Department of Transportation has identified the following
nine components for planning a successful railroad station reuse:
1. Adaptive Beuse Process: An explanation of the new uses for
the station and how and why they were chosen.,

2, Historical and Architectural Description: A description of
the architectural composition and the stationg history.

3. Rehabilitation and Design Analysis: An evaluation of the
preservation and design treatments undertaken.

4. Market and Economic Analysis: Local conditions which
affected the gelection of the new uses,

5. PFunding Strategy and Alternatives: What financing techniques
were used and what alternative methods were available,

6. Transportation Components: A discussion of available
transportation services plus what changes are required,

7. Urban Revitalization: An evaluation of the project as
a catalyst for further revitalization in the area,
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8. Community Involvement: The involvement of local citlzens
and the local government in response to the project,

9. Other Preservation Considerations: Other factors which may
be influential on the acceptance or rejection of the project.,

Among problems uncovered by the Department of Transportation
were the difficulty of obtaining reasonable financing, the
inabllity of some projects to generate revenue sufficlent to
cover operating costs, and the inability of some to design and
accomodate transportation needs, especlially parking.

The Urban Land Institute addressed the questions of what
type of facilities are likely to locate in intercity ralil station
areas and how can specific cities plan for the development
asgociated with rail station improvements, Basically, the
Urban Land Institute said the development was dependent on the
city type (major regional center, satellite cities, independent
markets) and the local market (weak, strong, unproved). The
basic land uses considered were:s offices, hotels, retalling,
exhibition hall/convention center, and parking.

Based on the above information, a program was developed
for Denvers Union Station., Attempts to quantify important
criteria proved difficult except for elther positive or negative
impacts, The result was the development of a redevelopment
guide versus a redevelopment program, Based on this guide and
the existing conditions in Denver, development aiternatives
were prepared., Three basic alternatives were prepared based on
the same program but different scales. A low-rige, mid-rise,
and high-rise solution were explored and as a result of their
evaluations, a high rise/high intensity eoclution was also

prepared,

Evaluations of each development alternative were prepared
based on previously stated criteria. Good and bad features
of each solution were discussed in relation to Denver. Results
indicated that a higher intensity use should be explored than
was previously conaidered desirabdle,

The basic importance of the study in relation to the existing
literature was the discovery that no definative theory exists
88 a program for planning railroad redevelopment., What does
exist can be prepared as a guide for the direction redevelopment
should take. The literature provides numerous criteria which
affect the suoccess of railroad rehadilitation projects and when
developed as a guide, these criteria can give early indications
of a projects' success of fallure and what redevelopments have
taken plece in similar situations, .

The relationship of the study to development in Lower
Downtown Denver is important in that it indicates a project of
higher scale and higher density may be feasible/desirable than
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previously thought, The redevelopment guide allows one to
compare & proposed project with results obtained in similar
conditions and make assumptions as to the projects viability,
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INTRODUCTION

Abandoned and underutilized ralilroad stations and rallroad
yards have become focal points, in urban planning, for revital-
ization/redevelopment projects in many cities. In August, 1981,
the Denver Union Terminal Railway Company solicited development
proposals for the 18.5 acre tract of land in Denver which
includes Union Station.

It 18 the intent of this report to invesatigate other
railroad redevelopment projects in order to determine what
programming patterns, if any, emerge as constants in planning
for such redevelopment., When a program has been determined,

a test case, using the Denver Union Terminal, will be prepared
to evaluate the project.

This report 1s organized into seven sections, the first of"
which is this Introduction. Section 1I is concerned with the
program hypothesis, It includes research into specific projects
a8 well as publications by the Department of Transportation and
the Urban Land Institute on railroad redevelopment planning,

A sample program will be established along with criteria for
evaluating any projects developed.

The specific factors applicable to the Denver Union Station
project will be discussed in Section III with supporting graphics.

Section 1V consists of development alternatives for Denver
Union Station, consistent with the generated program and local
conditions. Evaluations of the alternatives follows in Section
Vs, including commenta on how well the alternatives matched the
program,

The findings and their impacts on both the researched
literature and Denver downtown development are discussed in
Sections VI and VII rcnpectivoly;z
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PROGRAM HYPOTHESIS theories

The United States Department of Transportation and the
Urban Land Institute have been involved with railroad redevelop=-
ment planning for a number of years. In Recycling Historic
Railroad Stations the Department of Transportation reviews
eight Tallroad station redevelopment projects and evaluates
each according to major components for planning a successful
railroad station reuse,

-~ The nine cemponents are:

l. Adaptive Reuse Process -~ an explanation of the new uses of
the station, why they were selected, and how the project was
carried out, (This import of this for redevelopment planning
ia to be sure the new uss(s) is compatible with the area and
station before attempting the project.)

2, Historical and Architectural Description - a description of
the architectural composition and a discussion of the
stations history and development. (A knowledge of the stations
history and development is important so that decisions
affecting the structure/character of the building can be j
carefully weighed during the programming design.)

3. Rehabilitation and Design Analysis - an evaluation of the
preservation and design treatments undertaken during the
reuse process to adapt the station to its new uses.
(Realization that certlan design treatments and construction
techniques can be harmful and/or not applicable to the
existing situation,)

&, Market and Economic Analysis - local market and economic
conditions which affected the selection of the new uses
along with a discussion of rehabilitation and opsrating
costs, (A detailed market analysis 1s important both to
insure project feasibility/success and also to help with
financing.)

5. Funding Strategy and Alternatives - which financing techniques
were used, what alternative financing methods were avallable,
and the prospects for future federal funding for future
aspects of the rehabilitation process. (In cases of a
static or depressed economic situation, knowledge of
financing alternatives and potential public funding can
help assure the success of the project.) ;
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6. Transportation Componsnts - a diacussion of the existing
transportation services avallable at the station and the
future developient tential including the development of
intermodal transportation facilities., (This component
appears to be one of the most important of all. Poor
access (pedestrian, auto, mass transit) can kill an
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gsuccessful project while good circulation patterns can
enhance a mideocre project and make it highly successaful.

7. Urban Revitalization - an evaluation of the project as a
catalyst for other public and private improvements in the
area, and of secondary impacts or benefits on housing,
retall, employment, and environment in t..e area. (A
successful project tends to encourage surrounding development
and redevelopment of a station in an area of existing
growth and preservation is generally successful,)

8. Community Involvement - a discussion of the involvement of
local citizens (private groups) in response to the project
and the local governments role in implementing the project
or coordination of programs with the development plan of
the station, (Approval by local citizen groups and favorable
local government opinion can assist in project success,)

9. Other Preservation Considerations - other factors which may
or may not have contributed to the projeots success, including
the need for state or local legeslation, incentives for
private development of the project, energy conservation
measures and provisions for the access of the handicapped.
(Dalays while waiting for necessary leglislation or inability
to meet accessibility requirements can cause the fallure of
a renovation project. This is especially true whers public
funds are involved,)

While all nine components, as listed by the Department of
Transportation are valid considerations for railroad redevelop-
ment planning, some have sesmed to have more impact on the
success uf a project than others. The transportation/circulation
component, the reuse selected, and a combination of the market/
economic conditions with revitalization effects in the area
seem to be the most important for project success. Among the
ma jor problems uncovered by the Department of Transportation
study were: difficulty of obtaining reasonable financing, the
inability of some projects to generate adequate income to cover
operating expenses, and the inability of some projects to design
and accomodate transportation needs, especiaslly parking.

The Urban Land Institute(ULI) was asked by the Federal
Rallroad Administration(FRA), upon the creation of the Northeast
Corridor Improvement Project(NECIP) in 1976, to address the
following two questions: (1) what types of land uses/facilities
are likely to locate in intercity rail station areas and, (2)
how can specific cities plan for the development associated
to rail and atation improvements? In order to answer those
Questions the Urban Land Institute conducted interviews with
persons associated with the real estate location proocess and
reviewed literature and research on transportation and business
locations. Also, the ULI conducted a review in depth of a weak
Teal estate market (Newark, New Jersey) a strong marketplace
(Stamford, Connecticut) and an unproved market area (Providence,
Rhode Island) in order to respond to the second question.
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Each station area was recognized as having its own advantages
and disadvantages which would influence its development potential.
However, the ULI felt it was possible to identify common elements
to station sites which must be considered in assessing the
appropriate use patterns.

In the Northeast Corridor(NEC) rall passenger stations are
generally located in downtown areas. Firms continue to locate
in downtown areas because of amenitlies avallable, such as
efficient tranasportation, proximity to clients and service firms,
and the presence of hotels, restaurants, etc, However, in
poor markets the amenities of downtown may not be enough to
overoome the increased costs of locating downtown.

Two basic competitive relationships are assoociated with
dowmntown environments. The first is competition which occurs
between downtowns Manhattan and Stamford or Newark for example,
The second competitive situation exists between downtowns and
suburban loocations - such as the case of Denver,

Isolation of the rall station from the vigorous downtown
market usually hinders station development., Stations in
Baltimore and Washington D.C, for example, are located quite a
distance from CBD areas and lack in a vibrant, growing enviroment .
Station development potential can not be viewed separate from
local market conditions. The attraction of a rail station
area cannot be viewed in isolation from local market conditions.
While certain uses appear appropriate for a station area, they
will not appear in the face of a poor market,

The sttractiveness of raill station areas for development
greatly depends upon the physical conditions of surrounding )
structures and the nature of theilr uses. Tradlitionally, rail
stations oreate situations not conductive to rfirst class uses
such as office space of retalling (noise, barriers, unsight-
lyness, etc.), Some cities have overcome the negative aspects
of a rail station environment by a predominance of other
activities (air rights developments nnd high quality developments.)

Improvements to a rail system are more likely to result in
changes around the astation than in the station itself. Identify-
ing appropriate uses for the station area must include an analysis
of how different uses enhance or interfere with rail operation
and other. land uses, As an example, while parking garages or
lots provide the auto access essential for station operation and
commercial development, ill-designed parking can repel commercial
aotivity by creating a atortlo and dangerous environment,

In studying the Northcaat Corridor the ULI categorized
citles into thraa traditional types:

Major Regional'Centora « The historical, financial, administrative,
and cultural centers of thelr region. Major banks, financial
companies, government offices, universities, and utility
companiesg:as well as hendqunrtora of major industrial and service

- firms tend to locate here,
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Satellite Cilties - Cities close to major regional centers, to
permit commuting and/or easy businees travel.

Independent Markets - Smaller cities which serve a small regional
market and are too far from major regional centers to becone
satellite citles, ,

The Urban lLand Institute examined potential development
in the station areas of each of the three categories of cities,
The analysis concentrated on activity within a quarter mile
radius around the station. The major land uses investigated
were: office, hotels, retaining, exhibition hall/convention
center, and parking.

The most appropriate use around station areas was determined
to be office space, Offices probably offer the best support
to rall stations in terms of passenger patronage and improvement
of rall station areas. Only parking might provide greater
support but its economic and tax multiplier benefit to the
city and station area would be minimal., Headquarters and
corporate offices are most likely in major retail centers.
Satellite cities may attract corporate headquarters under
certailn conditions, Major retall centers are logical locations
for service firms which depend on headquarters and government
agencles for clients., Eventually, when a critical mass of
oclients establish in satellite cities, major service firms will
establish permanent offices in satellite cities, Backroom office
firma (accountants, etc.) have generally chosen satellite citles : ]
for a location because of cheaper costs while improved data
communication systems have allowed them to maintain contacts
with clients in major regional centers. Major regional centers
are prime locations for government offices. Satellite and
independent markets should be attractive to backroom operations
connected with many state and federal operations.

Hotela rely on four groups of travelers for patronage. .
For dommtown hotels, the major market is the business traveler
who 18 visiting nearby offices or other facilities. A second
major gource of business 1s conventloneers. Transients comprige
a third market but not a significant one for dommtown hotels,
The fourth type of business is resorts or entertainment., Raill
location will be favorable only if businessed and/or government
offices are all ready located there. A hotel isolated from
business destinations would survive only in an extremely tight
market as a hotel of last resort.

Central .place theory states that speciality retalling .
dependent on the entire regional market will locate in the center
of & region to be most accessidble to all customers. Hetalling
feasibility for the rail station area depends upon atmosphere
in the area and accessibility by several transportation modes.
Satellite cities would operate as above but independent market
stations would have little retailing potential beyond that
Telated to traveler needs and essential services.




If a market exlists for an exhibition hall/convention center,
the rall station should be considered as a potential location
because of tha attributes of the station in relation to access.

Parking should be designed and located so that it does not
inhibit development potential in the future. Structured parking
can form & barrier between the station and surrounding developable
parcels of land. The optimal approach would be to provide
parking within adjacent commercial or other structureas, if
possible, Parking garages could be bullt to accomodate future
alr rights development on either public or private property.

It is important, at this time, to recognize a basic
difference among the stations analyzed. The projects reviewed
by the Department of Transportation involved stations which were
either abandoned or underutilized by the railroads while those
under discussion by the ULI were highly used transportation
facilities located in the northeast United States, It 18 expected
that this difference highly affects the types of uses which
would be successful,

The following pages contain brief reviews of fourteen
different rallroad redevelopment projects. Two charts follow
conparing certaln aspects of the projects which are felt to be
important in railroad redevelopment planning.
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The 100,000 square foot Little Rock Union Station was built
in 1921 to replace an earlier station which burned down in 1920,

The adaptive reuse is the result of two separate efforts;
the first begun in 1972, and the second in 1977, which is still
in progress. The early efforts were under the direction of a
local architectural firm but the later work was without benefit
of an architect., The present developers relied on engineers and
contractors drawings for changes., As a result there was a lack
of cooxdination and no master plan was developed for the proposed
Trenovation,

The station has been renovated into restaurants and offices
and also serves as the local Amtrak station.,

Financing caused major problems in the development but were
overcome although construction proceeded at a slower rate than
desired..

Little Rock Station is located approximately one-half mile
from the State Capltal grcunds and one mile from “he Central
Business District of the city, however due to topography and
street configuration the station appears remote from both areas.
Bus service 1s within walking distance but because of the con-
figuration people ars more likely to use taxis.

Parking 18 also a problem with this development in that
location, not quantity is poor.

The project has had some positive impact on revitalizing
the surrounding neighborhood and helped boost the local commercial
market for other small shops in the area.

This project shows the problems encountered when visual
connection and circulation between the project and existing
activity centers is poor. It also shows the need for advanced
detalled planning and the effects of the lack of planning.
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Constructed in 1894, the San Juan Capistrano Depot was recycled
in 1975 into a restaurant, gift shop, and train station. The
success of the restaurant 1s based on three factors: 1) the
location is 1deal (heart of a tourlst area); 2) the operation is
well managed and closely supervised; 3) and a design concept
which utilized the historic bulldings contrasted with new modern
construction. The station platform connects to railroad cars,
which forms part of the restaurant, and maintains the railroad
character of the area,

Rall service continues to the station, and 1is expanding,
with information provided by restaurant personnel since Amtrak
operated no facilities on site.

The new use if the depot includes a 150 seat restaurant,
a 130 seat lounge, patio and party facilities, and a gift shop.
To accomodate these uses the depot was combined with nine period
rallroad cars to form the entire complex, The image of two
trains is provided along the station platform, which sexrves as
the circulation corridor,

The renovation, one of the first in the city, served as a
major impetus for further revitalization in. the area and a major
local attraction.

. There has been considerable interest in the business community
in revitalization in the area around the Mission San Juan Capistrano.
When asked why this 18 needed, the answer is that it is "in
defense®,

The Caplistranoc Depot is located approximately 600 feet from
the main commercial and retalil area of the city. The success
of the revitalization has created an incentive for the city to
fund two development studies on parking and civculation in the
dowmtown,

This project has been extremely successful both economically
and in a preservation sense.
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The New London Union Station built in 1886 was scheduled
for demolition in the early 1970's. As a result, a local
non-profit group was formed in 1973 to push for the preservation
and adaptive reuse of what was considered a nationally significant
building (listed in the National Reglster of Historic Placesa in
1971). A preservation architect was hired with the intent of
finding a new use which would save the station.,

The feasibility study clearly justified the economic viability
of renovating the station ss a multi-use faclility., The study
(which was subsequently executed) included maintaining Amtrak
Tall faocilities while developing additional areas for rental
income that would justify restoration of the entire building.

Studies indicated a market for a good restaurant in the
dowmntown area and also a requirement for additional office space,

When no developers come forward in response to the studies,
the preservation group requested the architect to act as developer,
which he did,

Redevelopment occured along the lines of the original study,
but over a longer time frame than expected as a result of :
financ¢cing difficulties.

Amtrak’s commitment to the station was a Rajor factor in
the projects success. 1t created the basis for developing an
intermodal transportation center at the site, ‘i

The revitalization of Union Station has stimulated new
office bullding and other rehabilitation in the general neigh-
borhood. It is a focal point of the revitalized portion of the
CBD. The restaurant has brought an influx of people and retail 1
buginess to the area and is regarded as an excellent attraction.
Union Station has set an example of suc.essful adeptive reuse which .
changed the opinion of the city government from desiring
demolition (for & period of 13 years) to desiring additional
Tenovation in the area.
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The development of the Stamford, Connecticut Station takes
place in a very healthy economy. In the last decade 5.5 million
square feet of office space has been constructed with another
7 million square feet planned for construction by 198S5.

In this case the Urban Land Institute was asked to focus
on appropriate land uses in the gtatlon area, linkages with the
rall station, and means of mitigating growing trarffic congestion.

Improvements to the Stamford Station total $48 million and
will include a new station built over the tracks, a 800 car
parking garage, and intermodal transportation services,

The station is located in the southern portion of the city,
separated from the central bdusiness district by railrced tracks
and the Connecticut Turnpide,

Reviewing the market and location, ULI recommended that
mixed uses should be encouraged in the rallroad area. The
most appropriate uses would be complementary to the existing
office area north of the tracks, yet would not generate excess
trarfic,

The ULI team viewed the tracks and turnpike as a buffer
not a barrier which could provide benefits to the city (protecting
residential neighborhnods ard min‘miring traffic loads).




' In 1974 the Chamber of Commerce in Savannah, Georgia began

‘ the renovation of the 100 year old (1874) Central of Georgia

: Passenger Station into a new visitors center for the city.

l The tourist industry underwent a dramatic increase in the early
1970’8 and the Chamber wanted a building with adequate parking
in a location clase to major highway accese to the city. The

' Passenger Depot met these criteria and was envisioned by the
Chamber of Commerce as an impetus to upgrade the commercial
area in which it was located,

The city of Savannah independently acquired and developed an
adjacent parking lot which 1s partially utilized by the visitors
center, It was largely due to ths willingness of the Mayor and
the City Council to lease the building under reasonable terms
that the project was achieved,

The new visitors center houses an information booth,
exhibit area, lounge, and small theatre with offices and a
board room for the Chamber on the second floor.

The railroad station has been credited with stabilizing
the western edge of the Savannah Historic District and has
stinmulated interest in nearby restoration projectaz,
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i Map of downtown Savannah showing station at gateway to city.
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The redevelopment of 83 acres of obsolete rallroad yards at
the edge of Chicagois Loop, Illinols Center, is an alr rights
project of such complexity that the master plan 18 only an
open-ended development strategy to link all buildings and faclilities
via a three-layer circulation systen.

The first phase of building 13 now being completed with two
more phases to be completed within the next 15 years.

At present, One and Two Illinols Center, buildings by the
office of Miel Van Der Hohe, The Standard 01l of Indiana Head-
quarters by Edward Durell Stone, The Chicago Hyatt House, and an
800 unit condominium on Lake Shore Drive constitute phase 1 of
the project,

—TN

The I1llinois Central Rallroad had first contemplated air
rights development over the parcel as early as 1929. The firast
development built over the yards, the Prudential Bulilding, occured
in the early 1950's. In the early 1960°'s, Outer Drive Eaat, a 900
unit apartment building was built on air rights but neither of
these bulldings was thought to be part of any large scale developuent.

BA B B B B B R . W

When the raillroad first sought to sale these air rights the
city sued claiming vne railroad had the right only to the usge of
the land and not to the ailr rights. The Supreme Court of Illinolsa
gave the ailr rights to the railroad and by the mil 1960°'s, three
separate developers held options for alr rights over various
pleces of land. The city officials began work on a set of i
guidelines in order to have some form of planned development ‘
versus & piecemaal approsach,

According to a city statute « Plan Development Ordinance had
to be approved by the City Council and the Department of Planning
and Development.before development could take place, The city
worked closely with various developers and thelr architects on
the guldelines and the resulting ordinance was generally acceptable
to all parties concerned., The ordinance sets up maximum land
coverage, marximum square footage of specific types of uses, the
distribution of thees uses throughout the aite, and outlines the
responsibilities of the various parties involved for public
improvenents, )

The master plan for the 83 acre site was developed as a
Joint effort of tha remaining two developers and the city. The
master plan exists as generzlized land use and maximum square
footage diagrams, Due to the nature of the development, lease
agreements for land acquisition, and the time span of developament
an alternative to predetermined development was chosen by the firm
of Solomon, Cordwell and Buenz Inc. and the 0ffice of Mies Van Der
Rohe, Jjoint planners. Developuent was broken into three phases
to correspond realiastically to the construction of on-site
utilities and necessary access roads,
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The master plan was conceived as a three=layer circulation
network connecting all development. The lowest level(ground) 1is
a truck and service link; the intermediate level is for through
traffic; the upper level 18 for local access into the project, |
The railroad 1s responsible for conatruction of the on-grade
service level, the city 18 responsible for the intermediate
street lavel, and the developers are responsible for the local
access,

Inserted into the intermediate level 18 & pedestrian walk-
way along which most retalil development would take place. This
level also connects into building lobbles, suburban commuter
station at the edge of the site, and into a proposed subway
extension.in the middle of the site, The remainder of the three
levels = where no access roads exist - will be parking, accessible
from both the intermediate and upper levels., The only portion that
exists so far 18 that which 18 located under buildings which have 3
been built,

The developers see a potential for a mix of uses that goes
beyond the residential/commercial/office relationship, They
hope to draw people from other parts of the city by encouraging
cultural and recreational development in the area. Only
recreational portions were originally planned,

This project 18 on a larger one than most reviewed and shows _ h
planning on a large scale which allows for changes in market
demands over & period of time, Being on sucn a large scale
the planners were content to establish parameters for the

de:elopment. without specific areas required or located on the
site, .
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The Michigan Central Rallroad Depot built in 1886 and
located in Ann Arbor, Michigan was recycsled by a private developer
into a successful sea food restaurant., The Depot also continnes
to provide service for Amtrak. _

The building contains 13,750 square feet with a net floor
area of 8,000 square feet, It was redeveloped at a cost of
$1,357,000 or an average cost of $100 per square foot. The cost of
new restaurant construction was averaging $60 to $70 per square
foot.

The station is located outside of the central community and
university areas of town but remains economically viable in that
it attracts a clientele willing to travel farther in less
trafficked areas for occasional "special event" activities. The
factor stresses that only certaln typea of uses can fynction in
a relatively inconvenient location,

This project clearly shows that proposed uses for a station
must be carefully analyzed for their market demand in the given
location .to determine if the projeoct 1a viable.

One of the major problems with this project was a lack of
parking on site, It was solved by Jjoint procurement of new
parking by the developer and Amtrak. It is interesting to note
that parking is generally a major problem with rallroad station
rehabllitation no matter the scale since the stations were bullt
before the oil, rubber, tire explosion and there was no need
for parking.

The Joint use of the station offers opportunities and
constrainta, It offers increased exposure for both but there
are conflicts in parking requirements. Even wlith this conflict
additional transportation modes (bus service) have been recommended
to increase usage at the station. (also increasing parking
requirements)
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Site plan showing station an. new parking areas.

Floor plan after Phase 1I of development.

RAILROAD REDEVELOPMENT PLANNING

REDEVELOPMENTS

UMIVERSITY OF COLORADO AT DANVER COLLEGR OF ENVIRAONMENTAL BESEN
WPCO 706  FALL 1001 M & Kamean

10

2 T i




N b A e g Gl e i e

© e st i i A T - —

From 1973 to 1977 elght city and regional cultural groups
acted as developers and transformed the 1892 Duluth Union Depot
into a County Haritage and Arts Center, The facility includes
museum and exhibition space in the original depot, a transporta=
tion museum in a new trainshed behind the depot, and a theater/
performing arts center in a new addition to the west of the depot.

The station reuse has had a significent impact on revitalizing
that particular area of downtown Duluth and has helped expand
the tourist industry. There have been several renovations
in the area since the project including a new lidbrary and hotel.
The site 1s close to local bus routes and Amtrak service has
started up adjacent to the site,

The Duluth Union Depot 18 located on the edge of the Duluth
central business district which is important for the functions
served by the present facility, which are depéndent on the
general accessibility of the site, For most facilities there
isn't a better site in Duluth to be located.
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The Depot Park Development Team is one of a group of
developers who submitted proposals for the development of the
10 acre Milwaukee Road Depot in Minneapolis,

This group of developers expressed concern for a development
proposal which would take advantage of the nature of existing
structure and site. As states “Its location between the
burgeoning Centrsl Business District, the Industry Square
Riverfrant, and the new stadium make it a corridor through
which we may begin to rediscover the Missiasippl and the birthe
place of Minneapclis.* There are some obvious similarities with
the situation in Denver which will be discussed in nmore detail
later.

Among the desires of the developers was to preserve the
existing structures; return the depot to an active use which
reflects the culture and lifestyle of the Minneapolis community;
to integrate the development into a 24 hour city:; and to encourage
and stimulate redevelopment in the surrounding area.

The property is highly accessible, located at the inter-
section of two major downtown arteries, one of which is also a
major bus route. A new bus transfer facility is plannes for
construction across the street which will include a 1200 car
parking garage,

There 18 the desire to create new markets by bringing stadium
visitors into downtown before and after games, drawing office }
tenants back into the city from suburbs, and creating a commercial
gor;rand public amenity that will generate new sources of tourist

raffic, .

The preliminary program for the 10 acre Phase I site includes i
the following:
Housings 200 condominium units aimed for “"second generation®
condominium buyers, empty nester couples, professionals
and dommtown oriented retired persons.

Unit Mix:

15£ studio 600-640 =f

25% 1 bedroon 740-780s¢

20% 1 bedroom/den 900-940 af (standard)

20% 1 bedroom/den 960-1000 sf (split)

"10% 2 bedroom 1200-1250 sf (standard)
T 10f 2 bedroom/den 1400-1600 sf (penthouse)

Concept: Maximize views of river and city. Connected
to rest of development to take advantage of
Tacllitles in entire development,

Est, Cost: $25,000,000

(¥




Commercial Office:s 400,00 square feet to be constructed in
one or two stages of 150,000 to 200,000 square
feot each,

Concept: Two tower complex to allow for both large
and emall tenants with river and city views,
O0ffices integrated with shops, restaurants,
and amenitiles of indoor/outdoor park and
hotel meeting room faclilities,

Eat. Cost: $38,000,000

Hotel: 250 rooms with conference facilities and restaurants.
Market 18 expected to be commercial travelers, tourists,
sports spectators and participants, convention/group
visitors desiring lodging near business contacts,
entertainment and sports facilities, ILocal business
users of meeting and party rooms are a secondary market, )

Concept: A luxury hotel for travelers desiring
proximity to the central business district,
Meeting rooms and conference facllities to :
attract small and medium conferences and
can also be used for private parties, Three N
restaurants are to be included in the facilities.

Est, Cost:s $21,000,000 | ~i

Health and Recreational Facilities: 30,000 square feet to include
1/8 mile running track; 8-lane swiuwing pool; raquet-
ball and handball courts; exercise facilities; steam/
suana facilities; and a pro shop.

Concept: An integral part of Depot Park to serve ‘
both the housing component and office tenants
with avallability to hotel guests on a day
to day besis,

BEst, Cost: $3,250,000 ,
Retall: Approximately 100,000 square feet of retail and restaurants
to serve metropolitan area residents and visitors,
office workers in the central business district, down-
town residents, sports spectators, and hotel guests.

Concept: The retaill/restaurant component will represent
at one time: the primary public entrance teo
ths facilities, a destination entertainment

-shopping area, a .gathetring. place,.and the
connecting link dbetween elements of the
development. Six sitdown restaurants

(formal to casual) and 30 specialty food
kiosks are plannes to occupy approximately

one half of the avallable area. Twenty to
twenty-rive specialty retail stores with 10-12
convenience stores are to be included in
facilities provided,
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Parking: A preliminary determination of 1600 spaces based on
the following breakdown:
Housing: 1 space/unit . (200)
Office: 2 spaces/1000 sf of leasible area (690)
Hotel: 1 space/3 rooms (84%)
Health C1 O
‘Retails &4 spaces/1000 sf of leasable area (400)
Warehse: 2 spaces/1000 af of leasable area 160

Parking to be in two major clusters; one to be near
condominiums and the other near the hotel and offices,

Est. Cost: 15,000,000

The design concept for Depot Park Phase 1 evolves around
the creation of an indoor/outdoor urban park. The two acre
park will be the key feature and integrating element of Depot
Park, The park will be surrounded by renovated historic structures
and new structures providing the facilities previously mentioned.
The historic portion of the development will sgerve as the "front
door” of the project both because of location and to set the
flavor of the development, The greatest density of retail
establishments will be occuring in the historic structures. Energy
efficlency will be a major concern both in renovation and new
construction.

The new 250 room luxury hotel will be a seven story low=-
rise to maintain area height characteristics and be constructed
with materials similar to those used in the historic area.,

The two office towers will have sloped roofs and be stepped
back at thelr bases to create a common scale with that of the
existing depot, etc.

The twenty-two story condominiums will be designed to
reflect the form and verticality of nearby mills,

The proposed Depot Park Development shows a mix of uses for
economioc vitality while making good use of existing facllities
to establish a character (theme) to make an exciting “place"
of continued interest.
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In 1969, the Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Depot, in
ILincoln, Nebraska, was recycled into a branch bank, This project
was an early adaptive reuse project initiated by the bank
presidents® intereat in the building and Nebraska banking laws
which required branch banks to be within a certain distance of
main offices. The Depot was one of the few avallable buildings
within range which appeared suitable for the banks use,

When banking laws were changed, removing the distance
requirements, the bank desired to locate in a better market,
and placed the bullding up for sale,

The project was an early adaptive reuse in the region
and has received extensive publicity and recognition., It had
major impacts on surrounding commercial properties which
kave been upgraded and improved.

Many interior changes were made to the building which may*
be attributed to the facts that the original use (railroad
statlon) and the new use (bank) call for different spaces which
may be incompatible and that the conversion took place in 1969,
when many current preservation techniques were just being
formulated.

T ———e—————

—

The Depot 18 located adjacent to the poorest economic
section of Lincoln (generally east of the station). The commercial
businesses surrounding the rallroad station have apparently
benefited from the rehabilitation and conversion to a branch
bank, Merchants have indicated the stction has increased the
sense of identity of the neighborhood. The rehabilitation has
also provided a sense of identity to the bank itself,
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Renovation of Newark's Pennsylvania Station 1z viewed by
local citizens as an essential part of the revitalization of
downtown Newark, The station has become the transportation hubdb
of Newark, serving as the main terminal for Amtrak and Conrail
service intercity and intracity bus service, the city subway,
and airport transfar services.

The station is located approximately two blocks from a
main commuercial area. The city has long recommended development
of a spine from the station to the commercial area. A hotel/
office park development across the street from the station is
the first evidence of the development of this spine.

The land avallable for development between Penn Station and
the CBD 18 approximately equal to 22 acres.

A non-profit organization whose objective i3 to encourage
development in ths area requested assistance from the Urban Land
Institute to develop marketing and development strategy issues
related to the land.

The ULI technical assistance team concluded that office
development offered the greatest potential in the station area.
The team also felt that retall and hotel development was feasible
in the station area but the extent of such development is
dependent on the success of attracting new office development,

Image problems of security and appearance in downtown Newark
threaten the success of any new development. Marketing campaigns
were devised to show how these problems would be overcome.

Since an estimated $20 million in investments 1s expected
the ULI team recommended the station be operated as a real
estats project, not as a rallroad station. The retall operations
should pa; market rents and the incoan: chould be used to maintain
the station,
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The Cincinnati Union Terrinal was constructed in 1933
and has been the focus of repeated development proposals since
falling into disuse in the 1960's. In 1972 the 450 foot long
grand arrival and departure concourse, at the rear of the rotunda,
was demolished to make way for a rall alignment which never
took place. In 1973 the building was placed on the National
Reglster of Historic Places.

New York architects Hardy Holeman Pfeiffer Assoclates
focused on adaptive reuse proposals in the early 1970°'s for the
station and finally proposed an arts school and transit office
development which was not adopted.

As late as November, 1977, the fate of the building was up
in the air. However, in August, 1980 the Union Terminal reopened
with a new use - a shopping mall.

The developer, The Joseph Skilken Organization, looked for H
a concept for redevelopment, toying with an *0Z" type recreational ]
environment, but finally choosing a faneuil hall retail idea.

The development program calls for renovating the existing L
building for 400,000 square feet of retall space and 55,000
square feet cf office space. Trhe ex!sting bullding Y“as nine
levels with 115,545 square feet on the main level and 10 acres of
land, all outside the downtown core.

A $1.75 million federal grant (UDAG) plus a $l1 a year
building lease from the city for 30 years alded in the 320 million
renovation. The developer also obtained property tax abatement
on capital improvements above the $16,000 annual tax paid now.
Revenues are expscted to be in the range of $50 million.

Phase I of the development as now completed includes 155,000
square feet of retail space and 10,000 square feet of office
space, The renovation designed by the architects, Schofield
and Schofield of Columbus, Ohio, required a new mechanical system
into all parts of the building, installing a new electrical systen,
and bringing the building into compliance with bullding codes,

The developer lacked a major ingredient of a commercial
enterprise - location. The station is located outside of the
Central Business District, somewhat remote from the downtown of
*Fountain Square®, To compensate for this the developer only
charges $3.50 per square foot instead of the normal $15 per
square foot. A theme of 1890°s rallroading has been adopted
throughout the project for signage and graphics.

A major problem in the project has been stated that the

N




design of the shops does not respond to the architecture of the
building. However, the project appears well liked by the public
and 1s widely used,

The location proved to be a major factor in the project
determination because of the economic factors imposed. Rental
rates had to be low, which influenced those uses which could be
considered economical. Since the site was outside of the Central
Business District/Fountain Square area it could not make use
of the multitude of downtown facilities for support of a more
intense mixed use development,

l
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The development project in Providence, Rhode Island is
concerned with the development of 60 acres of land between the
CBD and Union Station and the restoration of Providence's
Union Station (the current Amtrak station) upon relocation of
elevated tracks running through the sgite.,

The Capital Center Project, proposed for the site, has
3.5 million square feet of planned office space for the next
20 years.

Upon reviewing the plans and time frame the ULI recommended
single ownership control (by the Capital Center Commission) to
maintain the plan over the years.

Special design considerations were recognized as being needed
because of the historic nature of the State House, Union Station,
and the central business district,

Project planners established development criteria which
were of a general nature. The Urban Land Institute agreed
that fundamental guidelines are essential and should not be
compromigsed., It believes that the best design product will
come from an imaginative developer and designer that are
given a certain degree of freedom and flexibility.

Excessive standards established to guide development may
in effect, act to suppress creativity., Flexibility i1s needed
to attract top-notch developera and designers,

n




The renovation of Ogden Union Terminal was undertaken
by local citizens groups and predicated on the city's interest
in acquiring the bdbuilding for use as a civic center. The renovation
wark has been carried out under the direction of a non-progit
organization,

The revitalization project has converted the three building
complex into a multiple cultural and civic center, two museuns,
s train station, and raillroad offices.

Unlion Station 13 located on the western edge of the Ogden
Central Business District and the edge of thne former “red light*

district. The site 18 highly accessible from all points of the
city.

At the time of review the project was not complete so
reinvestment in surrounding commercial buildings had not taken
place., The station has, however, focused attention on the
historic importance and development potential of the area. The
city has recently completed a revitalization plan for the area
end undertaken a study for a new hotel and convention center in
the immediate area. A new in town shopping mall was planned
within four blocks of the station.,
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program hypothesis

Reviewing the railroad redevelopment projects, both
successful and unsuccessful, and the studies done by the U.S.
Department of Transportation and the Urban Land Instlitute leads
to certain conclusions about railroad redevelopment planning.
Certain factors are considered to be highly influential upon
the success or fallure of a potential rallroad development.

The following list 18 an attempt to define those major factora,

RELATION TO CENTRAIL BUSINESS DISTRICT - One of the most important
factors in rallroad redQVeIopment planning 18 the relationship

of the rallroad site to the citlies® CBD., It 1s apparent from

the studies that a location within or immedliately adjacent to

the CBD positively affects the prospects for a successful
redevelopment while a location remote from (or with poor access
within) the CBD requires extra preparation and diligerce in
planning, design and execution. A remote location has to generate
its own market while development within the CBD can take

advantage of .the existing market draw. The development in a
remote location almost must be a one of a kind so as to draw
business while this is not as important in a CBD location (the one
of a kind is even more successful in the CED).

CITY SIZE =~ It 18 obvious that the larger the city, the more
resources are avallable both for developing a project and for
supporting the final results. In comparing the reviewed projects,
the potentials and results in the larger cities for funding
avallabllity and economic support are much greater,

SITE SIZE - As obvious as city size, the size of the site
avallable for redevelopment is a major determining factor in
potential uses., If the site is limited to the building itself
then uses which could beneficially occupy the railroad station
are limited, If additional space, other than the bulilding, is
avallable then redevelopment possibilities are expanded and the
chances for mixed use projects increase.

. -

B%;LDING SIZE = When limited to redeveloping only the railroad
atation, slze of the building takes on tremendous import,

The smaller buildings are limited to one use which hurts
financing poesiblilities, and 1limits potential uses for the
building. The larger buildings can have mixed use redevelopment
which have greater chances for success (with built in rlexibilgty)
by allowing more response to the market and market changes.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION PATTERNS - Efficient transportation
systems which service the redevelopment parcel can almost insure
success while inefficient systems cen harm what would normally
be a good location (Little Rock Union Siation),
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INTERSTATE ROAD SYSTEM - Locations near intergtate highways
can take advantage of passing motorists for business., Essentially
the impact of interstates 18 to increase the market area of the
development and provide good access to the sites,

ARTERIAL STREETS « The pattern of arterial streets seems more
important to the site than the distance from interstates. A
good interstate/poor arterial scenario seems more negative than
a poor Ainterstate/good arterial. The reason is that arterial
streets are the main method of access for automobiles.

IOCAL BUS - A site which is located along an intracity bus
route has the added benefits of bus riders as potential users.

A local bus route increases market area and 18 another important
access form,

BAILROADS -~ Active passenger rallroad service to the site is

an added bonus. Out of town rail service lets the site serve
as a focal/entry point with specialized serveces, while in town
commuter rail service can take advantage of the high number of
people passing through the site.

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS - Good access from other nearby activity centers
increases the viability of a site. This of course implies

there are methods for pedestrians to arrive in the area and

that there are other activity centers nearbdy.

PARKING - A factor of major importance is parking. Adequate
parking must .be provided (can be shared) in a way not to hinder
access to the site or to other nearby facilities.

OTHER FACTORS - Other major factors in railroad redevelopment
planning are local market economy (depressed va. upswing) and
the local community®’s/governments attitude toward preservation
redevelopment, The Tirst is obvious in importance. The second 1is

lmportant as & judgement factor in determining the scope of a
project,

On the following page 18 an attempt to quantify the above
factors into a program for rallroad redevelopment planning.

This program is based on the previously mentioned research done
on railroad stations.
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program components

Relation to CBD:
Within: Almost any land use applicable, O0Oifices and support
facilities for offices desirable. (+ factor)
AdjJacent: Most any land use compatible with CBD, Can act
a8 focal point, (+ factor)
Remote: Special land uses/activities to serve as a regional
activity, (-~ factor)

City Size:

<50,000: Usually single use activity (restaurants, shops, etc.)

50,000-~100,000: One to two uses in building (restaurants,
offices, museums, visitors centers)

100,000-500,000: Multi-use facilities (offices, retail/
commercial centers, recreation)

> 500,000: Multiple use/multiple facilities (office bulldings,
hotels, commercial centers, mass transit facllities,
government centers, convention centers, recreation)

Site Size:
<1 acres Single use of two small size facilities
1-5 acres: Multiple use/facility (office, residential, commercial)
5-10 acres: Multiple use/facility (combination of uses -
office, commercial, residential)
210 acres: High intensity uses - multiple strictures with
many facilities (commercial, offices, hotels,
convention, government, etc.) large scale development

Bulilding Size:
{5000 sf: Single use (office retail)
5000-10000: One or two uses (office, retall, visitor center)
10,000-25,000: One or multiple small uses (office, retail,
museum)
25,000-50,000: Multiple uses (office, retaill)
>50,000; Multiple uses (retail, office, specialty, museums, etc.)

Transportation/Circulation:
Interstate:s Goods <+ factor (increase development)
' Bads - factor (limit development)
Arterial: Good: <+ factor (increase development)
Bad: - factor (limit development)
Local bus: On Routei+ factor (increase development)
0ff Routei- factor (limit development)
Rallroads: Yes: + factor (increase development)
Noa no weighting + or =
Pedestrian Access: Goods + factor (increase development,
romote pedestrian activity)
Bad - factor (Yinlt development)
Parking: Good: + factor (irnorease development, promote shared
parking use)
Bads <~ factor (increase parking assets)




Other:

L WGiw e R

Economy: Good:
Poor:

local Govt: Preservation minded: + factor
Non=preserxrvation: 1increase public relations
to educate community

i W i Tt 0 Y i

increase development size and quality
many market studies required -~ difficult
to finance




The attempt to quantify the information obtained from existing
literature into a planning program for redeveloping railroad
stations/yards has not proven to be as specific as previously
hoped. What 18 possible, as indicated by the previous program
is a guide to planning the redevelopment., Instead of a program
which states what facilitlies, and what amounts of development
should occur, it 18 possible to prepare a guide for evaluating P
the potentials of specific development types. The gulde can '
provide indications as to the type and scope of development ’
based on existing conditions, and can influence the direction
of redevelopment either up or down (intensive or limited).

The next page is an example of the guide applied to the
Denver Union Station Development.
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Relation to CBD:
AdjJacents Land uses compatible with CBD. Focal point
or edge.

City Size:
>500,000: Multiple use/multiple structure facilities
(office tuildings, hotels, commercial centers, transit
facilities, government centers, convention centers,
recreation)

Site Size:
10 acres: Multiple use/multiple structure.

Building Size:

50000: Multiple uses within building or large scale
single use development.

Interstate:s Fair - a slightly positive influence

Arterlal Streets: Fair - positive factor

Intercity Bus: Poor - not really within walking distance
slightly negative factor - -

Local Bus: Excellent; within walking distance of major
terminal point and on bus route - positive factor.

Ballroads: Good/bad - location of passenger service but
also mainline freight location. Slightly negative factor.

<l Auto.iecesar. Fair .~ artexlials peardby .but.oue way streecs

and viaducts are difficult for access, Neutral

Bus Passenger: Excellent - within walking distance of
major bus terminal. Poaitive factor.

Pedestrian Access: Good - nearby pedestrian mall, Within
15 minutes of majority of CBD., Positive factor.

Parkings Poor - parking a problem in area and must be
included in project.

Transportation/Circulation: “

Overall Evaluation: Location, city size, indicate high intensity
mixed use project while other factors indicate positive
attitude and probable success.

The following development figures for the Denver project
are based on mixes and types observed in the research and in
particular, the proposed project in Minneapolis.




DENVER UNION STATION

Development Figures
Site Size: 18.38 acres = 800,632.8sf

Building Size: Gross 174,000sf
Net 130, 0008f

Present Zonings B-7 FAR = 2, with premiums total not to exceed 4
I-2 FAR -~ Unlimited

Assumptions: Zoning may be changed to PUD or something similar
to B-7 or B-S.

Building Floor Area Calculationsa:
Wtih B=-5 FAR 10 + premiums = 8,006,328sf
With B=7 FAR 2 up to & = 1,601, 265.6 - 3,202,532,28f
For Development: Assume FAR S = 4,003,164sf
For Comparison:s One United Bank Center - 1.200.000:: = 52 storles

Potential Uses: For Denver at same ¥ breakdown as Depot Park

Depot Park Denver
Ooffices 400,000 1,720,000 43
Hotel (250) 166.000 (1084) 720,000 18
Commercial,/retall 10C, 000 440,000 11
Recreation (Health club) 30,000 120,000 3
Housing (200) 235,000 (850) 1,000,000 25
Parking (1600) 542,000 (3500) 1,190,000 N/A
Transit Facillity LT TP ? -
Bldg Total 931,000 4,000,000 100

Above figures equal meximum expected.

Aeeuming density near Depot Park the follwoing figures appear
& Teasonable assumption for development analysis;

Offices 700,000
Hotel. ' (450) 298,800
Commercial/retail 175,000
Reoreation/health clud 52,500
Housing (350) 411,250
Parking (1750) 612 500
Transit 0,000
Total 0 0 sf

Equals PAR of 2,1 (present B-7 before premjiuums)




evaluation crileria

Certain criteria must be established in order to evaluate

both the actual development and the development program in the
speciflic sltuations., The following lost of criteria will be

used to judge the results of the Denver Union Terminal development.
Slight modifications to the list would allow it to be used for
other projects.

Economic/Market Demand;

1.

2,

Does the development respond to existing economic/market
conditions or doas it attempt to force a new or unnesded use?

Does the project have a good chance of generating enough
income for operations and profit? Does it support itself?

Political Acceptability:

1.

2.
3.
L,

5.

6.

7.

Does the development conform to existing planning and
zoning proposals?

Is the local government ameanable to the development proposal?
Does the project require revision of codes or plans?

Do surrounding neighborhood, merchants, industries welcome
or opvose the development?

Does the project enhance the identity or "eense” of a place?
Is 1t laoked on as beneficial to the neighborhood?

Does the project increase the tax base and provide additional
employment?

Does the development require expenditures by the local government?

Reglon Considerations:

1. Does the development respond to regional demands for different
land uges?

2. Is the development in agreement with regional development
goals?

Transportation:

1. Does the development take advantage of transportation
systemg or 1s it hindered by them?

2. Can the project act as a node for transportation systems?

3. Are major modifications required to the transportation

network?




State Government:
1. Does the development meet all state goals, plans, and
regulations?

Federal Government:
1. Do federal regulations (air, water) impact on the project?
Are all requirements met?

2. Are federal funds required for the project?

Design Considerations:
1. Does the development make use of existing builldings,
neighborhoods?

2., 1Is the project in conflict or harmony with existing
neighborhood (style, land uses)?

3. Are good features of area emphasized?

4., 1Is efficient use of land and neighborhood a goal of the
project?

Other;
1. Gut feel: Is project beneficial or detrimental to city,
neighborhood, or area?

2, 1Is the project a plus to the city, a place toc be pointed
out with pride? .. ..
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DENVER EXISTING CONDITIONS

In August 1981, the Denver Union Terminal Rallway Company
requested proposals for the redevelopment of an 18.4 acre
tract of land which includes Denver's Union Station.

The center portion and extreme outer portions of the wings
weres constructed in 1914 and the taller portions of the wings
near the center of the building were constructed in 1880. The
building contains approximately 174,000 square feet with a net
rentable area of approximately 130,000 square feet including
basements,

Tha rcquest for prcposal indicates o willirgness to consider
almost any concepts., The plan developed for evaluation is fairly
conventional, as can be seen in a later description,

Both the Denver Planning Office and the Denver Partnership
have studied and prepared guidelines for development in the
lower downtown Denver ares.

The Denver Planning O0ffice has said, in Policies for the
Development of Downtown Denver and Adjacent Areas, the redevalopment
of the lower downtown area should encourage the preservation
and improvement of older structures and existing uses and attraoct
and accomodate new retail, office, and residential uses. ILower
downtown should be held intact as it becomes bordered by new
construction, to retain its distinctiveness and attraction to
investors and businesses. Also stated was that attention should
be given to Union Station as a future focus for the district. It
1s also highly desired to influence the construction of new
residential units in the area. There 18 a desire to limit
the expanaion of the CBD so as to maintain its vitality.

The Denver Partnership has made available a publication of
lower dontown development strategies for the 20 block B-7 area.
The following assumptions were made for different development
scenarios established by the Denver Partnership:

1. The existing character of the lower downtown is unique to
the Denver area, and should be considered as an identifiable
place separate in scale from the rest of dommtown,

2. Parking for the overall district must be adequate to satisfy
market needs and investor requirements,

3. In order to maintain support of land owners and the development
community, the development scenarios must provide a reasonable
sconomic return,
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4, BResidential development 18 a key ingredient to the long term
success of th: Lower Downtown District. The goal 18 to provide
approximately .1000-1500 units in addition to those already under
construction,

The chart on the next page shows estimated costs and revenues
in the lower downtown area.

The scenarios established by the Denver Partnership are
as follows:

Scenario A: Preservation and Infill, Sconario A attempta to
preserve the existing street facade and scale of the district,
while at the same time offering the potential for infill
development on all siltes,

Scenario B: Controlled New Development., This scenario assumes
that larger parcel aquisitions will occur with resulting larger
scale buildings., In order to control this development pressure
and prevent building owners from having to sell their buildings,
scenario B introduces the concept of Transfer of Developer Rights
(TDR). Developers would be able to increase their floor area
ratios by purchasing unused development rights from owners in

the area. Scenario Bl (The Dispersed Model) presumes that
development can occur anywhere within the district while

Scenario B2 (The Zone Model) takes the position that the existing
character of Lower Downtown can only accept development in
certain areas and should be restricted to those areas,

Scenarlio Ci: Market Development., This scenario assumes that
parcel acquisitions will continue except for those parcels where
historic structures, buildings eligible for tax benefits, and
those over four stories are located, Speclal incentives for
residential development nmust be included along with provisions
for protecting street frontage where parking garages cover

75% of the site.

Other development 1ssues include a coordinated transportation
plan, pedestrian/street improvements, and provisions of open
space within the district,

The following graphics are used to show existing conditions
affeocting the Denver Union Station redevelopment.
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DEVELOPMENT §

j COSTS (Including hard and soft costs):

Land -~ Averages $200 per s.f. including buildings
| Parking -~ $20 per s.f. above grade
23 per s.f. below office or residential
3P per s.f. below grade
Rehab -~ Ranges between $48-78 per s.f.
New
Construction -~ Ranges between $68-98 per s.f.

REVENUES (Net income):

Parking Estimated at $14@ per stall per month, which
ejuals $£7.8¢ per cay for 28 cays (Pro forma
uses $125 net)

Office $28-24 per s.f. for rehab
$24-28 per s.f. for new construction

Retail 516-22 per s.f.

Residential $138-175 per s.f., sales price as a condominium.
In order to evaluate pro formas, profit from
sales have been translated into {ncome on a ten
year basis at 15%).
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TRANSIT TRANSFER ‘ TRANSIT ACCESS
POINTS 10 TRANSFER
POINTS

== INTERNAL TRANSIT MAJOR TRAFFIC

&5 AND PEDESTRIAY ARTFRIALS
SKUTTLE SERVICE " SERVING PERIPKERAL
PARKING FACILITIES

RAILROAD REDEVELOPMENT PLANNING

CIRCULATION
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GENERAL PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION OF ZONE DISTRICTS
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER

The following paragraphs explain the purpose and general description of the

various zone districts contained within the Denver Zoning Ordinance. The .
regulations of these zone districts are changed from time to time, and a

person desiring to learn the latest provisions of these regulations should

contact the Department of Zoning Administration.

This explanation has been prepared by the Zoning Review Section of the
< Denver Planning Of fice.

RS-2 SINGLE UNIT DETACHED DWELLINGS, RURAL DENSITY., Minimun of one acre of land
required for each housing unit. Home occupations are prohibited. Density = 1
1 dwelling unit/acre.

RS-4 SINGLE UNIT DETACHED DWELLINGS, SUBURBAN DENSITY. Mininum of 12,000 square
v feet of land required for each dwelling unit. Home occupations are prohibited.
Density = 3.6 dwelling units/acre.

Ml RX ATTACHED OR CLUSTERED SINGLE UNIT DWELLINGS, LOW DEUSIT.. Development Plan
must be approved by City Council. Home occupations are prohibited. Minimum
of 7,500 square feet of land area required for each dwelling unit. Density =
5.8 dwelling units/acre.

-0 SINGLE UNIT DETACHED DWELLINGS, LOW DENSITY. Foster Family Care and Day Care
allowed as home occupations by permit. Minimum of 6,000 square feet of land
e required for each dwelling unit. Density = 7.3 dwelling units/acre.
R-1 SINGLE UNIT DETACHED DWELLINGS, LOW DENSITY. Same as R-O except that home oc- |

cupations and room-renting to one or two persons are allowed upon application
and issuance of a permit. Density = 7.3 dwelling units/acre.

§ R-2 MULTI-UNIT DWELLINGS, LOW DENSITY. Typically duplexes and triplexes. Home
occupations are allowed by permit only. Minimum of 6,000 square feet required
for each duplex structure with an additional 3,000 square feet required for
every unit over 2. Density = 14.5 housing units/acre.

R-2-A MULTI-UNIT DWELLINGS, MEDIUM DENSITY. 2,000 square feet of land required for
each dwelling unit unless a unified site plan is submitted under the Planned
v I Building Group (PBG) provisions. In which case, 1,500 square feet of land
. ia required for each unit. Home occupations are allowed by permit. Density =
%é 21.8 housing units/acre (29 housing units/acre under PBG).
v IR - - S ST
' R=-3-X HIGH DENSITY APARTMENT DISTRICT. This district is intended to encourage new
residential development in older, developed areas. Building size is controlled
) by bulk standards and open space requirements. Building floor area cannot
: exceed 2 times the site area. Maximum lot coverage is 40%Z.

R-3 HIGH DENSITY APARTMENT DISTRICT. Building size is controlled by bulk standards
A and open space requirements., Building floor area cannot exceed 3 times the :
site area. This zone should not be used as a buffer zone. Maximum density is :
- not specified and is detdrmined by the size of the units and the factors mentioned

above. .
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HIGH DENSITY APARTMENT DISTRICT, Building size is controlled by

limited bulk standards, off street parking and open space requirements.
Bullding floor area cannot exceed 3 times the site area. Maximum
density is not specified and is determined by the size of the individual
units and the factors mentioned above.

VERY HIGH DENSITY APARTMENT AND OFFICE DISTRICT. The purpose of this

district is to provide a location for very high density apartment and
intensive office development. Building size is controlled by limited
bulk standards, off street parking and open space requirements. Allows
hotel or motel uses and limited accessory retail shopping. Building
floor area cannot exceed 4 times the site area.

INSTITUTIONAL DISTRICT. Allows hospitals, colleges, schools, churches

and other iamstictutional uses. Maximum lot coverage is 60X of zone lot.
Building height is controlled by bulk standards.

LIMITED OFFICE DISTRICT. This district provides office space for services

related to dental and medical care and for office-type services, either for
the residents of nearby residencial areas, or are characterized by a low
volume of direct daily customer contact. The volume of vehicular traffic
is usually low, This district is located away from main arterial highways,
characteristically 1is small in size and i{s situated near major hospitals

or between large business areas and residential areas. The regulations

are designed to permit development of the enumerated functions, limited by
standards designed to protect the abutting or surrounding residential dis-
tricts. To these ends, the regulations establish standards comparable to
the standards for low-density residential districts, resulting in similar
building bulk and retaining the low concentration of pedestrian and vehicular
traffic. Building height controlled by bulk standards and open space re-
quirements. Building floor area cannot exceed the site area.

NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS DISTRICT. This district provides the retailing of
commodities classed as "convenience goods", and the furnishing of certain
personal services, to satisfy the daily and weekly household or personal
needs of the residents of surrounding residential neighborhoods. The volume
of pedestrian traffic in proportion to aut mobile traffi: entering the dis-
trict is much higher than in other retail business districts. This district
is located on collector streets, characteristically is swall, almost always
is entirely surrounded by residential districts and is located at a con-
venient walking distance from the surrounding residential districts it is
designed to serve. The regulations are designed to permit development of
the enumerated functions, limited by standards designed to protect the abut-
ting and surrounding residential districts. To these ends, the regulations
establish standards comparable to the standards for low-density residential
districts, resulting in similar building bulk and retaining the relatively
low concentration of vehicular traffic as compared to other retail business
districts. Building height controlled by bulk standards and open space re-
quirements. Building floor area cannot exceed the site area.




SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT, This distriect is primarily to provide the re-
tailing of most commodities and the furnishing of cexrtain personal services,
satisfying all household and personal needs of the residents of abutting
residential communities. The volume of pedestrian traffic in proportion

to automobile traffic entering the district is relatively low. This dise<
trict is usually located on major arterial streets at or near the inter-
gsection with another major arterial street so that it 1s accessible from
all directions, characteristically is large, almost always is entirely
surrounded by residential districts and 1s located at a convenient driving
distance from the residential districts it is designed to serve, The regu-
lations are designed to permit development of the enumerated functions,
limited by standards designed to protect the abutting or surrounding resi-
dential districts. To these ends, the regulations establish standards come
parable to the standards for low density residential districts, resulting
in similar building bulk and retaining as low a concentration of vehicular
traffic as is compatible with the functioning of the district., Building
height is controlled by bulk standards and open space requirements. Build-
ing floor area cannot exceed the site area.

GENERAL BUSINESS DISTRICT. This district is intended to provide for and
encourage appropriate commercial uses between adjacent arterial streets,
which are normally transit routes, and abutting residential districts. Com-
mercial uses include a wide variety of consumer and business services and
retail establishments that serve other business activities, and local
transit-dependent residents within the district as well as citywide residents.
The regulations allow a moderate intensity of use and concentration for

the purpose of achieving ccmpatibility between the wide variety of uses
permitted in the district. The limitations imposed on the district are de-
signed to protect the integrity and character of adjacent residential dis-
tricts. Use of mass transit is encouraged by lessening off street parking
requirements for residential use. Building height 1s not contrclled.
Building floor area cannot exceed twice the site area.

ARTERIAL OFFICE AND APARTMENT USE DISTRICT. Allows banks, offices, hospitals,
clinics, instituwrions, churches, apartments and office service uses. Re-
quires 100 feet of arterial street frontage. Maximum lot coverage is 30%.
Building floor area cannot exceed 2 times the site area. Building height is
controlled by bulk standards. Maximum residential density is unspecified

and is determine by the size of units and the factors mentioned above.
Arterial setback areas are required for landscaping.

ARTERIAL SERVICE DISTRICT. This district i3 intended as a tourist oriented
zone, aliowing only hotels, motels and restaurants with automobile service
stations. Requires 100 feet of arterial street frontage. Zone lot coverage
not to exceed 30%. Building height is controlled by bulk standards. Front
setback areas are required for landscaping.

ARTERIAL GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. This district is designed to accom-
modate those uses which are oriented toward the motorist and residents of
nearby neighborhoods but which uses are not normally part of shopping centers.
Included among such uses are bowling alleys, theaters, night clubs, drive-in
restaurants and services stations, Setback areas are required for landscaping.
Ground coverage by buildings cannot exceed 30Z of the site, Building height
is controlled by bulk standards.
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AUTO SALES AND SERVICE DISTRICT. This district provides an area designed
particularly for the special needs and characteristics of auto sales and
service activities. The Comprehensive Plan encourages the establishment
of this district in concentrated centers rather than in a linear arrange-
ment along arterials. Ground coverage by structures cannot exceed 60%

of the site area. Building height is controlled by bulk standards.

CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT. Permits business, office and light industrial
uges along with residential and educational uses. Maximum floor area can-
not exceed 10 times the site area, plus floor area premiums for the devel-
opment of plazas, arcades, atriums, etc, No off street parking is required.
Building height is not controlled by bulk standards.

BUSINESS RESTORATION ZONE. This district is intended to preserve and im-
proveés older structures which are architecturally and/or historically
significant. This district allows light industrial, general retail, whole-
sale, services, offices and high density residential uses. Additional

floor area is allowed with the development of residential units, underground
parking or open space areas. Building floor areas cannot exceed 2 times

the site area. However, with premiums the floor area can be increased to

4 times the site area. Building height not controlled by bulk standards.

INTENSIVE GENERAL BUSINESS/VERY-HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT. This
district, primarily for activity centers, provides the concentration of
retailing, personal and business services, residential, and cultural uses

at a necessary intensity to efficiently be served by mass transit facilities.
This very intense district is designed to serve the entire metropolitan area
as an alternative to urban sprawl. Significant levels of intense employment
and commercial activity, high volumes of pedestrian traffic, mass transit

facilities, and a relatively compact geographical area are characteriscs of
this district.

The regulations are designed to permit a highly concentrated, intensive
development of the enumerated facilitjes, limited by standards designed to
provide 1light and air for street exposures of buildings in the district and
to protect the district itself from over-intensive development of land
coverage and over-congestion as related to the ultimate capacity of common
public facilities which serve the entire district. Building floor area

cannot exceed 4 times the area of the site. Building height not controlled
by bulk standards.

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTI. A transitional district between intensive

industrial and residential districts. Allows limited manufacturing, whole-
sale and retail activities, offices and motels. Building height is con-
trolled by bulk plane standards and setback requirements for buildings.
Floor area cannot exceed 50X of the gite area.

GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. Allows many manufacturing, warehousing and

PR

wholesaling accivities, along with limited retail and service uses for the
benefit of the area employees. Building floor area cannot exceed 2 times
the site area. Generally no setback requirements.

L Al il e i e




0-2

§-r-1

HEAVY INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. Allcws all manufacturing, warehousing,
wholesaling and aoineral extraction activities. Limited recail and
gervice:'uses for the benefit of area employees are permitted. No
limitations on the size or location of buildings. This district
should not be located adjacent to residential or business zones.

OPEN USE DISTRICT. Allows airports, recreational uses, parks, ceme-
teries, reservoirs, and other open uses including a limited number of
public and semi-public activicies housed in buildings. Setback re-
quirements apply to the location of buildings.

OPEN SPACE DISTRICT. Allows large tracts of open land utilized pri-
marily for agriculcural or ranching activities.

OFF-STREET PARKING DISTRICT. Allows parking lots and structures.

Bulk and setback regulations apply to buildings. This zone is intended
to provide needed business parking without the expansion of the busi-
nesg zone, i.e., a buffer between business and residential uses. Re-
quires visual barriers adjacent to residential uses.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT. P.U.D. is a form of development characterized
by a unified site design for clustering buildings and providing

common open space, density increases, and a mix of building types and
land uses. It permits the planning of a project and the calculation

of densities over the entire development area, rather than on an indiv-
idual lot-by-lot basis. It also refers to a process, mainly revolving
around site-plan review, in which city agencies and neighborhood resi-
dents have considerable involvement in determining the nature of the
development. It includes aspects of both subdivision and zoning regu-
lation and is administered through the rezcning process.

Any P.U.D. is in effect a specific zone district for a specific area,
including specific regulations written by the applicant and when
approved by City Council, enforced by the City. It allows maximum
flexibility during the planning stage and maximum assurance that
exactly what is proposed will be developed as proposed.
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DEVELOPMENT -ALTERNATIVES

The development plan alternatives on the following pages
are based on the scenario figures expressed in Section II.
Alternatives I, II and III are based on a Floor Area Batio of
approximately 2:1. Alternative IV is a development plan based
on a Floor Area Batio of 511 as described at the end of Section II.

Alternative I 18 a "low rise” plan, developed with the
concept of maintaining the vertical scale of the area, as much
&8 posaible, while providing an economical project,

A mid-rise concept, Alternative II, represents the idea

of a& more vertical solution with more open space at lower
levels.

The high rise solution allows increased open space with
a more vertical solution.

A more intense development, in density and verticality,
is represented by Alternative 1IV.
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ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

Based on the evaluation criteria stated in Section II,

the following evaluations have been made for the four alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE Is A LOW RISE SOLUTION

Economic/Market Demand: The uses planned for this development
respond to market demands., Consldering the lan values in
the area, low rise solutions are generally considered
uneconomical and this type of soclution would probably not
be acceptable to the property owners or developers without

some form of additional compensation for keeping the developument

scale low (such as higher development rights elsewhere).
Project economics should be self-supporting but higher
development would return more profits,

Political Acceptability: HRezoning is required for any use
other than industrial, in all portions of the site except
for the terminal building itself. The land uses and scale
are supported by expressed development desires, The local
government should be amenable to a project which does not tend
to coerce a high rise solution into the B-? area. Surrounding
merchants should support this solution which 1s not in
conflict with the area., A low rise solution helps to
stablilize the land values and economies in the area.

Region Considerations: In general the uses indicated are in
support of regional goals. The development could be easily
integrated with a mass transit/light rail development,

Transportation: The scale of development rakes use of existing
transportation networks without overloading them.

State Government: The project does not appear to be in conflict
with any state programs. Provision of residents within the
domtown area should have some reduction on commuter traffioc

and can serve as an example for future residential development
projects,

Pederal Government: No federal funds are required and the
project should be in agreement with pollution goals.

Design Considerations: The scale of this development supports
the 1dentity of the neighborhoocd. The land uses are not in
conflict with existing land uses in the B-7 area. There
would probably be problems with the neardy railroad yards
(noise and air pollution).

Summary: While in agreement with the scale of the neighborhood,
this development 1s probably least likely for developers to

pursue because of return usually expected from such high iand
values, ‘
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ALTERNATIVE II: A MID RISE SOQOLUTION

Economic/Market Demand: As with alternatives I and III, this
solution responds favorably to local economic/market demands.
A mid-rise solution would allow greater densities or, as in
this case, the same densities can be provided with more open
space,

Political Acceptability: Approval for a mid-rise solution

would be harder to obtain, possibly, than a low-rise but a
mid-rise development could be incorporated in the area
without destroying the character of the neighborhood.

2 Zoning would need to be changed along with any height

bos limitations that exist for the area, A nid-rise solution

' would have mor visibility and identity than a low-rise solution

and help in providing identity to the entire area.

Transportation: It takes sdvantage of existing networks while
o £ not overloading then.

Region Considerations: As with Alternative I, this solution
would support regional development goals such as a regional
= , transit facility.

State Government: This project does not appear to be in conflict
with any state regulations or goals.

Federal Government: Provision of in-town residential units
would be a step in the right direction for reducing auto
trarfic (air pollution). Coordination with mass transit
also would be a well received idea.

Design Considerations:s Careful step backs and terracing would
be required in order to maintain the character of the street
facade of the area, Additional open space could be well
utilized for reoreational purposes. Integrating the taller
mid-.rise gtructures into the area succesgsfully takes additional
efforts from the earliest development stages.

Summarys A solution slightly more accepatable to the developers '
which begins to show the potentials of the site.

ALTERNATIVE III: A HIGH RISE SOLUTION
Bconomic/Market Demand: This development is in response to
local conditions and recognizes the impact of local land
" values, This type of developaent is more in keeping with
a developmente in areas of similar values, Income generated
should prove sufficlent for operating costs and generous
profit,

Political Acceptablility: A high-rise development is presently
not in keeping with local planning officials. They believe
that such a project will force similar development in the B-?7 ‘

= . ayea;-sinte 1t would bes detwesn.the station : and the CBD.:-Height E
and gzoning changes would be required plus possibly density/bulk




limits. The scale of the development would be highly visible
and should have a great sense of identity. Controls of
developrent in B-7 would be required to maintain the scale
there.

Reglonal Considerations: A high-rise solution could act as a
gateway into downtown and a definition of the dowmmtown area.

State Government: This type of development should be in agree-
Ak ment with state goals,

5 Federal Government: As previously stated, a developament of this
. scale which supports mass transit and provides in-~town
residential units should be in agreement with Federal goals
4 and regulations.

bt Design Considerations: While not in keeping with the scale of

b3 the immediate surroundings, a high-vrise sclution should be
able to be integrated in the area without adversely affceting
it. The increased open space could be used for community
activities,

Summary:s A high-rise solution could provide a border to the
domtown, a definite edge versus a melting away of the
dowmntosn., It could provide a node of activity which would
support the B-7 area and help turn the downtown into a 24-

- hour srea. This solution suggests the possibllities of a
high-rise/high density solution in relation to a lower
domtown area of special significance, with growth controls.

q ALTERNATIVE IV: A RIGH BISE/HIGH DENSITY SOJUTION

= Economic/Market Demand: This development 18 the most market

R oriented solution of the alternatives. The increased

P floor square footage provided plus the high-rise structures
recognize the value of the land. Phasing would allow for

L changes in the market., It should provide tremendous support

¥ for the lower cowntown area while growth controle could be

g adopted to maintein the character of B-7.

Political Acceptability:s Of all the alternatives investigated,
this particular concept is most likely to meet with opposition.

-3 Many zoning, planning, and height limits would have to be

B changed., Strong controls would have to be adopted in order

3z to maintain the scale and character of the B-7? area, It

should help provide a sense of identity to the area and be

highly visible.

Region Considerations: A high intensity development could easily
act as & node, for transit systems. It could provide a '

Y

L greater number of residential units in-town and support
" x existing commercial areas,




Transportation: A high intensity development such as this would
actively support a mass transit system, Some revisions
in the transportation network might be required to support
the high density uses,

LI IR
AT

State Government: This solution changes projections of
employment in the area and at the same time iricreases
domtown housing.

ot vS e

v

Federal Government: The increased numberas of housing would help
decrease commuter traffic as previously mentioned,

.

o

A Design Considerations: The higher densities would require
3 careful design work to mitigate the effects of scale change
between the new development and the existing B-7 zone. This
i8 the solution which seems to be rerormmended by the prcgrammring
guide. However this evaluation shows many problems that are -

SN

R TR
b, :
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: asgocliated with this type of solution. The scale is
i extremely different from that of the surrounding area but

?g_ could, under certailn circumstances, be of benefit.

Summary: Thia solution, recommended by the guide, has much
ambiguity, There are many problems (probably the most) with
achieving this solution. The high rise/high intensity

’ solution could define an edge to downtown Denver. It could

¥ be a gateway or wall to the city, Problems would arise

with attempted infill projects in the B-? area of a scale
- : similar to this, However, the large scale of this project
& could provide much support for the B-7 area.
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The importance of the findings in reference to the literature
is in the fact that little definative theory exists in literature
which can be directly applied to planning reilroad redevelopment.
What exists can best be described as a gulde for the direction
redevelopment should take, So much depends on the actual
conditions at the place under consideration for redevelopment
that to have a specific theory or program for planning the
redevelopment seems almost impossible,

The major link between rallroad projects is that quite
often they are located on mass transit corridors which can be
an added benefit for consideration. Otherwise, normal urban
planning practices apply.

The guide developed would be most useful in the early
stages of redevelopment for considering what direction it should
take, The guide still needs extensive refining in that some

programs developed, such as Denver, end up in projects which are
hard to establish,

Obviously thersis a need a need for further development
criteria, which have not been obvious in the literatures.
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The importance of the findings in relation to Downtown
Denver development isa that they indicate careful consideration
should be given by officials into development of a higher
density or scale than previously considered.

If controls can be equitably placed on the B-7 area,
8 high-rise/high intensity use might be highly desired on the
Union Terminal property. :

There would be difficulties to overcome with linkages,
scale and transportation but if accomplished the development
could be a national showplace, such as what has happened on
Boston's South Shore Development.

Personal preference is for a project of less intensity
than that developed as a result of the program. A mid rise
development of high densities would seem to be very desirable
even though the developed program indicates the high- rise/
high-density solution.

Welghting may need to be given to local conditions so that
they are of more importance in the guide,

There needs to be a consclous evaluetion of the benefits
and problems of the types of developments before one particdilalr
type 18 locked in,
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