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Community Open House Engagement 
Summary 
 
Introduction 
The City of Lone Tree and Design Workshop hosted a community open house on August 26th, 2026 as part 
of the Lone Tree Unified Development Code (UDC) Update. The open house provided an opportunity for 
community members to learn about the UDC update, understand how development and land use regulations 
influence the built and natural environment, and provide input on key policy and design topics that will inform 
development of the new code. 
 
Approximately 30 community members participated in the open house. A formal sign-in was not conducted 
because attendees were already included on the project communication list; therefore, attendance is 
estimated based on observations during the event.  
 
The open house was organized as a self-guided workshop with interactive boards addressing key topics that 
will be addressed with the development of the Unified Development Code: site design, parking, 
transportation and connectivity, mixed-use zoning, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), signs, landscaping and 
natural resources, public spaces, and park dedication standards. Interactive activities included dot voting, 
preference exercises, and open-ended comments. The boards connected each topic to goals and objectives 
from Lone Tree Elevated to help participants understand how community input will inform implementation of 
the Comprehensive Plan through the UDC. Attendees participated in the different activities at their leisure, 
with some placing dots and comments on the available posters, and other participating through conversation 
with staff and the consultant team. 
 
Engagement Activities 
The open house was designed to combine education with opportunities for participants to express 
preferences and consider tradeoffs. Rather than asking participants simply whether they supported or 
opposed individual regulations, activities focused on the qualities and outcomes they would like future 
development to achieve. Participants were invited to identify priorities, compare alternative approaches, 
respond to images and examples, and provide written comments. Several questions allowed participants to 
select multiple responses. Based on observations during the event, some participants selected fewer options 
than permitted, so vote totals should be understood as an indication of relative priorities and preferences 
from those in attendance. Similarly, several activities used different colored dots to indicate levels of comfort 
or support, but participants did not always use the colors as instructed. Those results are therefore 
interpreted cautiously. 
 
Summary of Results 
Several themes emerged across the engagement activities. Overall, participants desire a community that is 
well connected, safe, supports economic development, and prioritizes natural areas and pedestrian 
connectivity. Taken together, the open house results indicate several areas of relatively strong community 
direction for the next steps in the UDC update: 
 

• Prioritize connected, comfortable pedestrian environments. Participants consistently valued 
continuous sidewalks, safe crossings, direct connections, shade, and access to trails and 
destinations. 
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• Use design standards to reinforce quality and community character. Signage, landscaping, public 
spaces, and site design feedback generally favored clear expectations for high-quality design rather 
than maximizing flexibility without standards. 

• Support mixed-use development that creates genuinely active places. Participants placed particular 
value on active ground floors, public-facing uses, outdoor dining, gathering spaces, and small 
storefronts. 

• Balance parking and development needs rather than allowing parking to dominate site design. 
Feedback favored flexibility paired with landscaping, screening, and consideration of buildings and 
public spaces. 

• Plan parks and public spaces as a connected system. Participants favored trails, smaller connected 
parks, naturalized landscapes, flexible recreation spaces, and gathering opportunities. 

• Build flexibility into park dedication requirements. The nearly even split between on-site and 
community-wide investment suggests that both approaches may have value depending on 
development context and community need. 

• Approach ADUs with clear compatibility standards. Feedback suggests potential acceptance of 
ADUs in some circumstances, particularly for family and aging needs, but also concerns about scale, 
parking, density, rentals, and neighborhood impacts. 

• Consider implementation and long-term maintenance when establishing standards. Comments 
regarding green infrastructure and HOA maintenance reinforce the importance of considering who 
will maintain improvements after development is completed. 

 
Each of these key priorities is described in more detail in this section, with charts and pictures from the event 
included for each key theme. Appendix A includes the full tally of all the activities. 
 
Connectivity, Walkability, and Access to Destinations Are Strong Priorities 
 
Participants placed considerable 
emphasis on creating safe, 
comfortable, and connected 
pedestrian environments. 
Continuous and accessible walking 
routes received the strongest 
support as an essential component 
of the pedestrian experience, 
followed by safe and clearly marked 
crossings, shade, and separation 
from vehicle traffic. Pedestrian-
scale lighting and wayfinding were 
also viewed as important 
components of a comfortable 
walking environment. 
 
When asked how new development 
should improve connectivity, the 
highest priorities were comfortable, 
continuous sidewalks along and 
through development sites, and 
safe, direct walking routes between 
buildings, parking areas, and public Image 1: Vote Tallies for the Transportation Boards (Station 4) 
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sidewalks. Connections between adjacent developments and connections to trails, parks, transit stops, and 
community destinations also received relatively strong support. 
 
These results reinforce the direction established in Lone Tree Elevated to create a connected multimodal 
system and suggest that the UDC should emphasize not only the provision of sidewalks, but also the 
continuity, directness, comfort, and connectivity of pedestrian routes. The Transportation and Connectivity 
board specifically framed these issues around streets, sidewalks, bicycle facilities, trails, crossings, block 
length, access, and pedestrian-route requirements. 
 
Mixed-Use Areas Should Be Active, Public-Facing, and Organized Around Gathering Spaces 
 
Participants generally supported 
mixed-use environments that create 
activity at the ground level and 
provide meaningful public spaces. 
Shops, restaurants, and services 
received the strongest response as 
contributors to active ground floors, 
with the most total votes, including 
participants indicating through green 
dots that they contribute strongly. 
Community, cultural, and civic 
spaces also received relatively 
strong support. 
 
Written comments reinforced a 
preference for ground floors that 
serve the broader public rather than 
amenities intended primarily for 
building residents. One participant 
specifically commented that ground 
floors should contain public uses 
rather than private resident-serving uses, while another expressed interest in increasing the proportion of 
commercial space relative to residential space. 
 
When participants considered what makes mixed-use areas successful, the highest-ranked qualities included 
active ground floors along important streets and public spaces, plazas, pocket parks, and outdoor gathering 
spaces, and outdoor seating and dining opportunities. Small storefronts and flexible spaces for local 
businesses also received relatively strong support. 
 
Together, these responses suggest that community interest in mixed-use development is tied not simply to 
having multiple uses in proximity, but to creating active, walkable places with public-facing uses and spaces 
for people to gather. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Image 2: Vote Tallies for Active Ground Floor Question, Mixed Use Zoning 
Boards (Station 5) 
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Parking Should Be Balanced with Other Site and Public-Realm Needs 
 
Parking responses suggested an interest in 
maintaining adequate and functional parking 
while avoiding allowing parking to dominate 
site design. When asked which general 
approach was most important, the strongest 
response was to balance parking with other 
site needs, such as buildings, landscaping, 
and public spaces. Some participants 
prioritized landscaping and screening to 
reduce the visual impact of parking, as well 
as locating parking away from prominent 
streets. 
 
This feedback suggests that participants 
may favor a context-sensitive approach 
rather than a single prescriptive parking 
strategy. As the UDC is drafted, 
opportunities may include providing flexibility 
for different development contexts while using landscaping, placement, shared parking, and other design 
tools to reduce the impact of parking on walkability and community character. 
 
High-Quality Sign Design Is More Important Than Simply Increasing Sign Visibility 
 
Signage generated substantial written 
feedback and one of the clearest preferences 
among the voting activities. Clearer design 
standards to ensure signs are attractive, high-
quality, and appropriately located were highest 
priority, with substantially more preference 
votes than any other signage response. Some 
participants also supported fewer and smaller 
signs as a way to create a more attractive and 
uncluttered streetscape. No participants 
selected the statement that larger or more 
visible signs were needed to help people find 
businesses and destinations. 
 
Written comments provided additional nuance. 
Participants expressed appreciation for 
dimensional lettering, natural stone, 
coordinated directory signs, and signs that 
reflect Lone Tree's existing character. Concerns focused particularly on oversized and electronic signs, 
including brightness and nighttime impacts. Multiple comments suggested that electronic signs should be 

Image 3: Parking Board (Station 3) 

Image 4: Design Standards: Signs Board (Station 7) 
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turned off at night or be better controlled, and one participant suggested downward-directed sign lighting to 
minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
At the same time, participants recognized the economic role of signage. One comment emphasized the 
importance of allowing businesses to maintain brand awareness and avoiding regulations that could 
discourage commerce. Overall, the feedback suggests support for stronger quality and compatibility 
standards while maintaining reasonable opportunities for businesses to communicate and maintain their 
identity. 
 
Landscaping Should Provide Shade, Be Climate-Appropriate, and Remain Maintainable Over Time 
 
Participants identified several 
complementary priorities for water-
wise landscaping. Trees and 
shade and landscaping that is 
durable and easy to maintain were 
the highest priorities, followed 
closely by native and climate-
appropriate plants. Seasonal 
interest and alternatives to 
conventional turf also received 
support. 
 
Participants were also generally receptive to green infrastructure strategies illustrated on the boards, 
including rain gardens and parks that can accommodate excess water during large rain events. Written 
comments described these approaches as creative uses of space and encouraged additional water-quality 
measures. One participant raised an implementation concern about whether homeowners associations 
would have the capacity to maintain infrastructure.  
 
This feedback suggests that future landscaping and green infrastructure standards should consider long-term 
maintenance and responsibility alongside environmental performance and appearance. 
 
Visibility, Lighting, and Activity Influence Perceptions of Safety 
 
Participants emphasized clear 
sightlines as an important 
component of safe site design. 
Clear views along sidewalks, 
pathways, and gathering spaces 
was identified as the highest priority 
of the options identified in the safety 
question. Well-lit entrances and 
pedestrian routes, as well as active 
uses and gathering areas were the 
next highest identified priority. 
 
These responses indicate that 
safety is viewed as a combination 
of physical visibility, appropriate 

Image 5: Design Standards: Landscaping and Natural Resources Board (Station 8) 

Image 6: Design Standards: Landscaping and Natural Resources Board (Station 8) 
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lighting, and the presence of activity. This could inform landscaping, lighting, building orientation, and public-
space standards within the UDC. 
 
Public Spaces Should Emphasize Connectivity, Nature, and Social Interaction 
Participants expressed strong preferences regarding the qualities of Lone Tree's parks and public spaces. 
The highest priority was trails and walking/biking connections, followed by nature and habitat and gathering 
and social spaces. Recreation and play and shade and comfort also received support. Written comments 
described public spaces as opportunities to support community connection and contribute to Lone Tree's 
quality of life. 
 
A trade-off exercise provided additional direction on this topic. Participants strongly preferred: 
 

• Several smaller parks connected 
throughout an area over one 
large park; 

• Multipurpose recreation spaces 
over spaces designed for a 
single activity; 

• More naturalized spaces over 
highly landscaped spaces; 

• Adventure or nature-based 
playgrounds over traditional 
playgrounds; and 

• A hardscape plaza that can 
support programming over an 
open, informal gathering space. 

 
These preferences point toward a 
connected and diverse public-space system that combines natural areas, recreation, gathering, and 
programmed civic spaces rather than relying on a single park type. 
 
Participants also identified dog facilities as an important consideration for future parks. Multiple comments 
requested dog runs or dog parks, including separation between small and large dogs or by energy level. 
Participants also emphasized separating dog areas from children's play spaces and athletic fields and 
providing shade structures near playgrounds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Image 7: Design Standards: Creating Great Public Spaces (Station 9a) 
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Participants Were Nearly Evenly Divided on How Development Should Contribute to Parks 
 
The park dedication activity presented participants 
with a choice between requiring developers to provide 
parks and amenities within or directly connected to 
new development and allowing contributions to be 
pooled for investment in broader community priorities. 
The results were nearly evenly divided. 
 
The close result suggests there may be value in 
maintaining flexibility rather than establishing a single 
approach for all development. The UDC could 
potentially provide clear criteria for determining when 
on-site dedication provides the greatest benefit and 
when fees, credits, or alternative improvements could 
better advance the broader parks, open space, and 
trails system. The open house board itself framed this 
as a question of balancing convenient access within 
new development with the ability to direct resources 
toward broader community needs. 
 
 
 
 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Feedback Indicates Interest but Also Concerns About Compatibility, 
Density, and Use 
 
Participants identified building height and 
scale as the most important consideration 
for integrating ADUs into existing 
neighborhoods. Parking and vehicle access 
was identified as the second top 
consideration, followed by location and 
distance from neighboring properties. 
Responses regarding different ADU types 
were more difficult to interpret because the 
exercise asked participants to use green, 
yellow, and red dots to distinguish levels of 
comfort with different forms of ADUs, but 
the observed voting pattern suggests some 
participants may have used the dots in the 
same manner as other exercises, just 
selecting which type of ADU they liked the 
most. Accordingly, the total votes should not be interpreted as clear support or opposition to individual ADU 
forms. This topic will continue to be explored in the community engagement process. 
 

Image 8: Park Dedication and Standards Board (Station 
9b) 

Image 9: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Board (Station 6) 
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Written comments provide more useful insight into the underlying concerns. Some participants saw value in 
ADUs for aging residents or family members, while others raised concerns about rental units, short-term 
rentals, increased density, infrastructure capacity, and the need for additional ownership opportunities. 
 
Overall, the feedback suggests that future discussion of ADUs should focus not only on whether they are 
permitted, but on the standards and conditions that could address neighborhood compatibility, parking, 
density, and how units are used. 
 
Conclusion 
The Lone Tree UDC Open House provided valuable early input on how the community would like 
development regulations to address design quality, mobility, mixed-use development, housing choice, 
parking, signage, landscaping, parks, and public spaces. Approximately 30 participants engaged with the 
interactive boards and provided both quantitative preferences and written comments. 
 
Across topics, participants generally expressed a desire for high-quality development that is walkable and 
connected, provides attractive and functional public spaces, incorporates landscaping and natural systems, 
and responds appropriately to its surrounding context. The feedback also highlighted areas where additional 
discussion will be important, particularly accessory dwelling units, parking flexibility, and how new 
development should contribute to parks and community amenities. 
 
Because participation was limited to those attending the open house and several activities allowed multiple 
selections or were not completed exactly as instructed, the results should be treated as qualitative and 
directional rather than statistically representative of the broader Lone Tree community. They nevertheless 
provide useful insight into community priorities and tradeoffs and will be considered alongside focus group 
feedback, future questionnaires, staff input, adopted City plans, and direction from the Planning Commission 
and City Council as the UDC is developed. 
 
Attachments: 

• Attachment A: Open House Engagement Results 
• Attachment B: Open House Engagement Event Images 
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Attachment A: Community Open House Engagement Results 
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Transportation and Connectivity 
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Mixed-Use Zoning 
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Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
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Design Standards: Signs 
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Creating Public Spaces 
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Park Dedication and Standards 
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Design Standards: Landscaping and Natural Resources 
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Attachment B: Community Open House Engagement Event Images 
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