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HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE METROPOLITAN DENVER AREA 

This is a report about higher education needs, and steps to meet those 
needs in the Denver Metropolitan Area. The report reviews the conditions 
which led to actions in the 1960's to expand opportunity for post-high school 
education in Denver; the nature of the resulting institutions; and the problems 
that arise from current circumstances of temporary and inadequate facilities. 
It identifies major alternatives for resolving these problems, assesses these al-
ternatives in reference to educational and economic objectives, and presents 
recommendations of the Colorado Commission on Higher Education. 

The five counties of the Denver Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(SMSA)—the traditional four-county Denver Area plus Boulder— 
include 54 per cent of the people of the state. Nonetheless 
needs in the Denver Area can be understood, and solutions 
to the problems here can be forged, only within the context 
of statewide needs. 

In general terms, our objective in Colorado is to meet the needs for 
higher education opportunity in the most effective manner 
educationally, and the most efficient manner economically. 

More specifically— 
We need to provide post-high school educational opportunity 

for all people capable of learning. 

We need, therefore, to offer the widest range of programs 
we can make available. 

to provide post-high school opportunities in geo-
graphic locations which are easily accessible to 
population concentrations within the state. 

to provide opportunities which recognize that the 
"college years" no longer imply only the recent 
high school graduates, but apply to people of 
all ages, stages of occupational growth, and walks 
of life. 

to assure efficiency in planning for construction 
and operation of institutions throughout the system 
of higher education. 

We need 

We need 

We need 
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HIGHER EDUCATION BEFORE 1960 

Our state higher education system prior to the early 1960's seemed to 
answer reasonably well to the demands placed upon the 
system in those years, even though the institutions were 
located in smaller cities and towns around the state rather 
than in the urban centers. 

However one result was that in the early 1960's the 
proportion of Denver youth going on to 
college was 25% lower than in counties 
having a 2-year or 4-year college within 
their borders. 

Another characteristic of the system was that prior to the later 1960's 
the public colleges gave little emphasis to vocational 
and technical programs. 

Until very recently, with few exceptions, outside the 
arts, sciences and professions, few Colorado 
communities had any significant educational 
program for youth and adults seeking job-
entry training, re-training, and employment 
up-grading. Most employed persons had no 
chance to enroll in the programs that were 
available unless they were prepared to quit 
their jobs and go away to school. 
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DEVELOPMENTS DURING THE 1960's 

Developments during the 1960's have drastically changed the needs 
and circumstances of higher education in Colorado. 

During the past 10 years nearly twice as many additional 
students have entered the system as were in 
college in 1960. That is, we approach having 
three times as many students in the public col-
leges of Colorado today as there were in 1960 
(Fall 1960—36,652; Fall 1969—91,942). 

Also, the advancing demands for formal education prior to entry into 
employment have accelerated during the 1960's. Today 
only the most elemental jobs are open to a person who 
has not completed high school and desirable jobs require 
education beyond high school. Industries choose locations 
where the widest range of educational programming beyond 
high school is available. 

Moreover the complexity of issues facing us as a people, whether 
technological or social in nature, has intensified and 
the need for a broad base of educated people, as well 
as for a large cadre of leadership educated at the highest 
levels, has never been more apparent. 

The solution to these needs was the establishment of a reasonably, 
low-cost, broadly-based offering of post-high school education 
where people seeking education could obtain it regardless of their 
age, prior educational background, and employment status. 

Because of the location of the public colleges existing in the 
early 1960's, as enrollment growth began to accelerate the 
most significant gaps between needed opportunity and available 
programs were in the Denver Metropolitan Area and in El Paso 
County. 
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RESPONDING TO NEEDS IN THE MAJOR METROPOLITAN CENTER OF THE STATE— 

• The Legislature in 1963 authorized and in 1965 funded 
the opening of Metropolitan State College 

• The Regents of the University of Colorado in 1964 under-
took to expand the role and the program of the 
Denver Center 

• Citizens in the Littleton-Sheridan areas in 1965 authorized 
the opening of Arapahoe Junior College 

• The Legislature in 1967 created a state community college 
system and authorized the opening of a 3-unit 
Community College of Denver, with campuses 
to open in 1968, 1969, and 1970. 

Response of Denver Area People To These Steps Is Proof 
Of Their Necessity: 

• When Metropolitan State College opened in 1965, 
1,189 students enrolled the first term 

• When Arapahoe Junior College opened in 1966, 
547 students enrolled the first term 

• When Community College of Denver opened in 1968, 
1,861 students enrolled the first term 

• In Fall 1969, 11,082 students were enrolled in these 
three new institutions. 

For Most Of These Students Only 5_ Years Previously, There 
Had Been No Place To Go Because— 

• The Courses They Sought Were Not Available. 
• They Were Employed And Could Not Leave Home. 
• They Lacked The Formal Preparation Required. 
• The Combination Of Costs Of Instruction And 

Of Living Away From Home Was Too High 
For Thousands Of Them. 
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THE 1970 PROBLEM A N D ALTERNATIVES 

In 1970 several doors to educational opportunity, have been opened 
in the Denver Area and the flow through them is very 
large. However 

These Doors Now Lead Into Transitional Facilities Which Are: 

• Inadequate in size 
• In many cases inadequate in quality for the job to be done 
• Costly to construct and maintain 

Rental costs alone in 1970-71 in the Denver Area institutions 
will be $2,102,960. 

In 1975, based on conservative estimates of enrollment growth 
and with no allowance for increases in rent charges 
per square foot, the annual rental bill in these in-
stitutions will be nearly $5 million. 

By 1980, the annual rent will be $6,872,775. 
Every week that passes not only adds to rental costs, it sees 

continuing increases in construction costs which have 
risen during the decade at a rate much faster than 
the increases in overall living costs. 

To Continue To Expand Temporary Facilities For MSC, CCD, CUDC, And AJC 
For Rapidly-Increasing Enrollments Is Clearly Impractical, 
Educationally And Economically. 

THE ALTERNATIVES ARE EXACTLY TWO: 

1. To Provide Permanent Campus Facilities; or 
2. To Pull The Doors Of Opportunity Closed Again. 

The consequences of either alternative are great. 
To provide permanent campus facilities will cost 

millions of dollars in the years ahead. 
To pull the doors closed is to say that we care 

more for other private expenditures 
and public programs than for the higher 
education our families and neighbors 
seek; that we can do with less than 
their best talents and contributions. 

None Have Been Heard To Advocate Closing The Doors. 
The only option, then, is to move forward with 

permanent housing for the new 
institutions. 
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I N ASSESSING ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS, THE FIRST CONSIDERATION HAS TO DO 
WITH THE NATURE A N D PURPOSES OF THE INSTITUTIONS INVOLVED. 

THE DENVER CENTER OF THE UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO 
is the University's "downtown branch." 

Its Program brings to the downtown area education at the highest 
levels of learning and service as that education bears 
upon urban needs and problems. Increasingly the Center 
emphasizes courses at the junior, senior and graduate 
levels. 

Denver Center Students are primarily part-time students who are 
employed in private and public enterprise and in 
the home. Only a minority enter the Center 
directly from high school. More than half are 
enrolled at night. In Fall 1969 there were 6,468 
individuals enrolled, 4,333 being part-time. 

The Denver Center Has A Downtown Location because the 
University sought to provide a service in the 
downtown area and because it needed a downtown 
location for some of its programs in fields such as 
sociology, government, engineering, and archi-
tecture. The Denver Center is downtown because 
that's the only location at which the institution 
can fulfill the reasons for which it was established. 
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METROPOLITAN STATE COLLEGE is a four-year baccalaureate, urban-
oriented commuter college. Under the law creating the 
College it is especially "to serve the needs for higher 
education in the Denver Metropolitan Area"—Adams, 
Arapahoe, Denver, and Jefferson Counties. 

Its Program affords to students directly from high school and to older 
students a broad program in arts, sciences, education, 
business, and a large number of technologies. Here 
are programs for students of all ages and varying edu-
cational backgrounds who seek undergraduate education 
directed primarily to the occupations and the problems 
of the urban area. 

Metro's Students are chiefly full-time, but more than three-fifths 
are gainfully employed. About 20% are enrolled at 
night, in contrast to the 57% at the Denver Center, 
and most of Metro's students enter the College directly 
from high school. 95% live in the Denver Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (the 4 Denver Area 
counties plus Boulder). In fall 1969 at the opening 
of its fifth year, there were 5,944 individuals enrolled, 
2,036 being part-time. In full-time equivalents the 
enrollment was 4,428. In four years MSC had grown 
from zero to the 5th largest public college in Colorado. 

The College Is Located in Rented Space in 11 buildings in the area 
west and south of the central business district and 
Civic Center. The temporary location chosen by 
the Trustees for the College is downtown because 
it has been intended all along that Metro is to be 
a "downtown college." 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF DENVER is a comprehensive community 
college oriented to the occupational and college transfer 
needs of all of the people of the metropolitan Denver 
community. 

Its Program is open to all. A range of offerings in occupational 
fields and general studies provides learning opportunities 
in which every interested student, regardless of back-
ground, can expand his knowledge and extend his 
talents. To help students facing handicaps which 
result from prior circumstances in school or home, 
special programs and facilities are provided. 

CCD Students represent all ages and walks of life; any person may 
enroll who is deemed able to benefit from any of its 
wide spectrum of courses. About 54 percent of its 
students are full-time, and two-thirds of them are gain-
fully employed. At present only some 20 percent are 
enrolled at night, but this proportion will increase. 
In fall 1969 the first campus, located in Adams County, 
was in its second year and the second campus, in Jeff-
erson County, was in its first. Yet, 3,580 individuals 
were enrolled, representing 2,439 in full-time equiva-
lents. Some 60 percent of these individuals were in 
occupational programs. 

The First Two Campuses of CCD Are In Adams And Jefferson Counties 
because the College was unable to find suitable space 
in Denver county. Together with Arapahoe Junior College 
in Littleton, the two present campuses give a reasonably 
good spread of two-year college programming in the 
suburban areas. The College is interested only in a 
"core city" location for its third unit. 
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ASSESSING ALTERNATIVES 

In determining locations for these institutions it must be emphasized that the 
issue is not whether permanent facilities will be provided; the 
issue is where, how, and when they will be provided. The 
decision to expand educational opportunity in the Denver 
Metropolitan Area was made during the past decade beginning 
in 1963 when Metropolitan State College was created. The 
actions taken were deliberate responses to clearly-established 
needs, and the response to the actions strongly confirms that 
the needs were real. Today only the Denver Center owns any 
space. Thus the cost of construction for these institutions is 
a fixed factor running through any solution and involving many 
millions of dollars. The remaining questions have to do with 
the best alternatives educationally and economically. 

In assessing the economic aspects it is important to bear in mind that the 
costs of operating the three institutions will be affected by 
their location just as the costs of construction will be; and 
that over a period of a few years operating economies can 
amount to very large sums. 
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METROPOLITAN STATE COLLEGE A N D THE COMMUN ITY COLLEGE CENTRAL 
CAMPUS COULD BE LOCATED INDEPENDENTLY OR TOGETHER 
WITHIN THE DENVER AREA IN A HALF DOZEN DIFFERENT WAYS. 

OPTION 1. Locate MSC and CCD Central Campus on independent sites 
without sharing relationships with each other and Denver Center 

OPTION 2. Locate MSC and CCD Central Campus at Auraria adjacent to 
the Denver Center (CUDC) in a Higher Education Center 
involving sharing of programs and facilities among the three 
institutions. 

A variant of this option is to provide in addition 
for some sharing of programs and facilities among 
two or all three institutions at "outposts" such as 
the suburban campuses of CCD. 

OPTION 3. Locate the three-institution Higher Education Center within 
the Metropolitan Area but not at Auraria. 

OPTION 4. Locate MSC at Auraria in a sharing relationship with the 
Denver Center, and locate CCD Central Campus elsewhere 
with whatever sharing proves possible. 

OPTION 5. Locate CCD Central Campus at Auraria in a sharing relation-
ship with CUDC, and place MSC elsewhere with whatever 
sharing proves possible. 

OPTION 6. Locate MSC and CCD Central Campus elsewhere than Auraria 
but in a sharing relationship, with whatever sharing with 
CUDC proves possible. 
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MERGE TWO OR MORE COLLEGES? 

A variation of these options would be to merge one or more of these 
institutions under one administration. 

The Commission opposes any merger of the community college because 
of the distinctive occupational purposes of the College. 
Moreover a downtown CCD campus, wherever located, 
can best be operated by the central CCD administration 
along with the other two campuses in Adams and Jeffer-
son counties. 

A merger of the state college and the university center could have 
advantages along with disadvantages. The Regents have 
not favored a merger and it appears that merger could 
be accomplished only by constitutional amendment. 
There are strong reasons that the University of Colorado 
should continue to develop the Denver Center because 
of the needed emphasis in upper division and graduate 
programming. The Commission believes that a full 
range of cooperation and sharing can be developed 
naturally between the institutions, and that efforts to 
merge the Denver Center and Metropolitan State College 
at this time might jeopardize the identity and achievements 
of both. 
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ADVANTAGES A N D PROBLEMS OF MAJOR SITES 

Before assessing the half dozen options for higher education institutions in the 
Denver Area, characteristics of several possible sites should be 
described. 

Three Independent, Intensive Assessments Of Sites For Metropolitan State College 
In The Denver Area Have Been Made Since 1965, The Year In Which 
Opening Of MSC Was Funded. 

All yielded the same conclusion: that Auraria is the best 
and most feasible downtown location for the College. 

The first of these studies was undertaken by John Dempsey 
and Associates with assistance of Raymond J. Emery and 
William S. Lips, Odell MacConnell Associates of Palo 
Alto, and the Perkins and Will Partnership of Chicago (1966). 

The second was conducted by the Denver Planning Board (1966). 

The third, undertaken for the College by A. C. Martin, 
a nationally prominent California planning firm, was the 
most comprehensive (1968). 
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MAJOR SITE POSSIBILITIES 

It became apparent from the three site studies that there were generally these 
major possibilities: 

1. Auraria Urban Renewal Area 
2. Park Hill Golf Course 
3. "Outlying sites" including Fort Logan, Cherry Creek Reservoir area, 

or open land southeast or northwest of Denver. Because any 
such sites have important qualities in common and because any 
outlying site contrasts sharply with core city locations, such 
sites are treated as a group. 

The specific sites are shown on the map, following. 

It can be stated categorically that no site other than Auraria and the Park 
Hill Golf Course exists in downtown Denver (defined as a circle 
with a radius of three miles from the Central Business District) 
which considerations of size, present use, availability, and cost 
make feasible for Metropolitan State College. 
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MAJOR SITE LOCATIONS 

The full report presented to the Joint Budget Committee contains maps, 
pages 16-21, showing for the Denver Area the following 
conditions: 

Population density 
Minority residential areas 
Average income 
Student population (Metropolitan State College, Fall 1968) 
Public institutions 
Major streets and highways 

Copies of these maps, taken from the A . C. Martin site selection report 
for Metropolitan State College, are not available for this 
edition. They emphasize the advantage of a central site 
from the standpoint of access to major segments of the 
population including low-income populations; the area-wide 
dispersal of places of residence of MSC students; and the 
convenience of a central location from the standpoint of 
major highways, schools and other institutions. 

Pages 16-21 omitted from this edition 
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OTHER FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION 

SITE SIZE. 
Primarily because of needs for parking in addition to space required for 

the academic program, any site of less than 100 acres would 
be unduly restrictive. Needs beyond 100 acres will depend 
on considerations such as: 

• Numbers of students, faculty, and staff to be accommodated 
• Distribution of students between day and evening programs and over 

the hours of the day and evening 
• Cost of land relative to cost of more intensive land development 
• Nature of physical education programs and policies 
• Parking policies—surface and structure 
• Mass transit developments 

Size of the major site possibilities 

Site Area for Education 

Auraria (including Denver Center) 
Park Hill Golf Course 
Fort Logan 
"Southwest Denver Area" 

130 
200 
93 

Cherry Creek Reservoir About 150 
Other (undesignated) 

"Northwest Denver Area" (undesignated) 
300 or more 
300 or more 
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ACCESS FOR VEHICULAR TRAFFIC; UTILITIES 

Automobile access at Auraria is judged excellent, and superior to that at Park 
Hill Golf Course where severe overloading of Colorado Boulevard 
would be anticipated. Problems of access at Auraria cannot be 
rigidly segregated from access needs for the downtown area or for 
east-west travel on Colfax Avenue; however, Auraria would tend 
to use available capacity of existing highways by scheduling 
arrivals and departures at other than peak periods. Many im-
provements in the area were programmed before an educational 
development at Auraria was proposed. Alternate sites which 
lack the highway access of the central city, and especially 
those in outlying areas, appear to require more highway con-
struction than the central site. 

Automobile traffic is generated by hundreds of types of highway users, and 
whether a higher education center is built at Auraria or not, 
mass transit into downtown Denver must come. Thus a central 
location for a college or center near the major business area 
is an excellent location because it is assured of maximum service. 
Also it would tend to smooth peak transit loading. Suburban 
locations could require very large expenditures for providing 
transit access, and in the absence of other sources of demand 
for transit services in such an area, a college or center alone 
would be likely to prove an inadequate demand-generator to 
justify such cost. 

Utilities (water, sewer, gas, electricity, telephone) are generally available 
at Auraria, Park Hill, and Fort Logan. Extension of water and 
sewer service to outlying sites could entail costs to the state of 
approximately $85,000 per mile, with total cost depending on 
location chosen. At Auraria steam can be provided by Public 
Service Company; at any other site a steam plant would be re-
quired at a cost between $750,000 and $1,000,000. 
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PRESENT USE OF VARIOUS SITES 

Intensive use of large land areas in the central city is the principal reason 
few such sites are available. By going eight to ten miles 
from the Civic Center, sizeable vacant areas can be found. 
Park Hill Golf Course is the largest vacant area available 
within three to four miles of downtown. Fort Logan, about 
seven miles from Civic Center, affords a size of 93 acres. 
The terrain is not entirely favorable, highway access is 
inadequate and the site is too small. 

Cherry Creek Reservoir is an area in part owned by Cherry Creek School 
District No. 5 and in part in process of transfer to the 
District from federal surplus. The area was acquired for 
the vocational agriculture program. Within a few years 
the site will be bisected by Interstate 225. The District 
might consider making a portion of the area available for 
post-high school programs of interest to the District. 

Intensive present use for residential and commercial purposes of such site 
possibilities as College View, Civic Center, and the area 
north of Mile-High Stadium would imply tremendous problems 
and costs of relocation. The inability of these areas to 
qualify for urban renewal in effect has made them unavailable. 

Auraria was fully Urban Renewal-eligible and is a designated Urban Renewal 
site. Relocation problems, which involve an estimated 110 
families, 80 individuals, and 250 firms, are much less ex-
tensive than for any other of the developed central city area 
possibilities. 
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LAND COST 

Cost to the state of land at the major site possibilities is: 

Auraria 

Park Hill Golf Course 

Outlying sites 
Fort Logan 

Cherry Creek Reservoir 

Other Southeast Denver 

Northwest Denver 

$5,600,000 

Estimated cost: $4,000,000 to $6,000,000. 
Current appraised value: $1,285,000. 
Clayton Trust has advertised sale for in-
tensive development at $6,000,000. Land 
costs in eminent domain are based on 
highest and best potential use, not on 
current use or zoning. 

Land now owned by Colorado. 

Unknown. Land held by Cherry Creek 
School District No. 5 for uses of the 
District. A portion might be made 
available with specific understandings 
concerning uses. 

No specific site identified. Land prices 
indicate cost of $500,000-$1,000,000 for 
300-500 acres. 

No specific site identified. Land prices 
indicate cost of $500,000-$1,000,000 for 
300-500 acres. 

Cost of land is but a small part of the cost of providing any campus. The major 
cost is for the structures, and this cost will occur without regard 
to where the campus is located. Accordingly the cost of the land 
can be only one of the many factors to be considered. 
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OTHER SITE COSTS 

Costs of sites may exceed land purchase cost because of added expenditures for: 
Utility services 
Highway access 
Necessity that the state provide transportation to connect with 

public transit and/or to other institutions or facilities 
Extraordinary site preparation or building costs 

Precise estimates of such costs can be made only in reference to specific 
sites, based on studies undertaken at considerable expense. 
Principal sites can be characterized as to such costs as follows: 

Level of costs 

Transportation Site 
Utilities Highways Services Preparation 

Auraria Minimum Minimum No Minimum 
Park Hill Golf Course Steam Large No Minimum 
Fort Logan Steam Large Possible Substantial 
"Southeast Denver" Steam, water, sewer Large Probable Variable 
"Northwest Denver" Steam, water, sewer Large Probable Variable 

Another cost consideration involves losses of tax revenues through development of 
an area for educational uses. This factor is difficult to assess. 
Present users who leave a site may locate elsewhere within the 
taxing area and thus pay taxes from the new location. Moreover 
the alternative uses for a site cannot be determined. It is quite 
possible, for example, that Park Hill Golf Course or other un-
developed sites could be developed for industrial, commercial, 
or residential uses which would produce greater tax revenues than 
other sites including Auraria can be expected to produce. Thus 
dedication of an undeveloped site might prove more costly in 
this respect than use of a presently-developed site. 
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ASSESSMENT OF PRINCIPAL OPTIONS 

1. Locate MSC and CCD Central Campus independently and without 
sharing with each other or with CUDC. 

This was the original concept when Auraria was selected for MSC in 
1967. 

The option appears to have no educational or other advantages over 
sharing with other institutions to the fullest extent practicable. 
It is now apparent that if any educational enterprise is located 
at Auraria it should and will engage in some sharing with the 
Denver Center. 

This option would be the most costly of the options because of (1) the 
need to develop three independent campuses; (2) significant 
economies can be achieved through sharing of instructional pro-
grams and facilities; and probably most significantly, (3) under 
this option each institution would endeavor to develop its own 
program to the greatest possible extent with resulting duplication 
and cost. 
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2. Develop Higher Education Center (MSC, CCD Central Campus, and. 
CUDC) at Auraria; provide also for decentralization of instruction on 
a cooperative basis to "outposts" such as suburban campuses of CCD. 

Educationally this option fits the nature and objectives of the three 
institutions ideally. It provides in one coordinated Center a 
wider span of programming than students can find elsewhere in 
Colorado or virtually anywhere in the country. It expands the 
range of feasible classroom-laboratory and library facilities and 
equipment beyond what one institution could afford. It is the 
only option in which sharing of MSC and CCD with the Denver 
Center is feasible. 

From the standpoint of community well-being, this option develops for 
a needed civic purpose and in conformance with Model Cities 
planning an area that has been declining in residential service 
and accommodating scattered industrial and commerical uses. 
It is ideal in providing for interaction of educational and civic 
agencies and associations. It can provide ultimately for large 
numbers of persons; but the decentralization on a cooperative 
basis of instruction to outposts in the Denver Area provides a 
safety valve on expansion of the center downtown. It is possi-
ble that through the outposts and with the development, ulti-
mately, of significant programs of televised instruction, the 
downtown center may never grow to the full size that the area 
could accommodate. 

Land acquisition cost ($5.6 million) is substantial but economies in 
construction requirements and operating expense resulting from 
interinstitution sharing will more than offset this cost. 

Operating cost savings. 

With prospective increases of enrollments and educational costs, the 
Denver Center, Metro State, and a downtown campus of CCD 
must be expected to expend some $475 millions in the ten years 
from the mid-1970's to the mid-1980's. If savings of only 
2 per cent were achieved through coordination of courses, minor 
efficiencies in administration and other sharing, nearly $10 mil-
lion would be saved during the ten year period. Savings in at 
least this proportion should be realized through agreements 
among the institutions that instructional resources of all institu-
tions will be available to students of all units. For example, 
it is expected that only MSC will offer instruction in physical 
education activity areas; that MSC and CCD students will enroll 
in certain occupational courses offered exclusively in one insti-
tution or the other; that CCD will not duplicate instruction in 
some foreign languages and sciences and other low-enrollment 
subjects which are available at one of the other units. 
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Capital construction savings. 

In construction also, space reductions in occupational laboratories, 
physical education facilities, and other areas of instruction, 
administration, and plant operation, through shared use should 
avoid construction requirements in excess of $2 million. This 
is the only location at which it is feasible to avoid construc-
ting a steam plant costing approximately $1 million. 

This option provides for full continuing use of present Denver Center 
facility valued at $5,000,000. 

Perhaps the major savings to be derived from this option lie in the 
avoidance of the duplication of programs and facilities that 
would be necessary in independent institutions. 
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3. Develop Higher Education Center in Metro Denver at Park Hill Golf 
Course or at an Outlying Site. 

Educationally this option preserves the advantages of sharing. Location 
at Park Hill would meet the core city needs of these institutions 
less well than downtown. Interaction with civic and community 
agencies would be feasible, though less so than in an area close 
to the civic center and central business district. Location at 
any outlying site fails to meet the needs of CCD, which now 
occupies two such sites. Either Park Hill or an outlying site are 
not favorable for the Denver Center both because of the Center's 
role as a downtown branch for the University and because of the 
investment in the present facility. Any outlying site would call 
for a drastic change of mission for Metro State College which 
has developed as a downtown, community service and occupation-
oriented college. 

From the standpoint of the community, either Park Hill or outlying 
sites lie outside the Model Cities areas and do not contribute to 
community redevelopment. Park Hill would serve well the Area's 
second-largest minority group, but less well than downtown the 
largest such group. Any outlying site is remote from any minority 
residential area. 

Acquisition cost of Park Hill cannot be determined but is estimated at 
a figure between $4 and $6 million. Suitable outlying sites 
could be obtained at not to exceed one million dollars; but costs 
of access highway construction, utilities and site development 
could exceed total comparable costs at Park Hill or Auraria. 
This option assumes redevelopment of CUDC and abandonment of 
the present downtown facility. To reproduce the CUDC facility 
for present enrollment would cost $7.5 million and makes other 
options preferable. 
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4. Locate MSC at Auraria, sharing with CUDC; locate CCD Central 
Campus elsewhere with any sharing that proves feasible. 

Educationally this option preserves the values of a downtown location 
for MSC and CUDC and the opportunities for sharing between 
the two four-year institutions; but it eliminates two-year occu-
pational programs from the downtown area unless MSC retains 
the two-year programs it is to transfer to CCD. In practical 
terms, the effect of this option would be to expand the role 
of MSC to include two-year programming duplicative of that 
at the Community College. This option severely reduces 
opportunity for MSC-CCD sharing of occupational programs and 
facilities, and implies provision of a campus-to-campus trans-
portation system to facilitate whatever such sharing is attempted. 
This option is prejudicial to CCD students in reducing quality 
of library, educational media, health and other services that 
can be made available on a shared-use basis. 

Concentration of all occupational programming (four-year as well as 
two-year) at the Community College might be envisaged, with 
the four-year programs to be operated by MSC. This would 
divide the MSC student body into "academic" and "occupational" 
divisions, exaggerate status issues, and prevent the teaching of 
both academic and occupational students in many courses (partic-
ularly in the upper division) needed by both. 

In terms of community well-being, this option probably removes CCD 
Central Campus from Model Cities area and from areas of greatest 
population concentration, including that of minorities. It reduces 
or eliminates occupational programming from downtown area— 
unless MSC retains its two-year program. It reduces maximum 
size of Center by approximately 20 per cent from 26,600 to 
21,600 day FTE students. 

Larger construction costs or reduced quality of facilities are implied for 
CCD because of better quality attainable in library, media, some 
occupational and other programs on a shared basis. Similarly 
opportunity for reduction of operating costs through sharing in 
instructional and other areas is severely restricted for CCD. 
Somewhat lower-density land use at Auraria would be possible, 
enhancing interrelationships with the community and reducing 
construction costs somewhat for some buildings. Some savings for 
automobile users might be implicit in reduction of parking needs 
at Auraria. 
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5. Locate CCD at Auraria, sharing (as practicable) with CUDC; locate 
MSC elsewhere with any sharing that proves feasible. 

Educational implications are negative: (1) reduces significance of 
sharing in instructional, library, and public service areas because 
purposes and programs of CUDC and CCD are disparate; (2) any 
outlying site implies change from urban emphasis for MSC, and 
Park Hill location would be less advantageous for Metro than a 
downtown site. Over a longer period, this option harbors the 
serious risk of development of institutions (CUDC and MSC) com-
peting for university status, a risk that can be avoided in the 
Higher Education Center. 

From standpoint of community well-being, this option provides an urban 
two-year institution and downtown university branch in Model 
Cities target area adjacent to a principal residential area of 
Denver's largest minority group. It would provide for the needs 
of the "downtown student" at the advanced levels and at the be-
ginning levels in academic and occupational programming. It 
should reduce the numbers using the Auraria site. If MSC were 
located at Park Hill, college programming would also be conve-
niently available to the Area's second largest minority population. 
If MSC were placed in a suburban area, Colorado would acquire 
another college in the type of setting which characterizes most 
of Colorado's higher education system. 

Economically this option is disadvantageous. Since Auraria was sought 
and obtained for MSC it would jeopardize Urban Renewal status 
and violate intention of people of Denver in voting to provide 
local share of project cost. It would require acquisitions of 
Auraria (if available) and an additional site for MSC with atten-
dant access and development costs, and would limit the advan-
tages of institutional sharing in programs and facilities. The 
ultimate costs in expanded programming for MSC and CUDC 
inherent in their independent development cannot be pinpointed 
but are sure to be large. 
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6. Locate MSC and CCD elsewhere than Auraria, in a sharing relationship, 
with any sharing with CUDC that proves practicable. 

Educationally, at any outlying site this implies a major change of 
function for MSC and CCD Central Campus, which have devel-
oped instructional and public service programs and community 
interaction related to a core city location. At Park Hill Golf 
Course the established role and function of MSC and CCD could 
be preserved, though the location is disadvantageous for the two 
institutions compared to a downtown site. In a CCD-MSC enter-
prise CCD would receive essentially the full instructional advan-
tages of the Higher Education Center concept; MSC would gain 
some benefits especially in occupational areas but none in ad-
vanced academic and graduate areas, and little in library. 
CUDC could gain no benefits of sharing. Moreover if CUDC is 
the only downtown institution there will be strong justification 
for it to offer a broad range of educational programming in the 
central city. Any option that places MSC anywhere other than 
at Auraria, unless CUDC is moved to such site, risks the devel-
opment of two institutions in Denver competing for university 
status. 

From the standpoint of the community both Park Hill Golf Course and 
any outlying site lie outside Model Cities areas and do not con-
tribute to community redevelopment. At Park Hill, MSC-CCD 
would serve well the Area's second-largest minority population. 
Any outlying site is remote from minority residential areas and 
creates a major institution in the suburban-small city environment 
of most of Colorado's public colleges and universities. 

Economic advantages in construction and operating costs are less than 
in full Higher Education Center because of absence of MSC -
CUDC sharing at advanced instructional levels and in library. 
Acquisition costs at Park Hill or outlying areas probably would 
be less than Auraria, but highway access requirements and utility 
and site development costs could increase effective cost to as 
much as or more than Auraria. Redevelopment of facilities for 
CUDC would not be required but instructional program costs of 
CUDC would undoubtedly be extended beyond the proposed dis-
tinctive role CUDC would have within a Higher Education 
Center. Ultimate costs arising through development of two insti-
tutions seeking university status would be very large. 
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ASSESSMENT OF OPTIONS 

Among the six options, three are deemed impractical or so disadvantageous that 
they should be discarded: 

Option 1: INDEPENDENT CAMPUSES, WITHOUT SHARING. 

The potential of sharing, both educationally and economically, 
has become evident through discussions of the Higher Education 
Center concept. The extent of sharing possible is dependent 
upon proximity of the institutions. Only options in which at 
least two of the three institutions are located together deserve 
consideration. Economically this option is the most costly. 

Option 3: HIGHER EDUCATION CENTER LOCATED ELSEWHERE THAN AURARIA 

This option removes all institutions from downtown, where con-
centration of employment and population provide strong justification 
for location of higher education programs. It is a bad solution for 
C C D , which has two suburban locations and requires a downtown 
campus. Even a location at Park Hill Golf Course may be an 
unacceptable solution for CUDC which was deliberately located 
by the University at the edge of the central business district. 
Economically this option abandons the valuable CUDC facility 
and an Urban Renewal site for site possibilities the actual cost 
of which cannot be determined at this time, but which could 
equal or exceed cost of the Auraria site. 

Option 5: CCD AT AURARIA: MSC ELSEWHERE. 

This option affords little of the educational and economic advantage 
of sharing of programs and facilities; risks loss of federal and 
city support for Auraria project; and in the long run has the 
potential of developing two institutions competing for university 
status. 

The most advantageous plan educationally and economically is Option 2, Higher 
Education Center at Auraria, with emphasis upon sharing in programs 
and facilities both at Auraria and at outposts in order to limit growth 
of enrollments at Auraria. This option is discussed in detail below. 
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There would be important educational benefits in Option 4, MSC at Auraria 
sharing with CUDC, with CCD Central Campus elsewhere. 
It would help assure the coordinated development of bacca-
laureate and graduate-level programs over the longer run. 
However it is less advantageous than Option 2 because it 
eliminates two-year programs from the downtown area unless 
MSC role is broadened, at a cost in duplication with CCD. 
It increases site acquisition and construction expenditures 
for CCD and reduces the quality of services and facilities 
available to CCD students as compared to those available 
in a cooperative center. 

Substantial benefits could accrue from Option 6, MSC and CCD at Park Hill, 
here ranked third. CCD would derive most of the sharing 
benefits available in the full Higher Education Center; MSC 
would gain substantial benefits in the occupational areas. 
However MSC would gain no benefits of interaction with 
CUDC programming; CUDC would gain no benefits of sharing 
and would be induced to broaden its offerings as the only 
downtown college; and over the longer run any location for 
MSC apart from CUDC involves a risk that both will develop 
as university institutions. Both in the short- and longer-run, 
this option is more costly and less advantageous educationally. 
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STUDENT NUMBERS 

There has been much discussion of the numbers of students involved in the 
proposed Higher Education Center development. 

When the Commission's initial feasibility study was released in November 1968, 
planning assumptions concerning the ultimate maximum size were 
that the three institutions, at maximum size in or about 1990, 
would enroll approximately 30,000 day FTE students. This num-
ber may be compared to the 5,452 day FTE students actually 
enrolled at MSC and CUDC in Fall 1969. Because of the large 
proportions of night-time students and of part-time students at 
urban commuter institutions, this number of day full-time equiva-
lent students would involve some 55,000 different individuals. 
(By contrast, at a residential campus such as Western State College 
or Colorado State University the number of individuals enrolled 
almost equals the day FTE enrollment.) Since facilities need be 
provided only for the number of daytime full-time equivalents, 
we see in these figures the tremendous economic advantage of 
commuter institutions to the state. 

Since the earlier feasibility study, Metropolitan State College has affirmed its 
target enrollment as 16,000 day FTE rather than 20,000. Pro-
jections for CUDC for 1990 have been increased somewhat to 
reflect probable topout on enrollments at CU-Boulder and at 
CSU. In total, maximum day FTE is reduced from 30,000 to 
26,600, and individuals from 55,550 to 52,900. 

Though 52,900, representing the maximum enrollment to which the Center might 
ultimately be permitted to grow, is a large number of individuals, 
it can readily be demonstrated that at this possible maximum en-
rollment 16,000 students would be on the campus at the peak hour. 

Chart I, following, illustrates for this maximum enrollment the number of students 
on campus each hour between 8 a.m. and 10 p.m. based on the 
following: 
Present distribution of students at CUDC, MSC, and CCD North Campus 
Allowance made to convert credit hours to actual hours in class, 

for absentees (4%), and for students on campus but not in 
class (30%) 

Scheduling techniques will be employed to even out traditionally 
heavy usage of morning hours and Monday-Wednesday-Friday 
classes. 
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By contrast the present distribution of students at MSC and CUDC (12,412 persons) 
is shown in Chart II which indicates a peak load of approximately 
4,000 persons at 6 p.m. 

At the recommended Phase I development, under current scheduling practice 
and with no effort to redirect enrollments through schedule 
changes, the load distribution would be as in Chart III. 
Note that the peak hour is 9 a.m. at which time 11,000 
students among the total of 31,000 individuals expected to 
be enrolled in the three Auraria institutions would be on 
campus. 

These charts display dramatically the fact that in urban commuter institutions the 
load on campus facilities is reduced greatly as compared to the 
load for the same number of individuals on the typical residential 
college campus. The major reasons are, again, the spread of the 
total load on through the night-time hours and the fact that large 
numbers of students are enrolled for only a course or two. 

The chart showing loads at possible maximum enrollment suggests also the major 
economies that can be achieved in needs for classrooms, laboratories, 
and other facilities, and in parking spaces, through scheduling 
which levels the demands through the day. This kind of scheduling, 
we must assume, will be needed far more generally in higher edu-
cation in the future. In an urban higher education center such 
scheduling can be accomplished with minimum inconvenience to 
the staffs and with maximum benefit for the students because of 
the large variety of individual preferences and needs. 
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Chart I 

AURARIA HIGHER EDUCATION CENTER 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS O N CAMPUS 

Maximum (52,900 headcount) 

Hours 8 AM 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 PM 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

5 1 0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 (Thousands 
of Students) 

Figures include scheduled use of classrooms, laboratories, etc. (16.5 
hours per week per full-time-equivalent student), less 4 % due to 
absences, plus 30% estimated students on campus but not in class. It 
assumed that scheduling techniques will be employed to even out usage 
of facilities through the day and week. 
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Chart II 

AURARIA HIGHER EDUCATION CENTER 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS O N CAMPUS 

Current, Fall 1969 at Downtown Campuses of MSC and CUDC 
(12,412 headcount) 

Hours 8 AM 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 PM 
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4 • 
5 • 
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8 

9 

10 

5 1 0 15 20 25 30 35 4 0 45 50 (Thousands 
of Students) 

Figures include scheduled use of classrooms, laboratories, etc. (16.5 hours 
per week per full-time-equivalent student), less 4 % due to absences, plus 
30% estimated students on campus but not in class. The above figures 
represent the current peak utilization day for the CU-Denver Center and 
Metropolitan State College. 
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Chart III 

AURARIA HIGHER EDUCATION CENTER 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS O N CAMPUS 

Phase I, Fall 1976 (32,562) 

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 (Thousands 
of Students) 

Hours 8 AM 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 PM 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Figures include scheduled use of classrooms, laboratories, etc. (16.5 hours 
per week per full-time-equivalent student), less 4 % due to absences, plus 
30% estimated students on campus but not in class. 
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TRAFFIC A N D PARKING 

Assessment by the Traffic Consultants, Alan M . Voorhees and Associates, of traffic 
to be generated by the proposed Higher Education Center at Phase I 
and at maximum enrollment has taken account of the load currently 
generated within the Auraria area, which will be displaced; of high-
way improvements tentatively scheduled by the Colorado State Highway 
Department and the City of Denver for completion within the time 
frame of the first phase of the Auraria development; of the promise 
of mass transit development already reflected in programs in many 
communities which are reversing the decline of the role of mass 
transit; and, significantly, of the fact that the majority of trips to 
and from the Auraria site will occur during periods of the day and 
evening when street capacity is available. The traffic consultants 
conclude that because of the pending improvements and class schedu-
ling policies, the increases in expected load should not be a major 
problem. 

Studies of requirements for parking assume that space will be provided within the 
site for parking student, faculty, and staff vehicles. At expected 
maximum enrollment, spaces for 11,924 cars will be required accord-
ing to 1970 patterns of transportation. The traffic consultant advises 
that because of mass transit developments that must occur, this number 
should be regarded as the absolute maximum. If and as need for this 
number develops, surface and structure parking will be provided on a 
self-liquidating basis, yielding user charges of approximately $7 per 
month (on a 30-year amortization plan). At Phase I, the site can 
accommodate the estimated 7,022 cars entirely in surface areas, also 
to be provided on a self-liquidating basis and at a monthly charge 
that should be less than $7 per month. 
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PROJECT COSTS A N D PHAS ING 

Costs to the State of the proposed Center at Auraria are projected below for 
the Phase I development (15,000 day FTE expected by 1976) and 
for maximum size (26,600 day FTE which may be attained by 1990). 

The estimates of space requirements on which these costs are projected are 
based on 125 gross square feet per daytime FTE student for 
academic and administrative facilities (i.e. all categories of 
state-funded space). In view of savings to be derived through 
sharing and through scheduling policy, these estimates are be-
lieved to be realistic for these Institutions so that estimates of 
dollar requirements are not understated. 

The estimates are made In current dollars and have not been adjusted for con-
struction cost Increases which must be expected. (They are 
computed at $26 per gross square foot, which Includes professional 
fees, fixed equipment, and vertical transportation.) During the 
1960's until 1969, construction costs rose at an average of 5% 
per year. It Is apparent that during 1969 such costs rose by 
more than 10%. While the growth of the economy enlarges 
tax revenues within a constant tax structure, such growth may 
or may not be sufficient to offset rising construction costs. 

These estimates do not Include space not funded by the state, such as student 
center facilities and parking areas or structures which, under state 
policies, are provided on a self-liquidating basis. 

The dollar totals Indicated below make no allowance for federal participating 
grants, through the Higher Education Facilities Act and other 
programs. If such federal programs are funded up to the authorized 
amounts, and are extended in future years, they could provide as 
much as 40% of the indicated cost of constructing and equipping 
the needed structures. 
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Phase 1 
(15,000 day FTE) 

Maximum 
(26,600 day FTE) 

Land Acquisition (Auraria) $ 5,600,000 $ 5,600,000 
Land Development 

Utilities (on-site) 1,357,000 2,359,000 
HPER Courts and Fields 600,000 1,000,000 
Environmental 300,000 500,000 
Circulation 

500,000 

Surface (Ped. & Vehicular) 450,000 600,000 
Pedestrian Plazas 1,000,000 1,800,000 

Academic Buildings (1,695,647 gsf) 44,100,000 (3,145,647 gsf) 81,800,000 
Movable Equipment (15% of constr.) 6,615,000 12,270,000 

TOTAL $60,022,000 $105,929,000 

Enrollments at Phase I are expected to be attained in 1976. However it is not 
expected that all construction for 15,000 day FTE would be com-
pleted by 1976. On the contrary it is to be expected that CCD 
and MSC will continue to utilize some rented facilities. Thus 
construction can be phased in amounts deemed by the Legislature 
to represent an appropriate balance between the completion of 
permanent facilities and continuation of use of rented space. 

Maximum size is anticipated at the year 1990. Assuming land costs for the 
Auraria site are met in 1970 and funds are appropriated over a 
20-year period to house this maximum enrollment, average annual 
appropriation of $5,296,450 (1970 dollars) would be required 
during the 20-year period. 
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THE COMM I S S ION RECOMMENDATION: 

That a Higher Education Center be developed at Auraria, with maximum 
sharing of programs and facilities among MSC, CUDC, and CCD 
Central Campus; 

That selected MSC and Denver Center courses should be offered at permanent 
campuses of CCD when they are available, and at such other 
outposts as may be approved in the future, in order to expand 
the range of programming available throughout the metropolitan 
area and to control the growth of enrollments at the central 
site; 

That the Governor and Legislature support steps necessary to acquire the 
Auraria site for development of Phase I of the Higher 
Education Center based on facilities for 15,000 day 
FTE students (10,000 MSC, 2,900 CUDC, 2,100 CCD 
Central Campus); 

That facility development for Phase I at Auraria should be planned with 
reference to the maximum size to which, at any future 
time, the Center should be permitted to grow (26,600 
day FTE students); and 

That any commitment for construction beyond Phase I at Auraria will be 
contingent upon evidence that further development at 
Auraria is preferable educationally and economically 
to expansion of outposts, or to other alternatives. 
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CONCLUS ION 

To preserve the Auraria Urban Renewal site for Metropolitan State College or a 
Higher Education Center it is necessary that the State undertake 
purchase of the site in 1970 with an appropriation of "a substantial 
amount" of the estimated cost of $5.6 million. The funds must be 
available prior to August 12, 1970 though actual disbursement of 
funds may not occur prior to summer 1971. These requirements 
are stated in a letter dated December 15, 1969, from the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development to the Executive Director, 
Denver Urban Renewal Authority. 

Additional funds in the amount of $825,000 are required in 1970 for physical 
planning for an initial unit of construction for the Phase I 
development of Metropolitan State College. These funds 
will provide for initial schematic development of the full 
Phase I facility for the College, and detailed working draw-
ings for the initial unit of construction which must be ready 
for bid in spring 1971 looking to occupancy of initial space 
in Fall 1973. 

Steps to develop a Higher Education Center at Auraria represent a large commitment 
for the educational institutions involved, for the City of Denver, 
and especially for the State. Careful and extended review of 
the facts and the alternatives demonstrates that this commitment 
is a sound and necessary investment, preferable educationally and 
economically to any alternative. 
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