
From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: chrisbohnsak@gmail.com <chrisbohnsak@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD 
City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: FW: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11355208
Date: 14.09.2020 20:39:31 (+0000)

Thank you Chris for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any 
updates: www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: noreply@fs12.formsite.com <noreply@fs12.formsite.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2020 1:49 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11355208

First Name Chris

Last Name Bohnsak

Email Address chrisbohnsak@gmail.com

To better serve you, please 
share your address or 
nearest intersection.

3530 Stuart

Comment or message I am hoping that you will vote no for the group housing initiative. This 
would change the dynamic of our neighborhood and cause huge parking 
issues. If this passes a lot of residences will move to the suburbs.

This email was sent to districtone@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



Hello Trisha,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. We have heard from 
residents like yourself and as a result the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, 
instead it is heading back to the LUTI (Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further 
conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: noreply@fs12.formsite.com <noreply@fs12.formsite.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 11:20 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11380008

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: montaniotrisha@comcast.net <montaniotrisha@comcast.net>; Webb, Andrew -
CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: FW: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11380008
Date: 24.09.2020 00:22:05 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

First Name Trisha 

Last Name Montanio

Email Address montaniotrisha@comcast.net

To better serve you, 
please share your 
address or nearest 
intersection.

2660 Zenobia Street, Denver CO 80212



This email was sent to districtone@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.

Comment or message I would like to know your position on the Group Living zoning code amendment. I 
am opposed to this for many reasons including declining property values (we are 
28 year property owners). I understand this will be voted on soon and would 
appreciate knowing where my representative stands on this. Thank you. Trisha 
Montanio



From: Planningboard - CPD <planningboard2@denvergov.org>

To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: FW: Denver's Planning Board Comment Form #13273934
Date: 14.09.2020 14:13:56 (+0000)

From: noreply@fs7.formsite.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 13, 2020 3:33 PM
To: Planningboard - CPD <planningboard2@denvergov.org>
Subject: Denver's Planning Board Comment Form #13273934

Denver Logo

Thank you for submitting a comment to the Denver Planning Board. Your input 
will be forwarded to all board members as well as the project manager. For 
information about the board and upcoming agenda items, visit 
www.DenverGov.org/planningboard.

Name shawna crocker

Address 2017 s gilpin st 

City Denver

State Colorado

ZIP code 80210

Email shawna.crocker@gmail.com

Agenda item you 
are commenting 
on:

Other

Name of Project Group Living code amendment project

Would you like to 
express support 
for or opposition 
to the project?

Strong opposition

Your comment: I already live in an area supposedly zoned for unrelated adults. It is always being 
violated, to the detrement of the neighborhood. I spend lots of time and hard 
earned money taking care of my home and yard, only to have my property values 



declined and my peace disturbed by too many people and vehicles and parties and 
noise and weeds and trash and on and on...because of density. If this passes, I'll 
move out of Denver and sell my house for a fortune. Or rent it for a fortune. If I 
can't beat them, join them...

This email was sent to planning.board@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.

Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Rezoning - CPD <Rezoning@denvergov.org>
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Single Family Zoning change proposed comment
Date: 14.09.2020 14:12:35 (+0000)

From: tracy hall <tracysport01@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 3:27 PM
To: Rezoning - CPD <Rezoning@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Single Family Zoning change proposed comment

To Whom It May Concern,
   The change proposed from 2 unrelated people
living together to more than that should be
further researched.  
    A single family home should have to file
a license permit (like liquor) whereas neighbors 
within the area are given notice of the filing
and have a say to the exception increasing the limit
(stated in the license permit) for a designated
amount of time subject to renewal only if standards
are met without complaints from police or code.
  A suitable designated area on a trial basis should be
considered as well.  Old buildings could be updated
for this purpose.
  Opening the floodgate to higher density should 
not be taken lightly in suburban areas.  Not having
 adequate plumbing
facilities for numerous people is a concern, along
with parking, noise and trash generated.
  Denver should take a back seat and not ignite
this matter attracting everyone in the country
like happened with marijuana.
  Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
   Sincerely,
   Tracy



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Frank G <frank.rockies@yahoo.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner 
Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: Group Living Code Amendment
Date: 17.09.2020 20:32:21 (+0000)

Hello Frank & Kathy,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any 
updates: www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to review the recording Click Here

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Frank G <frank.rockies@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 3:52 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; Deborah Ortega - Councilwoman At Large 
<OrtegaAtLarge@Denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Code Amendment

Dear Councilwomen Sandoval, Ortega, and Kniech:

My wife and I are residents in District 1 of Denver and thus in Councilwoman Sandoval's 
district, but we are addressing this to Councilwoman Ortega and Councilwoman Kniech as 
well since you represent all of us as "at large" council members. We recently became 
aware of the proposed "Group Living Code Amendment" that has come before the City 
Council from a guest commentary article by Mr. Lee Terry that appeared in the Denver 
Post on Monday. Neither my wife nor I had heard of this proposal prior to this time. We 
share some of the concerns raised by Mr. Terry insofar as we understand the purpose and 
context of the amendment from his commentary alone. However, another guest 
commentary appeared in today's Denver Post from two Denver City Council members that 
was also cosigned by three other members. That commentary also addressed concerns 
and questions that we have regarding this amendment. The Council members raised 
legitimate questions about the context, focus, intent and consequences of the amendment 
that don't seem to have been adequately answered by the amendment itself or the 
committee that generated it. Another significant point is how involved have the citizens of 
Denver been as to input and comment about this amendment? It appears that this 
amendment could have significant impact on our communities and we should have the 



opportunity to have it explained to us in detail and to respond with questions and input. We 
agree with today's commentary by the Council members that this needs to be studied at 
greater length and allow the citizenry to have input in the process. Without this, we 
definitely are opposed to the proposed amendment as we understand it.

We will give one practical example of why this proposed amendment has raised our 
concern. Currently, a house across the street from us is being rented to a number of 
individuals. We don't know if what is being done is in accordance with zoning codes or not, 
but that is beside the point for our purposes now. We have noticed that there are at least 3 
individuals renting the house (none related), but there may be as many as 4 or 5 since 
there is a garage on the alley of the property with cars there. The concern we have is that 
with the current renters in the house, the three renters that we know of for sure park 4 cars 
on our street in addition to whatever cars are in back. What would happen to congestion 
and traffic and livability if this "Group Living Code Amendment" were to pass and such 
occurrences were to be more common? This is just one example in addition to things like 
the impact on affordability and the other issues raised in today's commentary. We have 
seen a number of instances in recent years, where unintended consequences have 
become the biggest problem with legislation. That is why we are asking that this 
amendment be given a thorough vetting and as much time and input needed to determine 
if it is the best way to proceed. Again, as it stands and from what we know now we would 
definitely be opposed to its passage.

Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Frank & Kathy Giuliano



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: b_egg@msn.com <b_egg@msn.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner 
Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: Group Living Update
Date: 21.09.2020 15:45:37 (+0000)

Hello Barbara,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click 
Here For The Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed, upcoming hearings and 
form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates.

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: noreply@fs12.formsite.com <noreply@fs12.formsite.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2020 10:31 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11372948

First Name Barbara

Last Name Abegg

Email Address b_egg@msn.com

To better serve you, please share your 
address or nearest intersection.

35th & Oscepla

Comment or message Please do not support the amendment #7 Group Living 
Zoning Code.
This is not good for the residential neighborhoods and not 
fair to the long time residents this city



This email was sent to districtone@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Vicki Hellmer <vhellmer@msn.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner 
Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 28.09.2020 14:21:28 (+0000)

Thank you Vicki for sharing your support of this project, I will share your comments with Councilwoman 
Sandoval and have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments can be recorded.

Take care, 
Gina

Gina Volpe • Council Aide
Office of Councilwoman Amanda P. Sandoval • District 1

Phone: 720-337-7701
For City Services: Dial 3-1-1  or www.pocketgov.org

DISCOVER YOUR CITY | 311 | pocketgov.com | denvergov.org | Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

*Correspondence with this office is an open record under the Colorado Open Records 
Act and must be made available to anyone requesting it unless the correspondence 
clearly states or implies a request for confidentiality.  Please expressly indicate 
whether you wish for your communication to remain confidential.

From: Vicki Hellmer <vhellmer@msn.com> 
Sent: Saturday, September 26, 2020 2:09 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Code Amendment

Councilwoman Sandoval,

I am writing to request your support for the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment. 

I’ve been disappointed in the NIMBY opposition to this needed change. In my view, the amendment is key 
to keeping housing affordable. It recognizes the diversity of living arrangements that have become 
appropriate and necessary in our city - and it provides a way to have halfway homes and other similar 
arrangements more equitably located throughout the city. 

Thanks,
Vicki Hellmer
District 1 Resident/Voter



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Amy Marshall <amycmarshall@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City 
Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group living changes
Date: 17.09.2020 17:59:57 (+0000)

Thank you Amy for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any 
updates: www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Amy Marshall <amycmarshall@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 11:47 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living changes

Hi Amanda! 

It's Amy Marshall at 3353 Quivas St. I'm writing to weigh in on the proposed change to group living rules. 
While I'm in favor of expanding the current limit of two unrelated people living together, I think 10 people 
is a step too far. We currently live kitty-corner to a house that has become the equivalent of a college 
dorm. I have never reported its owner, but due to a large number of occupants, the population can easily 
swell to 20+ people on the weekends when friends come to visit. Most of my neighbors and I do not have 
off-street parking. The sheer amount of cars resulting from this type of group living arrangement makes it 
incredibly difficult to find parking anywhere near our homes. It also guarantees that weekends at West 
34th Avenue and Quivas Street are loud and boisterous.

I know this is just one anecdote and may not be the norm, but I do worry that allowing 10 unrelated people 
in one house will create more of these aggravating situations throughout the city.

I noticed the advisory committee often mentioned peer cities suggesting that they put a lot of weight on 
how other cities are handling the issue. Yet when I did the research, none of these other cities mentioned 
are allowing 10 unrelated people. None are allowing more than six. I would like to see the City of Denver 
follow the guidance of our peers and exercise a little more judiciousness.

Salt Lake City: 3
Las Vegas: 4
Albuquerque: 5
Phoenix: 5



Austin: 6
Fort Collins: 3
Boulder: 3
Colorado Springs: 5

Warm regards,
Amy Marshall
720-839-3210



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Susan Cunningham <suepilot@bellsouth.net>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City 
Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Ordinance
Date: 21.09.2020 15:38:57 (+0000)

Hello Susan,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click 
Here For The Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed, upcoming hearings and 
form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates.

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Susan Cunningham <suepilot@bellsouth.net> 
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 3:53 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Ordinance

I have no issues with increasing the number of unrelated folks that live in one residence.  However, since 
parking can be an issue, how about including some kind of tax benefit for folks that don’t have a car that 
want to live with a group of unrelated adults?  Or, say if you want 7 people to live together, you have to 
apply for a permit (and pay a fee) if they all have cars, but if at least 4 (or some other number) do not have 
cars, they get the permit without the fee, or something like that. I’m sure you can come up with some way 
to make this work that would benefit people, not increase parking issues and possibly bring in a little 
revenue for the city.

Thanks.
Susan Cunningham
3425 Quivas St.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



+ Andrew as promised

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 6:20 PM
To: Karen McGuire <karenmcguire@q.com>; District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal: Text Amendment #7 What is Your Position?

Hello Karen,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. We have heard from 
residents like yourself and as a result the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, 
instead it is heading back to the LUTI (Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further 
conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Karen McGuire <karenmcguire@q.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 7:53 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; Sandoval, Amanda P. - CC Member District 1 Denver 
City Council <Amanda.Sandoval@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal: Text Amendment #7 What is Your Position?

Hello Ms. Sandoval,

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To:
District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; Karen McGuire
<karenmcguire@q.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal: Text Amendment #7 What is Your Position?
Date: 24.09.2020 00:23:57 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701



Please find attached Commentary submitted to the Denver Post last week by members of 
Denver City Council concerning the recent Group Living Zoning Proposal.
These five council members do not support this proposal.

Can you please tell me what your position is on this proposal?

If it is voted on next month by Denver City Council (in the format recently taken to Land Use, 
Transportation and Infrastructure), what will your vote be?

(I personally oppose this proposal, though I do think  - after equitably including all of Denver 
in one zoning code - that it would be reasonable to raise the cap of adults in a single family 
home to the number of bedrooms plus one.)

Thank you for all your efforts and for your reply.

Regards,

Karen McGuire
720-203-3611



Hello Beth,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. I did want to let you know 
the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, instead it has gone back to the LUTI 
(Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Beth Knight <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 12:27 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: elizabeth.knight9@gmail.com <elizabeth.knight9@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew 
- CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 30.09.2020 18:37:21 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Hello -

I have recently purchased a home in Denver, after years of renting in apartments and a duplex. It 
was a nerve-wracking process even for someone as fortunate as I am, to have a good job and to 
split expenses with a similarly employed partner. 



We need to make housing more affordable and accessible for everyone in Denver. The rate of 
building has not kept pace with the amount of people moving. Denver is NOT full, we just need 
new zoning. 

I am in full support of measures that bring density and affordable housing in every neighborhood, 
including my own (Berkeley, and soon to be West Highlands). That includes group living. It is the 
humane and just path forward, and it's only the beginning. 

Please pass these changes without delay or separation to create affordable housing, remove 
discrimination from our zoning code, and serve those in need in our community.

Beth Knight 
elizabeth.knight9@gmail.com
4441 Yates Street 
Denver, Colorado 80212



Hello Paul,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you 
can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates.

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, her 
is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Paul Franco <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 8:47 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: paulfranco89@gmail.com <paulfranco89@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD 
City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 22.09.2020 14:49:46 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Hello, 

I am writing you in support of Denver's group living changes because I support affordable 
housing and in general believe in our rights to do what we want with our homes.

We are facing unprecedented times, I personally have family members that have lost their jobs, 
one of whom is going to run out of cash at the end of September and could face eviction. It is 
imperative that we move quickly to ensure that the up to 100,000 people facing evictions in our 
city have somewhere to live, which absolutely includes group housing.

I have been proud to call Denver my home and want to see us to continue to make practical 
progress. Other cities in our peer group, like Seattle, have not faced issues in their 
neighborhoods due to group living.

Thank you for your time and consideration. 



Paul Franco 
paulfranco89@gmail.com
1937 Meade St 
Denver, Colorado 80204



Adding Andrew

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:44 AM
To: amymurin@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

Thank you Amy for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates: 
www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Amy Murin <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:33 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To:
District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; amymurin@hotmail.com
<amymurin@hotmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 17.09.2020 15:46:35 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Denverites have been discussing updating group living rules for nearly three years, and the 
proposal in front of you is a compromise based on thousands of pieces of feedback. 

Denver is in a long running affordable housing crisis. Co-ops don't just provide affordable 
housing, but a path to growing equity and homeownership. Voting against these changes means 
you think it should be illegal for people to take in their unrelated friends and neighbors who fall 
on hard times, this is currently banned under the code. 

Residential care serves many populations in our community and streamlining these rules will 
help them serve people fleeing domestic violence and those with disabilities. 



Please pass these changes without delay or separation to create affordable housing, remove 
discrimination from our zoning code, and serve those in need in our community.

Amy Murin 
amymurin@hotmail.com
4229 Knox Court 
Denver, Colorado 80211



Thank you David for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates: 
www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: David Pardo <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:36 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: davidpnut@gmail.com <davidpnut@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City 
Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 17.09.2020 15:46:14 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Denverites have been discussing updating group living rules for nearly three years, and the 
proposal in front of you is a compromise based on thousands of pieces of feedback. 

Denver is in a long running affordable housing crisis. Co-ops don't just provide affordable 
housing, but a path to growing equity and homeownership. Voting against these changes means 
you think it should be illegal for people to take in their unrelated friends and neighbors who fall 
on hard times, this is currently banned under the code. 

Residential care serves many populations in our community and streamlining these rules will 
help them serve people fleeing domestic violence and those with disabilities. 

Please pass these changes without delay or separation to create affordable housing, remove 
discrimination from our zoning code, and serve those in need in our community.

David Pardo 
davidpnut@gmail.com
3340 Wyandot St 
Denver, Colorado 80211



From: Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com>

To: Clark, Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council
<Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org>

CC:
Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Rezoning Amendment
Date: 17.09.2020 16:40:18 (-0600)

Dear Jolon:

Thank you for sending the op-ed to me. Otherwise I might not know that it had been published, and that 
you co-signed it. I hope this indicates that you and the other four councilmembers that either authored 
the piece in The Denver Post or co-signed it are veering toward undertaking what the commentary 
suggests. More time. More study. More involvement of the people impacted.

I too agree that there is a need for change, but I do not want to see an end to zoning for single family 
housing, ever. I think there should be a simple process for a person with a large, mostly empty 
home, that wants to rent rooms to people to apply for such permission, or a married couple with a child 
that have found the means to purchase a home possible because they have developed a communal living 
plan with other adults, to have that ability. I do not want to see Denver further undermined by investors 
and group home providers that "take advantage of new rules." This will not make Denver a more livable 
city.

That said, I want a code in the zoning amendment specifically for group home providers and investors 
that has nothing to do with either single-family or multi-individual living. 

I also am one of the Denverites that find myself "reacting to what has already been produced rather than 
having authentic input in its formation."

In the last two days I have attended an information session hosted and chaired by Andrew Webb and 
another input session hosted by Chris Hinds in District 10.

I found Andrew Webb very knowledgeable and articulate, but at this point he is saying - very clearly - 
that DCP is finished with this code amendment. He says his department has submitted to the City Council 
what his department thinks is the best amendment. Even though, as pointed out in the op-ed, the 
advisory committee to DCP was heavily skewed toward supporting such change, didn't fully 
participate, and left out a large majority of Denver citizens from the process.

I found this to be true at Chris Hinds' meeting as well. It was very disappointing. He does not seem 
capable of representing the very divergent interests and neighborhoods in his district and then governing 
for all of the district. He seems to be only interested in playing to the Capitol Hill neighborhood. The 
people on his panel, that might represent my point of view, and those of many pro single family zoning 
neighbors and associates of mine, were simply absent.

Please keep me in the loop as this issue continues to be discussed and debated and most importantly, 
voted upon.

Thank you,
Susan Williams

On Wed, Sep 16, 2020 at 2:26 PM Clark, Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council 
<Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org> wrote:

Susan, 

Not sure if you saw the op-ed that I signed on to, but here it is in case you missed it.

I hope you are doing well and staying healthy!

https://www.denverpost.com/2020/09/16/denver-group-living-proposal-affordable-housing-guest-
commentary/

JOLON CLARK
Denver City Council District 7



Phone:(720) 337-7777
Email: jolon.clark@denvergov.org
Pronouns: He/Him/His

Sign up for the LD7 e-newsletter here

Dial 3-1-1 for City Services
Hablamos Espanol

Correspondence with this office is an open record under the Colorado Open Records Act and must be made 
available to anyone requesting it unless the correspondence clearly states or implies a request for 
confidentiality. 

On Sep 3, 2020, at 10:11 AM, Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com> 
wrote:

Dear Jolon: 
I have contacted you previously about my concerns over the Group Living Rezoning 
Amendment. I am further dismayed to learn that it has been a priority of the Planning 
Committee for 10 years to develop a comprehensive zoning plan that includes 100% of 
the city and that has not been done. Adding a layer of zoning (i.e. Group Living 
amendment) to an incomplete city zoning plan seems wrong. I am also disheartened to 
learn that the planning Community Planning & Development rushed this process and did 
not involve neighborhood groups. I know I have never heard of any meetings to hear the 
concerns of the West Washington Park neighborhood. Again, I ask you to please note no 
on this amendment. Below is what I wrote to Mayor Hancock this morning:

Dear Mayor Hancock:

I am very concerned about the flaws in the zoning amendment currently before the city 
council.

First and foremost, I do not understand why the rezoning study did not first amend the 
original zoning, I believe referred to as Chapter 59, to include the entire city. That is a 
stated priority and should be accomplished before starting to roll out an amendment to 
accommodate for group living. This proposed amendment has not been fully vetted by the 
citizens of Denver and is putting the cart before the horse.

Second, as I have watched Denver develop, I believe the greatest damage to the city has 
been in the over-development of land. Presently, I look out at a humongous development 
across the street from where I live. This is the monstrosity being built at Speer and 
Logan. Cherry Creek North is no longer a quaint part of Denver. There are no-design 
buildings resembling the gulags of Russia all over the city. Turning our back on our 
heritage, like we did in the 1960's and 70's, when so many of the turn of the century 
mansions were bulldozed, and adding even more population per square foot by changing 
the group living zoning to who knows how many people per 2000 sf, is an act that further 
defiles the city.

I have recently read that this vision to increase density is a vision that Denver wants. I 
don't know anyone that wants this, and wonder if this is the vision of a few.

I implore you to move against the group living amendment and to task the Planning 
Committee to develop comprehensive zoning  that includes 100% of the city and involves 
all neighborhoods in the process.

Sincerely,
Susan Williams

-- 



 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203

 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com

-- 

 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203

 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com



Hello Dan,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. We have heard from 
residents like yourself and as a result the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, 
instead it is heading back to the LUTI (Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further 
conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

I will also share your email with Councilwoman Sandoval.

Take care,
Gina

From: Dan <thecraftsmen@comcast.net> 

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Dan <thecraftsmen@comcast.net>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change proposals 
Date: 25.09.2020 16:19:26 (+0000)

Gina Volpe • Council Aide
Office of Councilwoman Amanda P. Sandoval • District 1

For City Services: Dial 3-1-1  or www.pocketgov.org

DISCOVER YOUR CITY | 311 | pocketgov.com | denvergov.org | Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

*Correspondence with this office is an open record under the Colorado Open Records 
Act and must be made available to anyone requesting it unless the correspondence 
clearly states or implies a request for confidentiality.  Please expressly indicate whether 
you wish for your communication to remain confidential.



Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 9:58 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change proposals 

Good day Amanda,
I hope you are having a great Friday!
   I am not sure how you are standing regarding these changes as they are written. I have heard that some on 
Council are seeking compromise rather than outright rejection. Please think through each of the many layered 
results of passing any version or compromise. I have listed below some of my concerns. It doesn’t seem to 
matter if the current proposal is modified to say only 3 or 4 unrelated adults in a SU zone, the group homes 
can have 7 or 8 felons, homeless, or recovering addicts. The result will be the same and we know once the 
modified version is approved the further modifications could be accomplished very easily. So what if the 
spacing between facilities housing 40 is modified from only allowing one every other block to one every third 
block; or to only house 30 instead of 40. Please see my comment below regarding homes for folks with 
physical or mental challenges.  
   How would you like it if 5 unrelated adults and their children could legally move in next door to your home 
and family. There is no cap on how many people that might be. There will be no limit on how many cars could 
be parked in front of your house; your house and all the way up and down both sides of the street? That 
would certainly affect your life; and also Denver’s infrastructure. 
   On the other side of your home, ten people from the corrections department could move in. They would be 
pedophiles, car jackers, rapists, thieves… any kind of “recovering felon.” Let’s not forget that the “experts” in 
Denver say our rate of recidivism is 40% so 4 of the 10 might commit crime again; maybe at your home. And 
then across the street 10 homeless. I know I want a solution for their plight but reality is obvious. Only some 
are looking for a way back into work and a home. Many are not, and many of those will trash the houses and 
yards. Of course our tax dollars will pay for all of the problems they create. 
   We shouldn’t forget that many of the lots in Denver are big enough to allow a developer to buy two lots next 
to each other and put up a building large enough to house 40 homeless, recovering convicts, or sober living 
people. Shouldn’t that only happen in a commercial zone? Oh, I forgot, we will essentially all be living in a 
commercial zone if these proposals are accepted. I guess the bone to the dog here is that those facilities must 
be separated by 1,200’. My SU home is on a lot 77’ wide. You do the math. We probably couldn’t have one in 
every block; just every other block. 
   I love the fact that CPD made it a high priority to pull all neighborhoods into the 2010 code change and yet 
nothing has actually happened; in 10 years? I am sure Mayor Hancock, now exempt from these proposed 
changes, is not pushing to get his neighborhood included. 
   We listened for hours to an online meeting and heard in that session from several people from the 
Montbello area. We need to fix those problems; not make them legal! 
   I thought I heard something about how these proposals will bring down the cost of housing? Instead it is 
going to enrich the already rich developers and drive the cost of homes up. Please see the Denver Post article, 
“Group Living won’t help affordable housing problem” a guest commentary by Lee Terry.
 Here’s is a bright spot; more homes can be used to house physically and or mentally disadvantaged folks 
who will truly appreciate the opportunity to live in our neighborhoods. And they will be inspected and held 
to high standards by agencies that have power; not just by the NIS group who are already understaffed 
with no proposed increase in their budget. Actually homes for disabled can already be placed in SU zoning 
by petition and I would welcome them.

   I am not trying to be uncaring. I am trying to be kind and compassionate. These proposed changes aren’t. 
Please don’t take this as a personal attack. I am only asking that you consider what is going to happen even if 
you modify these proposals. Please just reject them. There should be places in our city for families, 2 
unrelated adults living and raising children in a safe neighborhood with sound policies. And it should not be 
just in the 20% of the unaffected areas, or in those neighborhoods that fortunately already have HOA’s with 
stipulations prohibiting these changes. Golly will their homes appreciate in value, making it even more difficult 
for Denverites to find a good neighborhood!
Sincerely,
Dan Foster



From: E J Lorimer <ejlorimer@aol.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

CC:
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>; 
christian.jimenez@denvergov.org <christian.jimenez@denvergov.org>; 
logan.fry@denvergov.org <logan.fry@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 
Date: 18.09.2020 03:25:41 ((UTC))

Correction Communities and GLAC 
It appears that GLAC did not consider (and if they did consider, did not care) 
that State can also insert contracts into Denver for correction communities, 
parolee home rentals and neither the State nor the County (ie Denver) have to 
check with one another beforehand.  

You also indicated before that there are no 'per capita' limits on how many 
facilities go into any one neighborhood so potentially, one neighborhood of 500 
rooftops could have a dozen home units used to house non parole and parolee 
folks. Add to this, homeless shelters that can expand and contract at the snap 
of one director's fingers and a neighborhood could become overwhelmed with 
situations never dreamed of in Denver.

Pretty soon, the homeowner will become the minority resident in a 
neighborhood. Is that what GLAC envisions? Is that the translation of "Denver- 
A world class city".

Jane Lorimer



From: MELISSA RUSS <mhruss@msn.com>
To: paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>

CC:

andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
Councilwoman Kendra Black <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>; mayorsoffice@denver.gov
<mayorsoffice@denver.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Group Living Proposal
Date: 20.09.2020 22:58:44 (+0000)

Mr. Kashmann,

I appreciate you signing onto the guest commentary by Kendra Black and Amanda Sawyer published in the 
Denver Post on 9/16.  I fully concur with this commentary as well as Lee Terry’s. (See below) I find the 
group living advisory committee’s proposals shortsighted and  ill-timed now during the pandemic. And, it is 
preposterous for them to say that this will reduce homelessness and make housing more affordable. It will 
merely cram more people into houses and incentivize landlords a.k.a. slumlords to convert more rentals 
into high occupancy homes.   The number of unrelated people (and their families) proposed to be allowed 
to occupy a house/townhouse is absurd and I submit will destroy the fabric of our fair city. 

I urge you and the City Council to reject the proposal. 

Melissa Russ
2753 S. Milwaukee St.



From: Jeff Ross <jross@rossaviation.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 04.10.2020 22:38:17 (+0000)

Subject: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7

As a long term resident of Denver I want to express my strong opposition to Amendment #7. It make no 
sense for the sake of a small number of homeless to damage the quality of neighborhoods enjoyed, 
improved and made safe by stable residents. 
Sincerely,
Jeff Ross

Jeff Ross

3200 Cherry Creek South Drive, Suite 360, Denver, CO 80209
O: 303-830-7700
C: 303-898-3300
jross@rossaviation.com

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the 
recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, 
copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be 
unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, 
an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human 
generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.



View this email in your browser

Overcrowded, Unsanitary, Unhealthy
Former Denver Director of Construction 
Management Weighs In

David Bufalo is a licensed professional engineer and was employed by the City 
and County of Denver from 1990 until his retirement in 2006. He served as 
Director of the Design and Construction Management Division as well as 
interim Acting Director of the Building Department, which was charged with the 
enforcement of the Denver Building Code and exists to protect the life, safety, 
and health of the occupants of buildings. Mr. Bufalo's opinion piece originally 
appeared in the Denver Gazette.

From: CYNTHIA A POWERS Owner <cynbab2@centurylink.net>

To: kendra black <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; Andrew webb
<Andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Group Living Amendment | Overcrowded, Unsanitary, 
Unhealthy

Date: 05.10.2020 17:43:09 ((EDT))

Obviously several city council members seem to be more interested in themselves and have forgotten the 
issue of safety and healthy of children!

Cynthia Powers
----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Safe and Sound Denver <safeandsounddenver@gmail.com>
To: Cynthia Powers <cynbab2@centurylink.net>
Sent: Mon, 05 Oct 2020 11:10:00 -0400 (EDT)
Subject: Group Living Amendment | Overcrowded, Unsanitary, Unhealthy



Recently, I became aware of a proposed amendment to the Denver Zoning 
Code through a group called Safe and Sound Denver. I have reviewed the 
summary of the proposed zoning amendment on the city’s website. The 
proposed amendment has several issues that concern me. My concern is 
primarily about single-family residences, but could equally apply to group 
homes and halfway houses.  My concerns are as follows:

Trash 

Based on a household with four adults, there would be an increase in the 
amount of solid waste when the occupancy could possibly more than double 
from four adults to maybe nine, as an example. The EPA has reported that 
nationwide per-capita generation of solid waste is 4.51 pounds per person per 
day. For a family of four, this equates to 126 pounds per week. If another five 
persons were to be allowed to occupy the same residence, the solid waste 
generation would now be 284 pounds per week, which is a 225% increase. This
increased amount of trash will not fit into the city-provided 65-gallon 
trash carts that are typical in my neighborhood. This means that the surplus 
trash will have to wait for the next “large item pickup“ day, which now is 
scheduled for every eight weeks. In the interim, any bags of trash stored 
outside will attract insects and vermin, which in turn may spread diseases 
to humans and pets.

Fresh Air Ventilation

The proposed zoning amendment makes reference to fresh air ventilation 
requirements via the Denver Rules and Regulations for Housing. These rules 
require a window or other means of ventilation. Opening a window for fresh 
air when the outside temperature is around 20 degrees does not seem like 
a good option. Forced mechanical ventilation through an air-to-air heat 
exchange would most certainly be better, however, this would be costly and 
may be unaffordable.

Hot Water

The proposed amendment only requires a 35-gallon water heater, which is 
totally inadequate. Even a 50-gallon water heater would not be sufficient to 
serve a household of say nine people. Based on a water heater’s first-hour 
rating calculation, a 50-gallon water heater could only serve eight occupants.

Overcrowding 



The proposed zoning amendment would allow a minimum of five and as many 
as 10 unrelated adults and all of their relatives and an unlimited number of 
children to live in a single-family residence. As a human quality-of-life issue, 
this is unconscionable and a dereliction of duty by government to protect 
the life, health, and safety of its residents.

Overcrowding leads to the spread of disease, domestic violence, lack of 
storage space, depression, anxiety, stress, loss of individual privacy, 
disruptions of sleeping arrangements and patterns, among other adverse 
effects. A report done in England about how overcrowding affects families 
states what is considered acceptable for occupants based on what one 
bedroom can accommodate: a married or cohabiting couple; a single person 
over 21 years old; pairs of children under 10 years old regardless of gender; 
pairs of children aged 10 to 21 years old of the same gender, and a person 
aged 10 to 21 with a child under 10 of the same sex. Any occupancy level 
greater than this, constitutes overcrowding.

Although it appears that the authors of this amendment have done some 
coordination with the Building Department and the Fire Department, much 
more needs to be done — especially in the area of community 
involvement and inter-agency cooperation.

We are having a positive effect! City Council changed the legislative timeline 
for the Amendment. Please keep communicating with City Council and the 
Mayor!

New Legislative Timeline

10/6    LUTI Committee | Household Regulations, Alternatives + Revisions

11/3    LUTI Committee | Residential Care Introduction

11/10  LUTI Committee | Residential Care Regulations, Community Corrections

                                        Type 2 (11-40 person)

11/17  LUTI Committee | Former Chapter 59, Enforcemen + Monitoring



12/1    LUTI Committee | Introduction into Committee + Vote | 4 votes to pass

TBD    City Council  |  Public Hearing + Vote | 7 votes to pass

JAN     Implementation of Group Living Zoning Code Amendment

Land Use Transportation and Infrastructure Committee (LUTI)

Tuesdays 10 a.m.
https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oHyXcJ7ETQ-LJuFdpcEV5A
Password: Denver
Watch via Denver Channel 8

We thank you for your significant efforts during this very challenging year of 
COVID conditions and restrictions. 

Community Planning and Development (CPD) has a budget of $34 Million and 
City Council members have office budgets of $264K; we do not.

What we have are wonderful volunteers and supporters, working to inform 
and bring awareness to their friends, family, and neighbors about this massive 
and detrimental Amendment.

The generosity of your time, talent, and treasure has 

• submitted 5,276 comments to CPD in opposition



• printed and hand-delivered over 20,000 flyers to our neighbors citywide
• gathered 6,400+ signatures on our petition
• created a website (please visit!)
• sent communication emails (like this one!)
• and more to come

Please share this email with Denver family, friends, and neighbors!

Keep communicating with City Council!

SafeandSoundDenver.com   |  NextDoor   |  Facebook

Safe and Sound Denver, All rights reserved.

You are receiving this email because you opted in via our website.

Our mailing address is:
Safe and Sound Denver
1685 S Colorado Blvd

Denver, CO80222-4000

Add us to your address book

Want to change how you receive these emails?

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

This email was sent to cynbab2@centurylink.net
why did I get this? unsubscribe from this list update subscription preferences



Safe and Sound Denver · 1685 S Colorado Blvd · Denver, CO 80222-4000 · USA



From: Ron Dreher <rdreher@q.com>
To: chris hinds <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>

CC:

stacie gilmore <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge
<kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; ortegaatlarge
<ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; andrew webb
<andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: sending this notice about Amendment 7
Date: 05.10.2020 16:05:23 ((EDT))

Subject: [EXTERNAL] sending this notice about Amendment 7

To our Council representative,

We as citizens of Denver do not even have a vote on this that will affect our 
lives and safety, homes, neighborhoods 
and even the desire to live in this future hell hole of a city if this passes?

We as citizens have a right to vote on such a disastrous 
amendment.
This leaves us no choice then but to remember the next election if this goes 
through as described in the flyer and as attached.
We have no recourse but to trust Council members who might have a stake in 
the outcome? This will put a well remembered
mark of distrust on the City Government and all who work and are involved in 
that government and this Amendment 7 if all that 
is stated in the attached flyer is voted in. 

It will also if it passes as the flyer points out leave your 
beloved mayor with a stain on 
his record that will follow him to the day he dies and 
beyond. He is so concerned for 
his legacy and this will insure that if this passes as 
proposed will leave a big bold mark 
on that legacy as big as big fat F for failure.
I know I do not have the right to defend my own neighborhood from money 
grubbing outside interests and the city people
who worked with them. It leaves the impression that those city employees 
who helped push this to this point must be on
the take. There is no other reason to believe they would cause such city wide 
destruction just out of the goodness of their
hearts. We have to put our trust in the Council's hands? Let us have a VOTE
on this.



We have no choice but to trust the Council members to rewrite this proposed 
Amendment to temper its disastrous proposals
without the citizens having any say in any of what is proposed and whatever 
is altered? This is not right. 

Ron and Karen Dreher

P.S.
I am also a combat veteran from Vietnam War and a member of the Colorado 
Air National Guard that was sent to Vietnam
under executive order by Lyndon Baines Johnson. Yes I was actually fired 
upon multiple times and the opponent actually
used live ammunition in their automatic weapons. I know, I could see the long 
red lines of tracers all around and above. I
hit the ground, of course. So I know what danger is and can defend oneself 
but this is danger that I cannot defend myself.
That is not a comforting feeling from this life long Denver resident. Thank You

Subject: RE: sending this notice about Amendment 7



From: Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com>

To:

mayorsoffice@denvergov.org <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; 
mayorsoffice@denver.gov <mayorsoffice@denver.gov>; 
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denverorg.org <kevin.flynn@denverorg.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
denvercouncil5@denvergov.org <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashman@denvergov.org <paul.kashman@denvergov.org>; Clark, 
Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council
<jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; christopher.herndon@denvergov.org
<christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; district9@denvergov.org
<district9@denvergov.org>; chris.hinds@denvergov.org
<chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge@denvergov.org
<kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org
<ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; nathan.lucero@denvergov.org
<nathan.lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Housing Amendment
Date: 25.09.2020 21:31:29 (-0600)
Attachments: Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.17.11 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 

9.17.32 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.17.45 PM.png (1 page), 
Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.18.00 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 
9.18.27 PM.png (1 page)

Dear All:

I am opposed to the Group Housing Amendment and urge you all to vote no on it as it exists right now. I 
have shared my views several times with Mayor Hancock, Councilpersons Clark and Hinds, and Planner 
Andrew Webb. I have also participated in zoom calls with Councilperson Hinds and Planner Webb. 
Nothing has convinced me that this amendment should go forward. These are my concerns:

1. This Zoning Amendment allows for half-way houses, correctional housing and other supervised group 
homes to be allowed in largely single-family residence zoned neighborhoods. I believe that zoning for 
such housing should be approved on a one-by-one basis, based on very strict criteria, that includes 
approval by the RNO that will be affected.

2. This Zoning Amendment does not include the neighborhoods that are exempted by the earlier zoning 
codes, namely Chapter 59 and The Denver Zoning Code (from 2010?). It is my understanding that the 
exempted neighborhoods require that inspectors go building by building, home by home, to determine 
what kind of building it is and how many people that are related and unrelated live there, and ultimately 
how the building should be labeled. This should be done before an overarching code change such as the 
one before the council is considered.

3. This Zoning Amendment allows for too many unrelated people to live in residences by square footage. 
The number of people and their relatives allowed to live in 2000 square feet is simply too many for any 
neighborhood context, and all the services that would be required: education, greenspace, inspection, 
parking, sanitation, water. etc. will not be adequate.

4. This Zoning Amendment overrides zoning for single family housing. I am opposed to this. Denver has 
always been a very approachable and livable city. Adding so much density will denigrate neighborhood 
living and change forever Denver's livability quotient. I want single-family housing zoning to remain in 
place

5. Attached to this email are a series of photos of the house directly south of where I live, on 
Pennsylvania St. It is clearly a house that has been divided into a series of rooms and apartments, 
including a basement apartment. I have no problem with the revolving door of residents. They are 
friendly and I have never had concerns with them. I do have concerns that the owner does not take care 
of the property and I imagine that it is not legally subdivided. I wonder if the basement apartment even 
has the clearance required to have people living in it. I am sure there are no sprinklers in the event of 
fire. Mostly what I see is a lack of care for the property. The winter is worse, and probably illegal, 
because the sidewalk is never cleared of snow and ice and in the middle of bad weather can have up to 4 
to 5 to 6 inches of very treacherous ice. The owner/landlord never removes snow or ice. These photos 
depict what I believe will prevail if more and more houses become boarding style houses. Not a good 
direction to take, in my opinion. 



Please let me know where your thinking is heading. I am opposed to this amendment as are many of my 
neighbors at 400 East 3rd and in District 10, where I used to live.

Sincerely,
Susan Williams

-- 

 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203

 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com













From: Sally Jones <olgreymare@yahoo.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Housing Proposal needs to be revisited
Date: 02.10.2020 02:03:10 ((UTC))

Denver rents are down again for the sixth straight month.  Moving 
vans in New York City are booked to the gills.  People want 
defensible space.  That's the new reality for the U.S.

Your proposal to turn single family neighborhoods in densely 
packed mini-apartments, massive homes for halfway houses, sober 
living situations, and whatever are not the answer.  Retaining 
single family homes for those young people who want some space for 
their families in the future(an inevitability) is a must.

The other reality that online shopping to gaining a bigger 
foothold in the buying practices of most Americans.  Shopping 
malls, big box stores, and strip malls are failing and empty and 
may never be viable again.  Those spaces can be repurposed into 
dense living arrangements while still retaining single family 
neighborhoods; in fact, they can easily co-exist.  In addition, 
most of the failing retail spaces are already on mass transit 
lines to coordinate with the TOD that is so popular today.

Rethink, I repeat, rethink!

Thank you.



From: Laurie Boyle <boylenboyle@gmail.com>

To:

mayorsoffice@denver.gov <mayorsoffice@denver.gov>; 
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; 
Councilwoman Kendra Black <kendra.black@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living
Date: 20.09.2020 14:01:25 (-0600)

Good afternoon,
Please note that we are 110% opposed to group living.    
Ten unrelated people and unlimited relatives in one home is not a viable solution for the city of Denver.  
 It is nothing but a terrible idea. If you have 8 individuals in a home and they each have a car - 
where would they park all of their vehicles?  In the middle of their yard?  Trash services for such homes 
would result in trash all over our beautiful Denver neighborhoods. Noise, traffic, safety and city 
infrastructure are all unaddressed issues.. This plan does not appear to be well thought out as this would 
seriously damage the value of our Denver homes.   We are disappointed this idea is even being presented 
to the community as it is clear that our community does not support the Group Living project.  By 
commercializing our homes please explain to me how is the city supporting the interests of neighborhood 
residents?  It appears that we the voters are not being listened to at all on this amendment.   We would 
like to know where we can pick up signs against this measure.  
Rather than changing zoning of existing homes, have you given any thought of developing the land near 
DIA/Pena Boulevard and zone this area for group living?  This location has mass transit, jobs and it can 
be built to accommodate the needs of the tenants.    
Denver can do better!  
Laurie and Randy Boyle  



From: Tina Davis <tinaindenver@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Amendments follow up from 9/17 call and information 

request
Date: 25.09.2020 15:04:09 (-0600)

Andrew:

Thanks for hosting the call on 9/17 and I appreciated the opportunities for questions and 
comments.

While I have expressed my opposition before, I would like to emphasize several 
weaknesses in the proposals that were really brought to the fore in the call:

• The rationale of “simplification” for treating all care facilities alike in the proposed 
amendments, as stated in your Power Point, is flimsy when viewed in relation to 
the potential harm in permitting  these types of facilities in single-family 
neighborhoods. There is a huge difference to neighbors in having a facility housing 
felons or addicts next door to them and one housing seniors.  If the existing rules 
are confusing, so what?  Do you think that a 180-page amendment is not 
confusing to Denver residents?  Why should the goal be to simplify the building of 
a type of facilitiy with a history of failures and escapes?

• The real reason for allowing community corrections in single-family neighborhoods 
is that the GLAC was over-represented by private interests that seek to profit by 
building these facilities at the expense of neighborhoods and the Mayor’s direction 
to city planning and City Council to accommodate those private interests.

• There is simply no solid reason to select 10 as the permissible maximum for 
unrelated persons cohabiting.  You pointed to “front range peer cities" as the basis 
for this number.  Which peer cities? They were never identified. If you mean 
Seattle, it is nothing like Denver and is an great example of a once-lovely city 
sinking into decay by virtue of overly-permissive ill-advised policies that encourage 
density over quality of life, similar to those your group has proposed.

• The  stated rationale for allowing an unlimited number of relatives in addition to 
the 10 unrelated persons was that there were previously no such limits.  While that 
may have been supportable when the limit was two unrelated person, it is 
completely unsupportable when the limit is up to 10.

• It is completely disingenuous to say, as you did, that the adoption of these poor 
drawn, ill-conceived amendments, will not necessarily lead of a proliferation of 
group living arrangement or community corrections facilities in residential 
neighborhoods.  Of course it will and that is why GLAC was packed with its 
proponents.

Safe and Sound Denver has requested your peer cities support on 
numerous occasions and has never received it.  Please provide in detail your list of the so-
called peer cities and the number of unrelated persons they permit.

Thank you,

Tina Davis



From: Maryann Adams <mlittlead@gmail.com>
To: Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Comments
Date: 17.09.2020 15:37:23 (-0600)

I was unable to attend the virtual meeting on 9/3 so signed up for today but did not receive the 
credentials for the meeting. 
My comments are as follows: I have a masters degree in urban & regional planning from UCD. In the late 
90s the community of Seaside was all the rage as a high density development with a strong HOA to 
assure conformity among its residents, the thought being that people needed to be alike to live in such 
close quarters. Today we are promoting diversity so that is a strike against the higher densities.  Also, in 
this time of pandemic and social distancing increasing density is a non-starter. There is also the problem 
of gentrification. Increasing taxes because of our current system of evaluating property values based on 
the real estate market forces low income and fixed income residents out. Bought up single residential 
properties become multi family units with exorbitant rental rates or purchase prices. These issues not 
only do not increase affordable housing but make housing even less affordable. Another issue at the 
forefront was that places were losing their character and unique personalities. I believe  you purposed 
changes only make that more true. I am of the opinion after watching the original zoom meeting with the 
planning board that our city is not listening to its citizens and does not care what our opinions are. For 
me and I believe many others, these are our HOMES, not real estate investments. Thank you!
Sent from my iPhone



From: Linda Campbell <linda.campbell9@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
CC: Mona Ferrugia <mona.ferrugia@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal
Date: 26.09.2020 08:28:29 (-0600)

Hi Andrew, I have recently moved to 552 N. High St and have become aware of the proposed 
zoning change for Group Living. I fully understand and support the goal of providing affordable 
housing to people who want to live in the City of Denver. But I find it strange that the change 
being proposed is to go from no more than 2 unrelated people to 10 and unlimited family 
members. Changing it to 4, 5 or even 6 unrelated people seems much more reasonable and/or 
tying it to the number of bedrooms in the dwelling. Thanks for considering this change. I feel it 
would serve the purpose of creating more affordable housing and also alleviating the concerns 
of citizens. Linda Campbell

-- 

Please note new address below. Everything else is the same! 

Linda Campbell
552 N. High St. 
Denver, CO. 80218
303-229-8603
linda.campbell9@gmail.com



From: Tamara Barron <tamara.barron@comcast.net>

To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal
Date: 20.09.2020 14:09:37 (-0600)

Mr Kashmann,
I applaud you signing onto the guest commentary by Kendra Black and Amanda 
Sawyer in today’s Denver Post.  I fully concur with this commentary as well as Lee 
Terry’s. (See below) I find the group living advisory committee’s proposals 
shortsighted and  ill-timed now during the pandemic. And, it is preposterous for them 
to say that this will reduce homelessness and make housing mire affordable. It will 
merely cram more people into houses and incentivize landlords a.k.a. slumlords to 
convert more rentals into high occupancy homes.   The number of unrelated people 
(and their families) proposed to be allowed to occupy a house/townhouse is absurd 
and I submit will destroy the fabric of our fair city. 
I urge you and the City Council to reject the proposal. 

Tamara Barron
2134 S. Jackson St.



From: Peggy Herald <heraldhouse@hotmail.com>

To:
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; Clark, 
Jolon M. - CC City Council Elected <Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org>; 
board@3pa.org <board@3pa.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Amendment
Date: 22.09.2020 20:38:54 (+0000)

Good Afternoon,

I am opposed to the zoning changes being proposed for the city of Denver. The Group Living Zoning 
Amendment will destroy the Denver neighborhoods that make our city a desirable place to live and to raise 
our families. Under the current structure our neighborhoods are made up of people who know and look out 
for each other. This amendment will ruin our neighborhoods and will create instability in our communities. 

Most of us have realized our dreams of living in a desirable neighborhood through hard work. It is unfair to 
propose changes that will devastate our neighborhoods in the process of attempting to control the 
homeless situation. This proposal will put criminals in our midst, will put undue stress on our already 
densely populated neighborhoods and will destroy our current sense of community. Please vote to oppose 
this matter. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Peggy Herald
Platt Park Denver Resident
303 722-4722



From: Becky Crockett <RWCrockett1@aol.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Housing density
Date: 05.10.2020 15:52:48 (-0600)

As a landlord and parent of millennial professional children getting established in careers, I support 
increasing the number of non related adults sharing a home to five. It is crazy expensive for people to 
afford to live in Denver any more...especially if they are in college or just starting careers. And Covid has 
just made things harder.

I hope the City Council acts soon to update the city standards.

Sent from my iPad



From: Tina Davis <tinaindenver@gmail.com>

To: chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Impact of substance abuse treatment centers on property values
Date: 28.09.2020 19:40:19 (-0600)
Attachments: WebPage.pdf (30 pages)

Dear Mr. Hinds and Mr. Webb:

One of the concerns of the opponents of the Group Living Amendments, especially the provisions 
permitting care facilities in residential areas, is the negative impact on property values of surrounding 
homes. This is not just speculation, and  to underline the point, I am attaching a scholarly paper that 
concludes just that—they conclude that a neighboring treatment center is associated with an 8% 
reduction in nearby home prices, and that this discount is magnified for treatment centers 
that specifically treat opiate addiction (as much as 17%).  This is patently unfair to property owners who 
were there first, and who bought with the expectation that their neighborhood would remain strictly 
residential.

Again, I urger both of you to reject the portions of the amendments that permit halfway houses for 
substance abusers and prisoners in areas zoned for single family homes.  These facilities belong 
elsewhere, because they are basically businesses.

sincerely,

Tina Davis
District 10 resident

http://www.josre.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/9830-63_92.pdf
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‘ ‘Not in My Backyard’ ’ :

The Ef fec t o f Substance Abuse

Treatment Centers on Property

Values

A u t h o r s Claire R. La Roche, Bennie D. Waller, and Scott A.
Wentland

A b s t r a c t Residential treatment centers offer the most intense form of treatment
for substance abuse and are often embedded in residential
neighborhoods. As a result of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act, the number of treatment centers has been forecasted to burgeon.
We examine the external effect of residential rehab centers on nearby
real estate. As addiction treatment centers are planned, a common
response of nearby property owners is ‘‘not in my backyard’’ (NIMBY).
Using a large MLS dataset from central Virginia, we estimate the impact
of substance abuse treatment centers on nearby home prices and
liquidity (as measured by time on market). We find that a neighboring
treatment center is associated with an 8% reduction in nearby home
prices, and that this discount is magnified for treatment centers that
specifically treat opiate addiction (as much as 17%).

The primary residence is perhaps the greatest single investment made by an
individual and the mantra ‘‘location, location, location’’ is an ever-present concern
of a prospective buyer. Before purchasing a home, a savvy buyer will frequently
research the community and the school system, as well as the crime statistics.
When homeowners are made aware of an application for a special use permit
for the possibility of an addiction treatment center being located in their
neighborhood, initial concern for personal and household safety, followed by the
stark realization that home values in their neighborhood may be adversely affected,
almost always lead homeowners to the universal response of ‘‘not in my backyard’’
(NIMBY). The typical opposition to a proposed substance abuse treatment facility
is based on two visceral concerns: an increase in crime risk and a related decrease
in property values. The primary purpose of this paper is to examine the latter
claim empirically, determining whether there is significant evidence that treatment
centers have a negative impact on nearby real estate.

Ex ante, it is not clear that substance abuse treatment centers will adversely impact
neighboring real estate, which motivates our empirical examination of this
externality. On one hand, there may be a priori reasons to suspect that treatment
facilities will not have much of an impact on neighboring real estate. Locating
addiction treatment centers in residential areas has become commonplace.
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Treatment centers tend to be inconspicuous and may have blackout curtains and
minimal signage (or no sign). The housing is often gated and locked at a certain
time of the day. Generally, clients enrolled in residential treatment programs are
not allowed to interact with the ‘‘locals’’ of the neighborhood or leave the
premises. Under current law (discussed in the next section), despite their
challenges, residential treatment centers have relatively few limitations on where
they are sited.

On the other hand, like many negative externalities or NIMBY issues, there are
reasons to suspect that rehab facilities may adversely impact neighboring real
estate. Substance abuse is a multifaceted health issue and many patients in
residential treatment have a dual diagnosis: a mental health issue and an addiction
(Connery, 2011). The Substance Abuse Mental Health Services Administration
(SAMHSA, 2008) surveyed 14,423 facilities in 2008 and had a response rate of
94.1%. The SAMHSA survey indicated that 39% of the clients in treatment centers
had a dual diagnosis. In addition, concurrent alcohol and drug addiction accounted
for approximately 45%, while clients in treatment solely for drug abuse accounted
for 34%–36% and 18%–20% of the patients only abused alcohol (SAMHSA,
2008).

One consequence of locating drug and alcohol rehabilitation centers in residential
areas is that patients in substance abuse treatment programs frequently leave or
are administratively discharged before successful completion. At some point,
experts say that, ‘‘relapse is an almost unavoidable—and potentially useful—step
in recovery’’ (Shaffer, 2012). For many, intensive residential treatment is a ‘‘last
resort.’’ A healthy family of an addict will decline to ‘‘enable’’ negative behavior
and, instead, will insist that the alcoholic/addict experience the ‘‘consequence’’
of the decision to use again and refuse treatment. In other words, the family will
often not offer any form of financial support and the addict will have to fend for
himself or herself. In addition to having a substance abuse disorder and possibly
a dual diagnosis, those who relapse and leave treatment prior to completion often
have limited job skills and perhaps even a criminal record—factors that make
employment a challenge. Thus, as a practical matter, nearby neighbors may have
valid concerns that the presence of a treatment center will be accompanied by
additional unemployed or even homeless addicts on the street near the area in
which the treatment center is located. This perception of elevated risk in these
areas may then be reflected in the market prices of nearby real estate.

The likely occurrence of relapse combined with the probability of criminal charges
and/or convictions associated with substance abuse corroborates the argument that
the presence of a treatment center may bring objectionable consequences into a
community. The purpose of this paper is to use market data to assess whether
there is substantial evidence of nearby real estate being adversely impacted by the
presence of treatment centers, consistent with the potential risks that proximity to
these facilities may bring. As a clear-cut NIMBY issue, this paper contributes to
the broader literature of examining the market effects of specific externalities or
environmental factors in real estate. Our study contributes to the literature by being
the first to examine the effect of substance abuse treatment centers on the
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surrounding real estate market and, more generally, adding to our understanding
of external factors that impact home prices.

u S u b s t a n c e A b u s e T r e a t m e n t : S a l i e n t I s s u e s ,

R e c e n t T r e n d s , a n d R e l a t e d L i t e r a t u r e

It is anticipated that the impact of the July 1, 2014 changes to insurance coverage
under the Affordable Care Act (ACA) will cause the number of treatment centers
to burgeon and thus, a study of the effect of nearby addiction treatment centers
on real estate is timely. Prior to investigating treatment centers’ effects on nearby
real estate, it is crucial to understand the background of substance abuse treatment
and why the current issues motivate the examination of potential real estate
externalities.

Although accurate statistics of drug or alcohol disorders are difficult to obtain,
according to a Harvard Medical School Special Health Report, between 15% and
28% of Americans will have a substance use disorder sometime during their
lifetime and this estimate does not include addiction to nicotine (Shaffer, 2012).
Residential treatment has become a more common way to treat addiction and, like
many areas in healthcare services, residential rehabilitation has become a growth
industry.

Broadly speaking, there are three types of treatment centers: intensive outpatient
program (IOP), inpatient treatment, and partial hospitalization program (PHP).
Typically, IOP treatment centers offer each client nine hours of group therapy, one
hour of individual therapy, and one hour of case management (managing auxiliary
services) per week. IOP clients either live in a halfway house or at home with
strict guidelines established by their primary therapist. Although halfway houses
can vary greatly, they generally have full-time house managers and mandatory,
random urinalysis. Inpatient programs require clients to live at the facility in which
all treatment takes place and may either be freestanding or hospital-based. PHP,
also known as the ‘‘Florida model,’’ is a hybrid version of inpatient treatment and
intensive outpatient treatment: individuals go to a counseling center during the
day, and after a full day of therapy sessions return to off-site housing located in
a neighborhood. Behavioral health technicians work at the off-site facilities around
the clock.

Mandatory addiction treatment (commitment) does not exist under the law. An
addict must choose to be in a recovery program. It is interesting to note that all
three of the substance abuse treatment models include the possibility of group
housing in neighborhood settings.

Projected Increase in SUD Treatment Facilities: MHPAEA and the

ACA

The Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA), also known as Obama
Care, made sweeping changes to Mental Health/Substance Use Disorder
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(MH/SUD) insurance coverage that went into effect on July 1, 2014. To
understand the ramifications for residential treatment centers, it is necessary to
briefly examine the legislative history of MH/SUD insurance coverage. Prior to
July 1, 2014, the high cost of MH/SUD treatment meant that it was only available
to patients with (or whose families have) considerable means, or those whose
health insurance provided coverage. The Mental Health Parity and Addiction
Equity Act of 2008 (MHPAEA) attempted to address the unequal treatment of
MH/SUD health insurance coverage and legislated equal treatment between MH
/SUD benefits and medical/surgical benefits. If a plan had MH/SUD coverage,
then it must be on par with the medical/surgical benefits offered under that policy.
The MHPAEA did not mandate that an insurance policy must cover MH/SUD
and only applied to group health plans sponsored by employers with 50 or more
employees. Both individual and small employer group policies were specifically
exempted from coverage (MHPAEA Fact Sheet).

The PPACA mandates that MH/SUD coverage be included in marketplace health
insurance policies as an ‘‘essential health benefit’’ as of July 1, 2014 (MHPAEA
Fact Sheet). The effect of inclusion of MH/SUD coverage as an essential health
benefit is that the MH/SUD parity rules now apply to non-grandfathered
individual and small group plans (Beronio, Po, Skopec, and Glied, 2013). With
expansion of the ‘‘parity rules’’ and inclusion of MH/SUD coverage as an
essential health benefit under the ACA, it is anticipated that the number of patients
having access to expensive addiction treatment options will grow exponentially,
as will the number of treatment centers.

Antidiscrimination Housing Laws

When a proposed treatment center is sited, concerned members of the community
frequently pressure lawmakers or hire attorneys, causing treatment centers to fight
protracted legal battles that attempt to prevent the opening of the center. However,
numerous laws hinder such NIMBY efforts, providing legal basis for treatment
centers to be located just about anywhere. There are several federal laws that
prohibit discrimination in housing based on a ‘‘disability’’ and define disability
as: ‘‘Any person who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits
one or more major life activities; has a record of such impairment; or is regarded
as having such impairment’’ (HUD).

Substance abuse disorders are clearly recognized disabilities and thus are covered
under fair housing laws. Federal housing laws that prohibit disability-based
discrimination and ensure equal housing opportunities are briefly discussed below.

Fair Housing Act. The Fair Housing Act (FHA) was designed to prohibit
discrimination in housing. In 1988, the FHA was amended to include persons with
handicaps to the protected classes under the FHA, 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(3)(B). The
definition of ‘‘handicap’’ under the FHA is very broad, and drug addiction and
alcoholism are considered to be disabilities that are covered. The FHA also has a
provision (42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(9)) that permits the exclusion of those ‘‘whose
tenancy would constitute a direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals
or ... would result in substantial physical damage to the property of others.’’ Thus,
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the FHA does not protect an individual currently using illegal drugs or a person
with a conviction of distributing or illegally manufacturing a controlled substance.

The FHA covers almost every aspect of a real estate transaction. According to the
Act, it is illegal to discriminate in the sale or rental of a dwelling against a person
with a disability. Thus, an alcoholic/addict cannot be denied housing based solely
on his or her addiction. The Act does permit ‘‘reasonable local, State or Federal
restriction regarding the maximum number of occupants permitted to occupy a
dwelling’’ 42 U.S.C. §3607(b)(1). This exemption is for living space per occupant
and is intended to promote health and safety, not exclude group homes from
residential areas.

Although a person with a conviction for dealing or illegally manufacturing a
controlled substance is not protected under the FHA, a drug distribution conviction
does not automatically exclude a person from invoking the Rehabilitation Act or
the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Rehabilitation Act. §504 (45 CFR Part 84) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
prohibits any entity from receiving federal funds from discriminating on the basis
of a disability. Drug addiction and alcoholism are covered under this act as well.
Communities have attempted to use zoning laws to exclude treatment centers.
Under §504, if a community’s zoning regulation excludes substance abuse
treatment centers, that community risks losing its federal funds.

Americans with Disabilities Act. Among other things, the purpose of Title II of
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is to eliminate discrimination in
housing against people with disabilities. This Act has further reach than §504 of
the Rehabilitation Act because the receipt of federal funds is not required for Title
II of the ADA to apply.

Zoning and Case Law. Zoning regulations create perhaps the biggest barrier to
entry for a substance abuse center. As a practical matter, when considering a
proposed site for a treatment center, the owners prefer to avoid spending a lot of
time and money fighting a protracted court battle associated with a zoning
ordinance. This mindset, however, did not stop a significant case from being
appealed to the United States Supreme Court by Oxford House, a self-supporting,
resident-run, residential treatment program. In the landmark case of City of
Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc., et al., 514 U.S. 725 (1995), the City of Edmonds
attempted to use an occupancy restriction in a zoning ordinance to exclude
treatment centers from residential areas. The zoning ordinance in question allowed
an unlimited number of related persons to live in a home and attempted to restrict
the number of unrelated persons living in a single-family dwelling to five. The
City of Edmonds claimed that the §3607(b)(1) exemption to the FHA applied to
the city’s zoning ordinance. In a 5–4 decision, the Supreme Court held that a
zoning ordinance that defined a family in such a way as to exclude treatment
centers was unlawful. The ordinance was not a maximum occupancy provision
but a provision describing who may compose a ‘‘family’’ and, thus, it violated the
FHA. This case was a critical victory for the ‘‘Oxford House Model’’ because
this community-based treatment program leases houses located in upscale
neighborhoods across the U.S.
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The bottom line is that there must be a ‘‘rational basis’’ for zoning regulation to
be valid and localities have consistently been prohibited from discriminating
against substance abuse treatment centers. Absent drastic changes to the laws
outlined above, it is clear that residential centers are here to stay, and that if
challenged in court, NIMBY proponents will have an uphill battle. Thus, given
the growth trends in this industry, the potential risks posed to neighbors, and the
laws that protect the treatment centers’ rights to locate almost anywhere, what is
the consequence for real estate when a treatment center is located in one’s
‘‘backyard,’’ so to speak?

Related Literature in Real Estate

Researchers have long recognized that numerous externalities impact the
marketing outcomes of residential real estate. These externalities may include, for
example, neighboring pollution,1 or even the condition of adjoining or nearby
properties and/or the tenant’s behavior living in such properties. Real property
has intangible benefits or disamenities, which are determined largely by public
perception and capitalized into the pricing and marketing duration of residential
properties. Furthermore, negative externalities are likely to significantly impact the
marketing outcomes of properties in close proximity to the properties being
marketed for sale, as well as impact the desirability of the overall neighborhood.
Such ‘‘stigma’’ events are likely to be correlated with an exodus of higher income
residents causing a ‘‘snowball’’ effect in declining property values (McCluskey
and Rausser, 2003).

There are a number of researchers who analyze the degree to which external or
neighborhood factors, both positive and negative, are capitalized in residential
real estate marketing outcomes. For example, Thaler (1978) finds a negative
relationship between neighborhood crime rates and property values. Gibbons
(2004) finds an inverse relationship between vandalism and property values in
London. As one would expect, robbery and aggravated assault rates have a
significant and negative impact on property values (Ihanfeldt and Mayock, 2010).
Pope (2012) found that decrease in crime rates had a positive effect on property
values, particularly in those cities with substantial decreases in crime rates. Using
a microspatial approach, Rosiers (2002) examined the impact of the visual
encumbrance of power lines on property value and finds that on average it
negatively impacts value by approximately 10%, but increases to 14% in areas
where setback in property lines are less.

As a result of the recent economic and housing collapse, there are several studies
that have examined the impact of foreclosed properties. Foreclosed properties may
present a variety of negative effects on neighboring properties, including (but not
limited to) the ‘‘eyesore effect’’ where neighboring foreclosures that have long
been vacant adversely impact the aesthetic appeal of the neighborhood. Such
studies include Harding, Rosenblatt, and Yao (2009), Lin, Rosenblatt, and Yao
(2009), Daneshvary, Clauretie, and Kader (2011), Daneshvary and Clauretie
(2012), and Agarwal, Ambrose, Chomsisengphet, and Sanders (2013). Generally,
these studies find negative neighborhood spillovers from foreclosed or distressed
properties.
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A review of the literature does not reveal any specific examples of residential drug
rehabilitation centers and their impact on neighboring property values. However,
there is analogous literature of undesirable neighbors impacting property values.
For example, Congdon-Hohman (2013) finds a significant and negative effect on
home values located within one-eighth of a mile of a methamphetamine lab. The
effect dissipates both as time passes after the discovery of and distance from a
meth lab. Reichert, Small, and Mohanty (1992) estimate the impact of landfills
on nearby real estate, finding a negative impact when located within several blocks
of an expensive housing area. They find an effect that ranges from 5.5% to 7.3%,
depending on the distance from the landfill. Indeed, the authors find that the
percentage impact on older, less expensive properties to be significantly less (3%–
4%) relative to the more expensive properties. Similarly, Hite, Chern, Hitzusen,
and Randall (2001) find significant differences in property values located within
3.25 miles of a landfill.

Other studies have shown that a variety of other external factors affect real estate
market outcomes. Coulson and Leichenko (2001) find that designated properties,
as well as neighboring properties, are significantly impacted by historical
designations. Other examples include the impact of registered sex offenders on
the marketing outcomes of neighboring properties. Three recent studies have
examined the impact as to the proximity of registered sex offenders. Most recently,
Wentland, Waller, and Brastow (2014) found that close proximity to sex offenders
rendered large price and liquidity effects, declining but significant out to one mile.
The authors also found amplified effects for homes with more bedrooms, a proxy
for children, and whether the nearby offender was convicted of a violent sex
offense. Linden and Rockoff (2008) found significant reductions in home prices
across radii of less than 0.1 miles and 0.1 to 0.3 miles when an offender moves
in. Pope (2008) found properties located within 0.1 miles of a sex offender
significantly reduced home values.

u D a t a

We use residential real estate data from a multiple listing service (MLS) located
in central Virginia, including Richmond and other surrounding areas. MLS data
are critical for any externality study, particularly those that analyze both time on
market and price, because it contains both the list date and sell date (or withdraw
date) of residential properties, while tax data and other publically available data
usually only include the property’s date of sale. This is critical because nearby
amenities or disamenities may be capitalized into a home’s price, liquidity, or
some combination of the two. In this study, we examine both. While the expected
sign of living near a potential disamenity is likely negative for the price estimates,
the estimated impact on liquidity is theoretically ambiguous. While the disamenity
may lower the arrival rate of potential buyers, lengthening the time on market,
the seller may be willing to discount the home in part to counteract this effect.

The sample is composed of listings in the residential real estate market over
approximately a decade, between 2001 and 2011. The initial housing data contains
207,793 observations (including both sold and unsold properties). Among others,
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Levitt and Syverson (2008) point out that MLS data are entered by real estate
agents and can be incorrect or incomplete. The data were carefully examined in
light of common issues prevalent in the data. After culling for incomplete, missing
or illogical data that suggest data entry errors or extravagant outliers, the final
data set consists of approximately 194,983 homes on the market, with
approximately 111,580 that eventually sold.2 The MLS data include numerous
property characteristics (square footage, bedrooms, baths, age, acreage, etc.) and,
of course, each property’s location.

Our MLS data are a fairly representative housing market in the U.S., which
includes urban, suburban, and rural sales. Richmond is a medium-sized city
located in the eastern part of central Virginia and the MLS covers much of the
‘‘Greater Richmond’’ area (or Richmond MSA). The average property in this MLS
has a listing and selling price of $263,641 and $242,116, respectively. The average
listed property was 25 years of age, with 2,143 square feet, 3.6 bedrooms, and
2.4 bathrooms with an average time on market of 85 days. During this time period,
there were 36 substance abuse treatment centers located within the broader region
encompassing the listings in our data, and nine were located within the city limits
of Richmond specifically.3 See Exhibit 1 for additional descriptive statistics.

The primary source of the treatment center externality is its proximity to a given
home on the market. Intuitively, there is likely an increasing NIMBY sentiment
as the proximity to the center is closer in distance. Thus, we compute the distance
from a given home in the MLS and each treatment center, using address data to
code the longitude and latitude from which the straight-line distance is calculated
using the great-circle formula. While NIMBY does not literally refer to one’s
‘‘backyard,’’ it is usually taken to mean very close proximity, but the definition of
what qualifies as ‘‘very close proximity’’ may be different depending on the person
and the issue. Below we examine the effect of nearby substance abuse treatment
centers on nearby real estate, using different spatial proximities (e.g., 0.175 miles,
0.15 miles, and 0.125 miles) as a robustness check.4

Empirical Methodology

Our primary goal is to isolate the effect of a treatment center on neighborhood
real estate outcomes. Numerous studies have examined other neighborhood
externalities, using a variety of empirical approaches.5 Initially, we focus on a
treatment center’s effect on the sale price and liquidity of a home, utilizing a
cross-sectional OLS hedonic pricing model as the baseline. While hedonic pricing
models are commonly used to determine the value of specific property attributes
and surrounding (dis)amenities by estimating marginal effects on the sale price of
the property,6 we also explore a simultaneous equation model to account for the
joint determination of both price and liquidity. The purpose of exploring multiple
approaches is to demonstrate that the results are not particularly sensitive to the
choice of modeling technique.

Baseline OLS Hedonic Models

Beginning with a simple cross-sectional approach, we provide a baseline estimate
of the effect of a nearby substance abuse treatment center, employing a traditional
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Exhibit 1 u Summary Statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev.

List Price ($) 263,641 142,300

Sale Price ($) 242,116 127,608

Time on Market (in Days) 85.45 79.99

Rehab Center (Dummy Var. 5 1 if the home is near a rehab center
(distance specified in each table), 0 otherwise)

0.0003 0.02

Age (in Years) 24.99 26.16

Acreage 0.79 1.91

Square Feet 2,143.29 888.25

Bedrooms 3.60 0.77

Bathrooms 2.38 0.82

Foreclosure (Dummy Var. 5 1 if foreclosure, 0 otherwise) 0.02 0.12

Number of levels 1.83 0.65

Pool (Dummy Var. 5 1 if the home has a pool, 0 otherwise) 0.05 0.23

Basement (Dummy Var. 5 1 if they have a basement, 0 otherwise) 0.17 0.38

Short Sale (Dummy Var. 5 1 if short sale, 0 otherwise) 0.02 0.13

Tenant (Dummy Var. 5 1 if it has a tenant at listing, 0 otherwise) 0.03 0.16

Vacant (Dummy Var. 5 1 if the home is vacant, 0 otherwise) 0.36 0.48

Taxes 1,779.95 1,311.74

HOA Fees (Dummy Var. 5 1 if it has HOA fees, 0 otherwise) 0.32 0.47

Listing Density 64.41 577.40

Competition 582.22 1,062.08

Note: Location and year fixed effects summary stats omitted.

hedonic model that accounts for heterogeneous characteristics of both homes and
their locations. We estimate the following functional forms:

SP 5 w (X , LOC , T , TOM ) 1 « (1)i P i i i i

and

TOM 5 w (X , LOC , T , LP ) 1 «, (2)i P i i i i

where SPi is a vector for property selling price,7 LPi is a vector for property listing
price Xi is a vector of property specific characteristics,8 LOCi is a vector for
location control using ZIP Codes (see below), Ti, the variable of interest, equals
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1 if a treatment center is located nearby of a given homei and is 0 otherwise,
TOMi is the time on market (in days), which the literature also calls marketing
duration or a measure of liquidity, and « is an error term that is heteroskedastic-
consistent and clustered by ZIP Code.9

Hedonic analysis of the housing market requires some control for spatial
heterogeneity because location itself is a key source of differences in housing
prices. The goal is to disentangle specific proximity to a treatment center from
broader location differences that explain real estate prices. Following numerous
studies in the real estate and urban economics literature, we chose ZIP Code fixed
effects to control for unobserved heterogeneity across these areas so that the
explanatory variables’ effects are identified from variation within a given area (or
even in a given year, as is the case for time fixed effects). In effect, our results
may then be interpreted as the treatment center’s effect on home prices given
comparable homes within the same ZIP Code, but located further away. In this
sense, we are attempting to disentangle the broader location effect from the
proximity to a treatment center by essentially comparing homes within a certain
ZIP Code. Further, we explore alternative location controls (census tracts, block
groups, and blocks) in a similar vein, as well as altering the control group itself
by confining it to narrow bands around a rehab facility. Appropriate location
controls can disentangle the negative externality effect from simply a ‘‘bad
neighborhood’’ or ‘‘bad part of town’’ effect.

Simultaneous Equations Approach: System Identification

Numerous studies in real estate and urban economics model price and time on
market in a simultaneous system (like 2SLS or 3SLS) given likely joint
determination of these factors. A seller can always lower price to increase
liquidity, and vice versa. Yet, a home’s sale price and time on market are
determined by virtually identical factors. Econometrically, this creates an
identification problem because if one wants to model this simultaneity with a
system of equations, then, by definition, such a system could not be identified
using identical exogenous variables. While a number of empirical studies
acknowledge this simultaneity,10 Turnbull and Dombrow (2006) and Zahirovic-
Herbert and Turnbull (2008) have identified a novel way of overcoming this
identification problem through their incorporation of variables that represent
market conditions from other listings on the market. Below we summarize a
solution to this identification issue, as we utilize an adapted form of this approach
to model price and liquidity in a simultaneous system.

Following Krainer’s (2001) search market model, one can model a home’s
expected liquidity, E[TOM], (measured as a home’s marketing duration or time
on market) and expected house sale price, E[SP], as simultaneously determined
and implicitly defined as:

F(E[SP], E[TOM], T, X, LOC, C) 5 0, (3)
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where T is an indicator of whether a home is near a rehab treatment center, X
is a vector of house (and market) characteristics, LOC is location controls, and
C are neighborhood market conditions. The latter variable, C, represents
neighborhood market conditions that have an ambiguous external effect on local
properties. On one hand, when the number of nearby homes that go on the market
increases, the supply of additional homes on the market ought to negatively impact
the price and liquidity of a nearby home (i.e., ‘‘a competition effect’’). On the
other hand, the increased traffic generated from additional nearby homes on the
market could actually positively impact a home’s price and liquidity, which is
termed ‘‘a shopping externality effect.’’ Empirically, the sales price and time on
market can be represented as separate functions with jointly distributed stochastic
errors «p and «T:

SP 5 w (TOM, T, LOC, X, C) 1 « (4)p p

and

TOM 5 w (SP, T, LOC, X, C) 1 « . (5)T T

The vector C (i.e., market conditions or neighborhood competition) and another
vector, L (i.e., listing density), are the keys to Turnbull and Dombrow’s (2006)
solution to over-identifying this system of equations (since equations 3 and 4 are
not yet identified). Neighborhood competition, C, is a measure that accounts for
‘‘nearby houses for sale as long as each competing listed house overlaps with the
period that this house is on the market, inversely weighted by the distance between
the houses to reflect the assumption that nearby houses will have stronger effects
on the sale of this house than houses that are farther away’’ (Zahirovic-Herbert
and Turnbull, 2008).11 Listing density, L, is similarly defined as ‘‘the measure
of competing overlapping listings per day on the market’’ (Zahirovic-Herbert
and Turnbull, 2008), where: L(i) 5 oj(1 2 D(i, j))2{min[s(i), s( j)] 2 max[l(i),
l( j)]}/s(i) 2 l(i) 1 1. Essentially, both measures capture neighborhood market
conditions by quantifying the marketing overlap of nearby homes on the market
simultaneously, however, listing density is weighted by time on market. Turnbull
and Dombrow (2006) point out that a change in competition while holding selling
time constant is also the partial derivative with respect to listing density (and it
is easy to see that wp /C [ wp /L). Therefore, we can rewrite our system of
equations to reflect:

SP 5 w (TOM, T, LOC, X, L) 1 « (6)p p
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and

TOM 5 w (SP, T, LOC, X, C) 1 « . (7)T T

Both L and C vectors uniquely identify the simultaneous system. Further, we
supplement this approach by using different location controls across equations.12

We estimate the system of equations (5) and (6) using three-stage least squares
(3SLS) in the next section to generate a coefficient estimate of the effect of a
nearby treatment center on price and time on market. We model simultaneity using
a 3SLS approach because it incorporates an additional step with seemingly
unrelated regression (SUR) estimation to control for correlations between error
terms.13

Alternative Specifications and Robustness

While the baseline results include location controls, an additional way to isolate
the treatment effect of a rehab facility is by limiting the control group to homes
closer to rehab facilities more generally (i.e., omitting observations sufficiently far
from any rehab facility). Methodologically, the comparison is then between homes
that are near a rehab treatment facility and homes just outside a given range.
Specifically, we explore the effect of a rehab center (within 1/8 mile) on nearby
real estate as compared to similar homes further out (i.e., within 1.5 miles, 1 mile,
and 2/3 mile, respectively). This approach allows us to further homogenize
location as a robustness check, and to provide additional evidence that the external
effect is specific to the rehab facility, and not simply the part of town in which it
is located.

We also examine whether facilities that only treat opiate addicts (commonly
known as methadone clinics) have a larger impact on nearby real estate. Clinics
that treat heroin or prescription addicts, for example, often use buprenorphine or
methadone as part of the rehabilitation process. Nearby residents may perceive
patients who are still intoxicated, albeit at a lower dose, as an elevated crime risk.
Approximately half of the 36 treatment centers in our sample only treat opiate
addiction (hereinafter referred to as methadone clinics). We examine whether
nearby real estate is more affected by methadone clinics specifically.

u R e s u l t s

Baseline OLS Results

The baseline OLS results provide evidence that nearby treatment centers adversely
impact surrounding home values, but have little if any impact on property liquidity.
Estimating equations (1) and (2), Exhibit 2 shows that this adverse effect is not
qualitatively sensitive to the choice of the definition of ‘‘nearby.’’ Column 1 shows
that the presence of a rehab center within 0.125 (1/8) miles is associated with
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Exhibit 2 u Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home’s Price and Liquidity: Baseline OLS Results

Dependent Variable: ln(Sale Price) Dependent Variable: ln(Days on Market)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Rehab Center # 0.125 Mile 20.0796** 20.0513
(21.97) (20.28)

Rehab Center # 0.15 Mile 20.0623** 0.1101
(22.20) (0.76)

Rehab Center # 0.175 Mile 20.0517** 0.1190
(22.49) (1.10)

ln(Age of Home) 20.0649*** 20.0649*** 20.0649*** 0.0213*** 0.0213*** 0.0213***
(219.07) (219.07) (219.08) (2.71) (2.71) (2.71)

Acreage 0.0206*** 0.0206*** 0.0206*** 0.0203*** 0.0203*** 0.0203***
(13.39) (13.39) (13.39) (4.47) (4.46) (4.46)

Sq. Ft. 0.0003*** 0.0003*** 0.0003*** 20.0000 20.0000 20.0000
(15.38) (15.38) (15.38) (20.50) (20.50) (20.50)

Bedrooms 20.0075 20.0075 20.0075 0.0441*** 0.0441*** 0.0441***
(20.99) (20.99) (20.99) (5.06) (5.07) (5.06)

Bathrooms 0.0390*** 0.0390*** 0.0390*** 20.0517*** 20.0517*** 20.0517***
(6.30) (6.30) (6.30) (25.34) (25.34) (25.33)

Foreclosure 20.1691*** 20.1691*** 20.1691*** 20.3936*** 20.3938*** 20.3939***
(220.60) (220.60) (220.60) (215.90) (215.91) (215.93)

Number of Levels 20.0055 20.0055 20.0055 0.0419*** 0.0418*** 0.0418***
(21.17) (21.17) (21.17) (4.93) (4.93) (4.93)

Pool 0.0334*** 0.0334*** 0.0334*** 0.0060 0.0060 0.0060
(3.61) (3.61) (3.60) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Basement 0.0418*** 0.0418*** 0.0418*** 0.0045 0.0046 0.0046
(3.15) (3.15) (3.15) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
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Exhibit 2 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home’s Price and Liquidity: Baseline OLS Results

Dependent Variable: ln(Sale Price) Dependent Variable: ln(Days on Market)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Short Sale 20.0935*** 20.0935*** 20.0935*** 0.3775*** 0.3775*** 0.3775***
(212.68) (212.68) (212.67) (18.07) (18.08) (18.07)

Tenant 20.0815*** 20.0815*** 20.0815*** 0.2479*** 0.2479*** 0.2479***
(210.10) (210.10) (210.10) (11.82) (11.81) (11.81)

Vacant 20.0279*** 20.0279*** 20.0279*** 0.1207*** 0.1207*** 0.1207***
(26.56) (26.56) (26.57) (7.44) (7.43) (7.43)

Taxes ($) 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 20.0000 20.0000 20.0000
(6.81) (6.81) (6.81) (21.23) (21.23) (21.23)

HOA Fee 0.0715*** 0.0715*** 0.0715*** 20.0690*** 20.0691*** 20.0690***
(7.11) (7.11) (7.11) (23.26) (23.26) (23.26)

ln(Days on Market) 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003
(0.21) (0.21) (0.21)

ln(List Price) 0.6486*** 0.6487*** 0.6487***
(9.34) (9.34) (9.34)

Constant 11.4723*** 11.4723*** 11.6581 25.6213*** 25.6222*** 25.6225***
(171.71) (171.70) (0.07) (26.69) (26.69) (26.69)

Location Controls (ZIP Code) u u u u u u

Year Fixed Effects u u u u u u

Notes: This table presents results of hedonic OLS models showing the effect of a nearby (i.e., within 0.125 mile, 0.15 mile, and 0.175 mile) rehab facility on a
property’s sale price and time on market (errors clustered by ZIP Code). T-statistics are in parentheses. The number of observation in columns 1–3 is 117,187; the
number of observation in columns 4–6 is 206,420.
*Significant at the 10% level.
**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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approximately an 8% reduction in home values. The corresponding impact on
time on market is not statistically significant at any conventional level, providing
initial evidence that the externality is primarily capitalized into home prices, rather
than liquidity. Indeed, columns 2 and 3 show that homes sold for approximately
6% or 5% less if they were located within 0.15 miles or 0.175 miles of a rehab
center, respectively. While qualitatively similar, these coefficient estimates also
provide some evidence that the externality may be diminishing in distance, as
additional, further properties are included in the latter estimates. The regressions
tabulated in columns 5 and 6 tell approximately the same story as column 4, in
that there is little evidence that rehab centers have a statistically significant impact
on a home’s liquidity.

The real estate literature has not adopted a single way to control for spatial
heterogeneity. In Exhibit 3 we examine a few common alternatives to controlling
for location. The initial estimates in Exhibit 2 use ZIP Codes to control for spatial
heterogeneity. In Exhibit 3, we use census tract fixed effects (columns 1 and 4),
block group fixed effect (columns 2 and 5), and block fixed effects (columns 3
and 6). Census tracts, according to the U.S. Census, are ‘‘small, relatively
permanent statistical subdivisions of a county ... designed to be homogenous with
respect to population characteristics, economic status, and living conditions.’’14

Census block groups are subsets of census tracts; and, blocks are further subsets
of block groups. One can think of these as different measures of ‘‘neighborhoods,’’
broadly to more narrowly defined. The results from the price regressions in Exhibit
3 are consistent with Exhibit 2, falling within a fraction of a percentage point of
one another, with an effect of approximately 7.2% to 7.9%. Columns 4–6 in
Exhibit 3 also show that substance abuse treatment centers are not associated with
a statistically significant impact on nearby property liquidity. Overall, it is clear
that the estimates of the effect of a substance abuse treatment center on nearby
real estate is not particularly sensitive to the choice of location controls, providing
evidence that the external effect of substance abuse treatment centers is robust.

Simultaneous Equation Results

When price and time on market are modeled within a simultaneous 3SLS system
of equations, the estimated effect of a nearby substance abuse treatment center on
home price and liquidity are similar to the OLS results, finding that nearby
substance abuse treatment centers are associated with an approximately 8% drop
in home values (within 1/8 mile). Column 1 in Exhibit 4 displays this result. Like
the initial OLS results, the 3SLS estimations also show that substance abuse
treatment centers have little impact on nearby property liquidity, as the externality
appears to be capitalized into price exclusively. Exhibit 4 provides additional
evidence that the external impact of substance abuse treatment centers is robust
to multiple modeling approaches that are common in empirical real estate studies.

Exhibit 4 also provides evidence that not all substance abuse treatment centers
may be perceived by nearby residents as presenting equal risk. It is possible that
methadone clinics have a greater NIMBY sentiment from the broader community.
We test this proposition empirically by exclusively examining the effect of
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Exhibit 3 u Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home’s Price and Liquidity with Different Location Controls

Dependent Variable: ln(Sale Price) Dependent Variable: ln(Days on Market)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Rehab Center # 1/8 Mile 20.0720** 20.0787** 20.0744** 20.0695 20.0919 20.0520
(22.01) (22.16) (22.25) (20.41) (20.55) (20.32)

ln(Age of Home) 20.0683*** 20.0668*** 20.0650*** 0.0066 20.0111 20.0110**
(236.51) (239.52) (248.49) (0.87) (21.50) (22.39)

Acreage 0.0200*** 0.0209*** 0.0201*** 0.0372*** 0.0589*** 0.0552***
(17.12) (20.28) (24.52) (9.82) (12.25) (23.18)

Sq. Ft. 0.0002*** 0.0002*** 0.0002*** 0.0000** 0.0001*** 0.0001***
(14.20) (13.45) (14.30) (1.96) (4.91) (7.83)

Bedrooms 0.0004 0.0038 0.0046 0.0356*** 0.0148 0.0202***
(0.08) (0.71) (1.12) (3.56) (1.34) (2.81)

Bathrooms 0.0404*** 0.0394*** 0.0383*** 20.0495*** 20.0441*** 20.0463***
(7.09) (7.06) (7.96) (25.08) (24.00) (25.91)

Foreclosure 20.1546*** 20.1482*** 20.1401*** 20.4062*** 20.4258*** 20.4239***
(224.91) (227.52) (232.23) (219.06) (218.46) (221.16)

Number of Levels 20.0032 20.0012 0.0022 0.0202*** 20.0078 0.0010
(21.08) (20.46) (0.96) (2.65) (20.78) (0.16)

Pool 0.0355*** 0.0333*** 0.0289*** 0.0126 0.0159 0.0219
(4.99) (5.69) (8.30) (0.43) (0.48) (1.07)

Basement 0.0231*** 0.0193*** 0.0152*** 0.0400*** 0.1021*** 0.0865***
(3.52) (3.89) (4.88) (2.77) (6.03) (8.86)

Short Sale 20.0822*** 20.0818*** 20.0817*** 0.3531*** 0.3422*** 0.3410***
(214.38) (214.82) (214.83) (18.52) (17.81) (18.39)

Tenant 20.0729*** 20.0721*** 20.0702*** 0.2570*** 0.2966*** 0.2882***
(214.28) (216.27) (218.31) (13.10) (14.02) (15.87)
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Exhibit 3 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab Center on a Home’s Price and Liquidity with Different Location Controls

Dependent Variable: ln(Sale Price) Dependent Variable: ln(Days on Market)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Vacant 20.0309*** 20.0326*** 20.0345*** 0.1171*** 0.1393*** 0.1301***
(29.74) (212.22) (220.51) (7.81) (8.97) (12.79)

Taxes ($) 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 0.0001*** 20.0001** 20.0001*** 20.0001***
(10.40) (10.45) (13.13) (22.17) (23.20) (26.69)

HOA Fees 0.0660*** 0.0681*** 0.0635*** 20.0847*** 20.1136*** 20.1100***
(9.93) (11.85) (16.69) (24.25) (25.04) (28.49)

ln(Time on Market) 0.0014* 0.0016** 0.0015***
(1.67) (2.40) (2.79)

ln(List Price) 0.5101*** 0.2620*** 0.2991***
(11.71) (5.67) (11.74)

Constant 11.4958*** 11.4429*** 11.5281*** 24.1742*** 21.1906** 21.6416***
(156.44) (260.80) (259.87) (27.64) (22.12) (24.76)

Location Controls (Census Tracts) u u

Location Controls (Blocks Groups) u u

Location Controls (Blocks) u u

Year Fixed Effects u u u u u u

Notes: This table presents results of hedonic OLS models showing the effect of a nearby (i.e. within 0.125 mile) rehab facility on a property’s sale price and time on
market, while controlling for different spatial/area fixed effects. Errors are clustered by spatial area in each regression respectively. T-statistics are in parentheses. The
number of observation in columns 1–3 is 116,663; the number of observation in columns 4–6 is 205,281.
*Significant at the 10% level.
**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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Exhibit 4 u Effect of a Nearby Rehab and Methadone Treatment Center on a Home’s Price and

Liquidity

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Rehab Center # 1/8 Mile 20.077** 20.009
(22.44) (20.04)

Meth. Center # 1/8 Mile 20.174** 0.192
(22.35) (0.33)

ln(Age of Home) 20.063*** 0.125*** 20.063*** 0.125***
(2118.93) (10.89) (2118.92) (10.86)

Acreage 0.019*** 0.026*** 0.019*** 0.027***
(42.37) (5.22) (42.38) (5.24)

Sq. Ft. 0.000*** 20.000*** 0.000*** 20.000***
(232.99) (27.14) (233.00) (27.10)

Bedrooms 20.023*** 0.093*** 20.023*** 0.093***
(223.53) (11.70) (223.52) (11.69)

Bathrooms 0.024*** 20.054*** 0.024*** 20.053***
(22.80) (25.75) (22.80) (25.73)

Foreclosure 20.153*** 20.025 20.153*** 20.026
(236.57) (20.62) (236.60) (20.64)

Number of Levels 20.018*** 0.077*** 20.018*** 0.077***
(218.27) (9.51) (218.27) (9.51)

Pool 0.027*** 20.038** 0.027*** 20.038**
(11.63) (22.04) (11.62) (22.03)

Basement 0.039*** 20.062*** 0.039*** 20.061***
(24.13) (24.68) (24.13) (24.67)

Short Sale 20.115*** 0.529*** 20.115*** 0.528***
(220.08) (11.42) (220.07) (11.41)

Tenant 20.080*** 0.078** 20.080*** 0.078**
(221.18) (2.46) (221.19) (2.45)

Vacant 20.041*** 0.240*** 20.041*** 0.240***
(234.67) (22.44) (234.66) (22.42)

Taxes ($) 0.000*** 0.000* 0.000*** 0.000*
(91.96) (1.82) (91.95) (1.86)

HOA Fees 0.059*** 20.076*** 0.059*** 20.076***
(41.51) (25.07) (41.50) (25.05)

ln(Time on Market) 0.050*** 0.050***
(45.52) (45.45)

ln(Sale Price) 1.254*** 1.248***
(7.48) (7.44)
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Exhibit 4 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab and Methadone Treatment Center on a Home’s Price and Liquidity

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Listing Density 0.000*** 0.000***
(21.93) (21.95)

Competition 0.000*** 0.000***
(21.48) (21.50)

Location Controls u u u u

Year Fixed Effects u u u u

Notes: This table presents the results of hedonic 3SLS models showing the effect of a nearby (i.e., within
0.125 mile) rehab facility, and a rehab facility that treats methadone addiction specifically, on a property’s
sale price and time on market; constant omitted here for brevity. Z-statistics are in parentheses. The number
of observations in columns 1–4 is 110,361.
*Significant at the 10% level.
**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.

methadone clinics. Columns 3 and 4 in Exhibit 4 display the results of the same
3SLS estimations as columns 1 and 2, but confining the treatment variable to a
dummy variable that equals one if the home is within 0.125 mile of a methadone
clinic. The coefficient estimates in Exhibit 4 indicate that homes within 0.125
miles of a methadone clinic sell for approximately a 17% discount relative to
homes that are located further away, holding other factors constant. There is little
evidence, however, that these clinics affect nearby home liquidity. Overall, Exhibit
4 provides evidence that the market differentiates among risks generated by these
potential externalities, and the treatment centers that may be perceived as having
a higher risk to their neighbors have a much greater impact on the surrounding
real estate market.

As a robustness check, in Exhibit 5 we explore the extent to which the control
groups matter, finding results generally consistent with those in Exhibit 4. A
critique of hedonic models for estimating any externality might be that the
interpretation of the dummy variable essentially defines the control group as
homes not located near (within 0.125 miles) the potential externality. Defining the
control group in this way may present some unobserved spatial heterogeneity
issues. To address this issue, in Exhibits 5 and 6 we estimate the same regressions
as Exhibit 4, but confine the sample to homes that are located within 1.5 miles,
1 mile, and 0.6 miles of a rehab facility respectively. The results are consistent
with the initial 3SLS estimates in Exhibit 4, and by extension, the initial OLS
estimates in Exhibits 2 and 3. Both exhibits show that homes near substance abuse
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Exhibit 5 u Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility on a Home’s Sale Price and Days on Market

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)

Rehab Center # 1/8 Mile 20.076** 20.008 20.077** 20.083 20.075** 20.331
(22.34) (20.03) (22.42) (20.34) (22.27) (21.34)

ln(Age of Home) 20.063*** 0.133*** 20.059*** 0.060 20.063*** 0.102
(230.75) (3.60) (220.19) (1.34) (212.40) (1.60)

Acreage 0.022*** 0.017 0.020*** 0.045* 0.028*** 0.015
(12.14) (0.91) (7.61) (1.85) (5.83) (0.35)

Sq. Ft. 0.000*** 20.000** 0.000*** 20.000 0.000*** 20.000
(57.61) (22.31) (42.39) (20.59) (25.45) (21.08)

Bedrooms 20.023*** 0.123*** 20.025*** 0.144*** 20.026*** 0.211***
(25.92) (4.30) (24.44) (3.42) (22.96) (3.21)

Bathrooms 0.028*** 20.018 0.018*** 0.040 0.027*** 20.048
(6.69) (20.51) (2.88) (0.81) (2.58) (20.60)

Foreclosure 20.147*** 0.014 20.171*** 20.195 20.188*** 20.628**
(29.84) (0.11) (27.62) (21.00) (24.93) (22.11)

Number of Levels 20.025*** 0.079*** 20.021*** 0.046 20.018** 0.110
(26.57) (2.64) (23.81) (1.05) (21.99) (1.64)

Pool 0.021** 0.034 0.016 20.103 0.027 20.134
(2.17) (0.48) (1.16) (20.97) (1.12) (20.77)
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Exhibit 5 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility on a Home’s Sale Price and Days on Market

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)

Basement 0.040*** 0.004 0.034*** 0.052 0.029* 20.105
(6.44) (0.08) (3.71) (0.71) (1.91) (20.89)

Short Sale 20.122*** 0.389** 20.106*** 0.315 20.166*** 0.006
(26.04) (2.56) (23.23) (1.25) (23.06) (0.02)

Tenant 20.099*** 0.038 20.114*** 0.018 20.140*** 0.161
(26.82) (0.32) (25.82) (0.11) (24.47) (0.65)

Vacant 20.044*** 0.218*** 20.046*** 0.254*** 20.034*** 0.304***
(29.59) (5.59) (27.05) (4.66) (22.97) (3.68)

Taxes ($) 0.000*** 0.000 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
(23.21) (1.13) (15.54) (3.58) (11.40) (2.22)

HOA Fees 0.068*** 20.104** 0.078*** 20.128* 0.079*** 20.151
(11.98) (21.98) (9.59) (21.72) (5.73) (21.36)

ln(Time on Market) 0.043*** 0.019*** 0.010
(10.91) (3.80) (1.50)

ln(Sale Price) 1.023** 0.071 0.295
(1.98) (0.12) (0.39)

Listing Density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
(6.30) (4.33) (2.35)
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Exhibit 5 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility on a Home’s Sale Price and Days on Market

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)

Competition 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***
(8.80) (6.26) (5.95)

Location Controls u u u u u u

Year Fixed Effects u u u u u u

Notes: This table presents the 3SLS results of simultaneous estimation of the effect of a nearby rehab facility on a home’s selling price and liquidity (time on market),
changing the sample to vary the control groups by smaller radii from a rehab center. Z-statistics are in parentheses. The number of observations in columns 1–2 is
7,711; the number of observations in columns 3–4 is 3,589; the number of observations in columns 5–6 is 1,324.
*Significant at the 10% level.
**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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Exhibit 6 u Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility that Treats Methadone Addiction

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)

Meth. Center # 1/8 Mile 20.169** 20.020 20.179** 20.086 20.168** 20.289
(22.21) (20.04) (22.37) (20.15) (22.17) (20.52)

ln(Age of Home) 20.063*** 0.129*** 20.059*** 0.061 20.063*** 0.104
(230.70) (3.49) (220.14) (1.35) (212.30) (1.64)

Acreage 0.022*** 0.018 0.020*** 0.045* 0.028*** 0.014
(12.17) (0.99) (7.62) (1.84) (5.83) (0.33)

Sq. Ft. 0.000*** 20.000** 0.000*** 20.000 0.000*** 20.000
(57.63) (22.17) (42.43) (20.61) (25.54) (21.10)

Bedrooms 20.023*** 0.122*** 20.024*** 0.145*** 20.026*** 0.216***
(25.88) (4.26) (24.42) (3.45) (22.91) (3.29)

Bathrooms 0.028*** 20.016 0.018*** 0.040 0.027*** 20.047
(6.70) (20.45) (2.89) (0.81) (2.59) (20.59)

Foreclosure 20.148*** 0.004 20.173*** 20.196 20.193*** 20.653**
(29.90) (0.03) (27.71) (21.00) (25.06) (22.19)

Number of Levels 20.025*** 0.078*** 20.021*** 0.047 20.018** 0.109
(26.58) (2.60) (23.84) (1.05) (22.04) (1.62)

Pool 0.021** 0.035 0.016 20.103 0.026 20.135
(2.16) (0.50) (1.15) (20.97) (1.10) (20.78)
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Exhibit 6 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility that Treats Methadone Addiction

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)

Basement 0.040*** 0.006 0.035*** 0.051 0.030* 20.104
(6.44) (0.13) (3.72) (0.70) (1.94) (20.89)

Short Sale 20.121*** 0.383** 20.106*** 0.318 20.165*** 0.029
(26.02) (2.52) (23.21) (1.26) (23.03) (0.07)

Tenant 20.099*** 0.031 20.114*** 0.019 20.142*** 0.158
(26.84) (0.26) (25.84) (0.12) (24.52) (0.64)

Vacant 20.044*** 0.216*** 20.047*** 0.254*** 20.034*** 0.303***
(29.58) (5.52) (27.08) (4.67) (23.03) (3.66)

Taxes ($) 0.000*** 0.000 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
(23.18) (1.26) (15.44) (3.56) (11.24) (2.16)

HOA Fees 0.068*** 20.100* 0.077*** 20.130* 0.078*** 20.159
(11.94) (21.90) (9.53) (21.75) (5.65) (21.43)

ln(Time on Market) 0.042*** 0.020*** 0.012*
(10.81) (3.93) (1.67)

ln(Sale Price) 0.955* 0.082 0.322
(1.85) (0.14) (0.43)

Listing Density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000**
(6.42) (4.40) (2.48)
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Exhibit 6 u (continued)

Effect of a Nearby Rehab Facility that Treats Methadone Addiction

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Sale Price)

Dependent
Variable:
ln(Days on Market)

Within 1.5 Miles of a Rehab Facility Within 1 Mile of a Rehab Facility Within 0.6 Miles of a Rehab Facility

(1a) (1b) (2a) (2b) (3a) (3b)

Competition 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***
(8.86) (6.25) (5.89)

Location Controls u u u u u u

Year Fixed Effects u u u u u u

Notes: This table presents 3SLS results of simultaneous estimation of the effect of a nearby rehab facility that treats methadone addiction on a home’s selling price and
liquidity (time on market), changing the sample to vary the control groups by smaller radii from a rehab center. Z-statistics are in parentheses. The number of
observations in column 1 is 7,711; the number of observations in column 2 is 3,589; the number of observations in column 3 is 1,324.
*Significant at the 10% level.
**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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treatment centers are still negatively impacted, and by approximately the same
magnitudes. Indeed, the last two columns are particularly striking. Given that this
is already a ‘‘within neighborhood’’ estimation, by controlling for location, the
fact that the substance abuse treatment center result is robust when the control
group is reduced to 1 mile and 0.6 miles indicates that unobserved spatial
heterogeneity is not likely driving the core results of this paper. More intuitively,
this provides strong evidence that the substance abuse treatment center effect is
not simply a ‘‘bad part of town effect,’’ in that we are comparing ‘‘apples with
apples’’ across the dimension of location; and, the principle characteristic
distinguishing the variation in prices in these areas is the presence of a nearby
substance abuse treatment center. Based on these results, we cannot conclude that
there is a robust impact on property liquidity, but there appears to be a robust
negative relationship between the presence of a substance abuse treatment center
and nearby home values.

u C o n c l u s i o n

In this study, we find evidence that residential substance abuse treatment centers
adversely impact the price of neighboring homes. We find that homes within 1/8
mile of a treatment center sell for approximately 8% less than otherwise
comparable homes that are located further away. Furthermore, we find that the
market differentiates between potential risks that nearby treatment centers may
carry, as living near a methadone clinic that treats opiate addictions such as heroin
or morphine may be associated with a reduction in home values by as much as
17%. We find little evidence that nearby treatment centers affect a home’s time
on market.

Examining this particular externality is important to the broader literature on
neighborhood externalities and environmental factors, as well as the specific
literature on the issue of residential treatment centers. The PPACA has expanded
MH/SUD coverage and made intensive treatment options affordable, and as a
result, demand for effective substance abuse treatment is increasing. Operating a
treatment center is a growing industry and it is reasonable to assume that new
centers will be built nationally, many of which will be sited near or within
residential communities. Indeed, there is very little that individuals and localities
can do to prohibit a substance abuse treatment center from locating in a residential
area because alcohol and drug addiction is considered to be a handicap and thus
alcoholic/addicts in recovery are members of a protected class under the federal
anti-discrimination housing laws. Hence, as residential treatment centers become
more common, it is important to understand all their effects, including the effects
they may have on nearby real estate and how markets price the potential risk of
nearby externalities.

u E n d n o t e s
1 For a more complete review on the impact of environmental externalities, see Boyle and

Kiel (2001).
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2 Consistent with other real estate studies, we culled outliers from our data set, confining
our data to more ‘‘typical’’ range of homes listed at less than $1,000,000, fewer than
10 bedrooms, fewer than 16 acres (99% of observations), property taxes paid that were
less $10,000 (99% of observations), and younger than 150 years old (99% of
observations). For our other dependent variable of interest, time on market, we similarly
trim the 1% extremes. Generally, the findings are not sensitive to dropping these
observations. Further, important to disclose how our data has been trimmed for
transparency and replicability. As an additional quality check, a sample of the MLS data
was compared to county tax records, which contain data on price and housing
characteristics.

3 There were approximately 153, 96, and 60 properties listed within 0.175 miles, 0.15
miles, and 0.125 miles of a rehab treatment facility respectively, over the time period
of our study. Given the very recent and projected growth of rehab centers nationally,
future research will be able to take advantage of additional homes (data points) being
bought and sold near rehab facilities.

4 The choice of this radius does not fundamentally alter the qualitative conclusions of this
study. The definition of one’s ‘‘backyard’’ is somewhat ambiguous, and may differ
depending on an individual’s perception. Some externality studies use 0.1 mile, 0.2 mile,
or 0.3 mile as a radius to examine a given externality. While similar results are obtained
looking at bands slightly larger and slightly smaller, we follow Congdon-Hohman (2013)
and use 1/8 mile in most of our tabulated regression results. An easy way to think of
0.125 miles, 0.15 miles, and 0.175 miles is that these are 2.5 minute, 3 minute, and 3.5
minute walks respectively (assuming a pace of 3 miles per hour).

5 For recent examples of amenity or disamenity studies of externality effects, see Asabere
and Huffman (1991), Gibbons (2004), Linden and Rockoff (2008), Pope (2008), Rossi-
Hansberg, Sarte, and Owens (2010), Campbell, Giglio, and Pathek (2011), Hoen, Wiser,
Cappers, Thayer, and Sethi (2011), Daneshvary, Clauretie, and Kader (2011), Grout,
Jaeger, and Plantinga (2011), Daneshvary and Clauretie (2012), Congdon-Hohman
(2013), Guignet (2013), Linn (2013), Munneke, Sirmans, Slade, and Turnbull (2013),
and Wentland, Waller, and Brastow (2014).

6 Recent examples include neighborhood foreclosure effects (Harding, Rosenblatt, and
Yao, 2009; Lin, Rosenblatt, and Yao, 2009; Agarwal, Ambrose, Chomsisengphet, and
Sanders, 2010).

7 Kuminoff, Parmeter, and Pope (2010) survey 69 hedonic studies and found that 80%
rely on linear, semi-log, or log-log functional form. We have explored a number of non-
linear functional forms and our results remain robust. Rather than repeat all of the above
models with various non-linear explanatory variables, the authors will produce results
of alternative specifications upon request.

8 For example, we use the following property specific variables: square footage, age,
acreage, number of bedrooms, bathrooms, number of stories, new, vacant, HOA fees,
whether it has a pool, a tenant, a basement, and whether it is a short sale or foreclosure.
We also include year fixed effects to control for variation over time.

9 When we explore different location controls later, we will cluster by location (e.g.,
census tract, block group, or block).

10 For example, see Yavas and Yang (1995), Knight (2002), and Turnbull and Dombrow
(2006).

11 Specifically, both our paper and Zahirovic-Herbert and Turnbull (2008) calculate C in
the following way: ‘‘The days-on-market or selling time is s(i) 2 l(i) 1 1, where l(i)
and s(i) are the listing date and sales date for house i. Denoting the listing date and
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sales date for house j by l( j) and s( j), the overlapping time on the market for these two
houses is min[s(i), s( j)] 2 max[l(i), l( j)]. The straight-line distance in miles between
houses i and j is D(i, j). The measured competition for house i is: C(i) 5 oj (1 2 D(i,
j))2{min[s(i), s( j)] 2 max[l(i), l( j)]} where the summation is taken over all competing
houses j, that is, houses for sale within one mile and 20% larger or smaller in living
area of house i’’ (Zahirovic-Herbert and Turnbull, 2008).

12 At the suggestion of a reviewer, we also identify the system by using different control
variables. A simple way to do this is to use different location controls. We use ZIP Code
fixed effects in the price equation, and census tract fixed effects in the time on market
equation. Generally, the results are not very sensitive to which location controls are used
in each equation. Further, the results are similar when we use the Turnbull and Dombrow
(2006) method alone to identify the system.

13 According to Belsley (1988), when there are strong interrelations among error terms,
3SLS is used instead of 2SLS in estimating systems of equations because it is more
efficient. Specifically, one would expect unobservables that contribute to error in
estimating price to be also correlated the error in liquidity.

14 See www.census.gov for more detail, specifically: http: / /www.census.gov/geo/www/
cob/tr metadata.html#gad.
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From: beshelja@yahoo.com <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I Support the Group Living Changes
Date: 21.09.2020 15:31:48 ((UTC))

Andrew Webb,

I support Denver's group living changes because I value the rights of my neighbors to live in 
families or groups of their choosing. 

Our city had an affordable housing crisis before COVID-19 but now faces the potential of 
100,000 evictions by this winter according to the COVID-19 Eviction Defense Project. That is 
why Governor Polis requested all cities lift group living restrictions in his executive orders. 

The proposal represents years of compromise and addresses concerns around parking, 
crowding, and commercialization. Peer cities like Seattle do not have issues in neighborhoods 
due to group living.

Group living restrictions keep Denverites from helping their friends if they fall on hard times, and 
with 100,000 potential evictions in Denver that is not a responsible or humane policy.

This proposal will immediately provide affordable housing as well as modernize residential care 
zoning and is more essential now than ever due to the pandemic. Please vote to pass this 
proposal without delay. 

beshelja@yahoo.com 
9527 w. yale ave 
lakewood, Colorado 80227



From: jessica@bondimports.com <jessica@bondimports.com>
To: Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] NO to the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 23.09.2020 04:49:27 ((MDT))

Greetings:

I am writing to express my disapproval on the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment. Please vote NO.

Regards,
Jessica Bond
1745 South Logan Street



From: Zach McKinney <zmckinney@gmail.com>

To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
nathan.lucero@denvergov.org <nathan.lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Group Living Code Amendment
Date: 21.09.2020 21:42:31 (-0600)

Dear Andrew Webb and Nathan Lucero,
I'd like to register my strong opposition to the proposed Group Living Code Amendment. The amendment 
involves substantial and serious changes to the zoning code, and the process has been too rushed. (Far 
more public knowledge and involvement has taken place over the past two months versus the purported 
"over the last two years".) The neighborhood- and city-wide impacts of the amendment are incredibly 
sweeping and deserve more thoughtful consideration than would be available in the next three weeks.

Thanks very much, and take care--

Zach McKinney
1376 S Sherman St, Denver, CO 80210



From: E J Lorimer <ejlorimer@aol.com>

To:

robin.kneich@denvergov.org <robin.kneich@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
amanda.sandoval@denvergov.org <amanda.sandoval@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
amanda.sawyer@denvergov.org <amanda.sawyer@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
candi.cdebaca@denvergov.org <candi.cdebaca@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>

CC:
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
christian.jimenez@denvergov.org <christian.jimenez@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please say no to GLAC
Date: 25.09.2020 00:03:37 ((UTC))
Attachments: SUMMARY -GROUP LIVING WDCA SURVEY OF RNO'S.pdf (13 pages)

Dear Council Members:

By way of this email, I am personally and respectfully asking that Denver 
Council vote NO to GLAC. 

This broad-brush omnibus proposal at this time in our history is too much for Denver 
to handle correctly (i.e. the pandemic, budget cuts, staff reduction for enforcement 
and much needed attention to matters of greater importance to Denver.)  In 
short, Denver simply doesn't have the staffing to manage this well at any level right 
now; and this may be true perhaps into 2021, contingent on Covid vaccine 
development and access. 

There are concerns that not all Council districts were involved in the initial planning, 
only a handful of RNO's were on planning committee and clearly a majority of 
neighborhoods do not fully understand the impacts on every home unit in the 
city. See attached research my neighborhood did. While it may not be the best 
research, it sets up a hypothesis that the outreach has not been good enough. Even 
CPD's recent presentation indicated only 25 RNO's had the presentation. That mirrors 
our findings--not enough information to neighborhoods throughout Denver.

Corrections Communities are especially concerning because of existing policing issues, 
shortage of enforcement staff and lack of public understanding as it relates to how, 
where located and who enforces.  Our neighborhood recently learned that State and 
County DOC's work independently, so not only could Denver County insert corrections 
communities into neighborhoods, but also the State can do this. AND, the State 
apparently doesn't check zoning or whether or not a property is properly licensed 
before locating parolees into voucher-rental homes.

Increasing unrelated adults to 10 is not reasonable considering the added inclusions of 
who qualifies as a relative and can also live in a home unit.  This will not increase 
Denver affordable housing inventories. It merely creates crowded environments in one 
home.  A couple paying $2000 a month to rent will still pay the same amount 
regardless of how many crowd in.  The developers must love Denver- we just keep 
helping them make money.



INC submitted two Resolutions to slow this down and de-bundle. Both were supported 
by a strong majority of INC member RNO votes for both resolutions. Council and CPD 
has those in file. My neighborhood (Winston Downs) voted in favor of both and also 
submitted a letter to request Council to vote "no" on GLAC.

It is also alarming that GLAC is being paired with the pandemic as a reason to vote 
"yes." The pandemic will end, but the ordinance changes will continue. They are 
mutually exclusive events. There are extraordinary needs during the pandemic that 
need attention, but this ordinance is not about the pandemic.

It would be far more valuable for Council to work on:
1) Well designed policing reforms that demonstrate to all residents the changes being 
made, and to include metrics that prove the changes are working or ones that need 
more work- then publicize "catching DPD doing right things right". Demonstrating 
positive moves is one of the highest priorities this city must address in order to 
restore faith for so many.
2) Building affordable home units. The city spent the last 10+ years giving the 
developers a free pass to "gentrify" and build unaffordable luxury homes and condos 
where affordable homes used to be.  GLAC is not a fix for the glut of unaffordable 
home units.
3) Define and implement a decent transit system. Shoe leather, bikes and scooters 
are a ludicrous claim that Denver has multi-modal transit.

Define Denver's Vision - When is the last time questions were asked such as how 
many can reasonably live in Denver based on resources (water, police, fire, electric 
grid, etc.), what law enforcement image do we want, how do we value open space 
(the reason so many want to be here), what does our transit system need and how 
will it be addressed to reduce vehicle traffic, etc? The Denveright planning was done in 
silos as it seems was GLAC. There seems to be a huge disconnect when working in 
silos and patching the pieces together.

Once needed priorities are addressed and implemented and Covid19 is resolved, then, 
and only then may be the time to go back to GLAC and define what is idealistic versus 
what is feasible and realistic to implement/manage.

Again, please vote no ; it’s not well done "as is."

Respectfully,
E. Jane Lorimer
Denver Resident since 1967



Purpose

Methodology

25% response rate;  95%  Confidence level  with 12%+/- Margin of Error

28% response rate; 95% confidence level with 11%=/- margin of error

Questions:  winstondownscommunity@gmail.com 

See below for explanations about RNO's and INC

WDCA Wants to Know Your Perception of Proposed 

Group Living Zoning Changes

A short survey was sent by Winston Downs Community Association to email addresses listed as contacts under the Denver public list 

of Registered Neighborhood Organizations (RNO). The survey was left up for two weeks with one reminder to those who had yet to 

respond.

Not all respondents answered all questions.  53 different RNOs responded . 214 listed RNO names includes some HOAs 

and any business districts who apply as RNOs

To obtain an overview of how other Denver Registered Neighborhood Organizations (RNO) perceived the proposed zoning 

amendments called Group Living.

If HOA's are removed (they are able to determine how spaces are used via homeowner association rules) then the margin of error and 

response rate changes as follows: 192 Neighborhood organizations after condo associations and other groups such as City Council 

and garden groups are removed



About Registered Neighborhood Organizations in Denver

About Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation (DenverINC) www.denverinc.org

Reporting Group

RNOs are groups formed by residents and property owners within a neighborhood who meet regularly and whose organizational and 

contact information is kept on file with the City’s Community Planning and Development Department. Like all organizations active in the 

Denver community, RNOs are an important part of the fabric of the city and play a key role in the ongoing effort to make Denver a 

great place to live and work.  Please see this website for more information: 

https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/community-planning-and-development/registered-neighborhoods.html

Denver’s Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation’s mission is to advocate for Denver citizens by bringing together, informing and empowering 

Denver neighborhood organizations to actively engage in addressing City issues.

A member of the Winston Downs Community conducted this informal and independent survey.  The outcome from responses received 

is report without opinions of the outcome. This communication contains general information only, and Winston Downs, by means of 

this communication, is not rendering professional advice or services. 

http://www.denverinc.org/


Q1. Your RNO Name

Nbr 58 RNO Respondents

1 Hutchinson Hills/Willow point Homeowners

2 NEDfans  North East Denver

3 CHERRY CREEK NORTH NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

4 Mayfair Neighbors, Inc.

5 City Park Friends and Neighbors

6 Seventh & Ash Townhome HOA

7 Mayfair

8 Country Club Historic Neighborhood, Inc.

9 Point South Neughborhood Assn

10 Hampden Heights

11 East Evans Business Association

12 HH/WP  Hutchinson Hills/Willow Point

13 South Hilltop Neighborhood Association

14 The Bear Valley Improvement Association

15 Sloan's Lake Neighborhood Association

16 East Cheesman Neighborhood Assn.

17 Greens at Lowry Homeowners Association

18 SPGB RNO Stokes Green Bowers

19 Harkness Heights

20 BRUN-Berkley Regis

21 Golden Triangle Creative District

22 LUN; Lowry United Neighborhoods 

23 ESGBA-Elyria Swansea Globeville Bus. Assn.

24 southmoor park west

25 Grandview Neighborhood Association

WDCA Wants to Know Your Perception of Proposed Group Living Zoning 

Changes

Yellow highlight 
indicates more than 
one response from 
same neighborhood (5)



26 Brooks Tower Residences

27 Montbello 2020

28 West Washington Park Neighborhood Assoc

29 CPV-Auraria Central Platt Valley

30 Wellshire Home Owners Association

31 Green Valley Ranch Citizens Advisory Board

32 Park Forest HOA

33 West 38th Ave Neighborhood Association

34 Cherry Hills Vista Neighborhood Asso

35 Pinehurst Estates HOA

36 SLUGGS  Sloans Lake

37 Platt Park People's Association (3PA)

38 Capitol Hill United Neighborhoods

39 Chaffee Park Registered Neighborhood Organization

40 Cherry Creek East

41 Lowry United Neighborhoods

42 Baker Historic Neighborhood Association 

43 Pine Valley Estates

44 Alamo Placita Neighbors

45 Virginia Vale Community Association

46 City Park West

47 Cory Merrill Neighborhood Association

48 Cherry Hills Vista Community Assn.

49 Bible Park East

50 Washington Park East Neighborhood Association

51 Prefer not to answer (Opportunity Corridor Coalition of United Residents)

52 South Hilltop Neighborhood Assoc.

53 Stokes Place Green Bowers

54 Congress Park Neighbors

55 Platt Park People’s Association

56 Chaffee Park Neighborhood Association



List of responding RNO's continued

57 Winston Downs

58 Cranmer Park/Hilltop



Answer Choices % Resp # Resp

We had a presentation by CPD or Council representative 28% 16

We discussed this as a board or neighborhood 61% 35

We had no presentation 30% 17

We had no discussion (board or neighborhood) 25% 14

Of the 57 RNO's who answered this question, 30% had no presentation; 25% had not yet discussed

Q2. Has your RNO had a presentation on the proposed changes by the City and/or reviewed the proposal? 

[Check any that apply]

n=57

28%

61%

30%

25%

We had a presentation by CPD or Council
representative

We discussed this as a board or neighborhood

We had no presentation

We had no discussion (board or neighborhood)

RNO Presentation/No Presentation
n=57



Answer Choices % Resp # Resp

We are in favor of ALL of it 6% 3

We are in favor of SOME of it 28% 15

We are in favor of NONE of it 33% 18

We have taken NO POSITION 33% 18

100% 54

Of the 54 RNO's who answered this survey, only 6% favor the plan as presented; and 28% favor some of it. 33% favor none of 

it and 33% have taken no position

Q3. If your RNO has taken a position on this proposed change to the zoning code (GLAC) Please advise your 

position

6%

28%

33%

33%

We are in favor of ALL of it

We are in favor of SOME of it

We are in favor of NONE of it

We have taken NO POSITION

RNO Position on Group Living
n=54



If you answered in favor of Some of it, to which parts do you object?

21 Responses

VERBATIM

1

2 CCHN board is opposed to GLAC as written and did not take a position on the de-bundled issues.

3

4 All

5 We are in favor of the INC position.

6 We are aligned with BRUN

7

8 The LUN Board voted in support of the INC position.

9

10 Allowed number of non family members

11

12 We agree with the INC position. That would ensure that the commercial aspects are separated from the residential aspects. 

Resolved, that additional time should be given (with timing taking into account how the pandemic is affecting residents of 

Denver) for further consideration of the proposal in order to allow council members to make sure that their constituents are 

educated on the proposal and its implementation/effect, including specific outreach to communities of color;   Further 

Resolved, that this process should seek to incorporate compromise language offered to address constituent concerns;  Further 

Resolved, that provisions of the proposal should be unbundled to allow full consideration of each material aspect of the 

proposal and, when outreach and compromise is achieved to the satisfaction of council members, such portion should be 

adopted separately.

We are in favor of increasing the number of unrelated people in a SU zone area to a slightly higher number: say, 3, 4, or the 

number of bedrooms.  We are opposed to homeless shelters or community corrections going into SU neighborhoods.

we believe that the amendment should be broken into smaller pieces. We agree that the number of non-related adults can be 

increased but not up to 5. Also there should be limit on the total number of occupants within a home for fire code code 

enforcement purposes. We also believe that enforcement would fall upon the adjacent property owners instead of the City. We 

are opposed to the changes proposed for the community corrections housing within the residential housing  section

We have serious questions about what is being proposed. We have asked CPD to slow the process so that more community 

engagement can occur.

Concerned that this would be "experimental" with no other city to benchmark against except for places like Portland and CA. 

Concerned that there would not be adequate regulations re: who is actually related or "choosing" to live together, noise, health 

and safety. Not enough details around that.

CHUN has formally weighed in on the matter; held numerous meetings in the community; and recorded our vote as a board 

and registered it with CPD.  Concerns that broad brush does not fit all neighborhoods.



13

14

15

16

17

18 The current proposal doesn't address the potential for over-proliferation in any one neighborhood.

19 all

20 We are generally not in favor but have not been able to meet as a neighborhood. 

21

WPENA objects to the inadequate education of the residents of Denver about the Text Amendment before submitting the Text 

Amendment to the Denver Planning Board. WPENA supported the Formal Resolution submitted by INC. WPENA is also very 

concerned about potential health and safety problems which may arise because of unlimited relatives of the 5, up to 10, 

unrelated adults allowed to live in one household.

We do not support the changes as they are currently written.  We do support de-bundling the Household definition from the 

Group Living language, but do not support either language as currently written.

We supported the INC ZAP resolution to de-bundle and had concerns with the definition of household (basically unlimited), with 

enforcement, and impacts on the affordable housing stock in Denver (concern with investors acquiring properties knowing how 

many people they could rent to). We did not even get to discussion of other portions. So not sure how to answer this question 

really.....

We have no issue with raising the number of unrelated adults within a household, but we strongly disagree with the 10 

recommendation. Most of us feel that 6 is sufficient. The city either hasn’t done it’s homework on the effects of increasing it to 

that number (research Austin, TX) or it has been irresponsible in providing additional policies on managing the increase in 

trash, domestic incidents, noise management, and other equally important peripheral issues. Heck, they rarely enforce the 

existing law; they have not offered concrete ways to do it if the numbers are increased. 

Our annual meeting did not occur this year due to COVID. We have had some discussion via nextdoor. As President, I 

attended a townhall meeting to learn of the proposed amendment. 

Not in favor of increases in "household" sizes beyond 4-5, and all that would bring.  Not in favor of broad window for residential 

care sizes (11-40?), want neighbor notification for even small homes.   



Answer Choices % Resp #Resp

Yes 75% 43

No 25% 14

100% 57

Q4. Were you aware that Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation (INC) sent a Formal Resolution to City Council asking 

to de-bundle the residential care, congregate living and community corrections ordinances contained in the 

omnibus change document in order to give each segment further review and input?

75%

25%

Yes No

RNO Awareness of INC's Resolution Asking to De-
Bundle   n=57



Q5. Add any other comments you wish to make

33 Responses

VERBATIM

1 This whole thing needs to be slowed down, and the Chap. 59 zoned neighborhoods brought under the DZC.

2

3

4 We supported INC’s Resolution and Recommendations to debundle some elements for further review and input.

5 Hi, personally, was unaware of any of this.

6 I can speak personally but not for the group. These questions seem to to be directed for the whole group.

7

8

9

10 The Bear Valley Improvement Association is adamantly opposed to the Group Living Amendment.

11 Short term thinking can have long term effects.

12

13 Our ZAP committee and board are reviewing ways to educate residents within our boundary.

Letter and return postcard were sent to our 360 addresses.  130 responses were received, all but one opposed GLAC, and 

many of those opposed provided strong comments.

Not all of the neighborhoods are organized into a RNO and thus not represented. Most neighborhoods did not hear about the 

proposed changes until last spring. The idea that INC reflects the will of unaffiliated neighborhoods is incorrect, they represent 

only a small number of potential Neighborhoods within the City. 

Harkness Heights NA has not taken up the issue but since we also participate in the BRUN RNO we have taken our 

discussions to that forum.  BRUN has has rather active discussions on the subject.  Robert Schmid whom I believe you know 

has led this research and discussion for Berkley Regis UN

Thanks for INC's action and response to stop this wrong action and  their voice for right within single family 

neighborhoods!

There is support for increasing the number of unrelated people who can live together, but the perception is that the proposal 

allows too many people, creating problems for already stressed resources (such as trash, inspections, parking) and that there 

should not be residential care facilities in SU, TH and RH zone categories.  The draft should be revised to be more in line with 

pier cities studied.  Denver's draft is problematic, but some concepts should be implemented in a different way.

Please organize a ZOOM forum with the bill sponsors and opposing views.  I didn't understand what un-bundling  

meant in terms of the different components of this proposal.  Also, I grew up in a multi-generational household 

where it was not unusual for 7-10 ppl to live under one roof.  The cost of living in Denver is high by design to keep 

out or drive out working class families who help build the culture of this city.  



14

15 Many of the Grandview residents listened to the BRUN presentation and there has not been any resident that wants this.

16

17 We know there is a need, but needs to be done with wisdom and comprehensive understanding of the pros/cons. 

18

19

20 Thank you. Please share the results.     Leah Older   Park Forest HOA 

21

22 We encourage members to make their feelings known individually

23 The concept meets a need; the proposed execution is the problem. 

24 No evidence by the city that any of this would increase housing affordability or livability.

25

26 Agree with INC

27

28 Would agree that this is trying to fit too much into one update and one definition.  Appreciate the INC resolution mentioned 

above.

We are concerned the make-up of GLAC didn’t have good representation.  There seems to be many details avoided such as 

monitoring, parking, and neighborhood impact.

I, and neighbors that I have talked to, am most concerned about the horrendous parking problems that will come when many 

more cars need to be accommodated on the streets which are are currently experiencing crowded parking conditions.  The 

additional person permitted in  +200 square feet is excessive.  (I, Tom Carllon,  answered this questionnaire as an individual of 

the Green Valley Ranch neighborhood, Denver, and not affiliated as an officer or member of our RNO)

Our small RNO has only met virtually since February.  We have only had administrative items on our agenda.  I will bring up 

Group Living at our next meeting.  Thank you for this survey.

I really appreciate the INC’s efforts. The meetings felt like they were designed to be nothing more than venting sessions, and 

that the city reps were not engaged. I would like to see real, long-term solutions provided by the city that extend beyond 

packing people into homes like sardines. Thanks again!!!

City Council forgets that the majority of Denver neighborhoods DO NOT  want to live next door, across the street from large 

numbers of unrelated adults and children. This will be evident when those council members run for election.....They are 

supposed to represent the will of their constituents, if they don't, they will have a difficult time come election...

The density is a major problem.  The understanding of the number of people allowed in a single residence seems to be 

misunderstood.  The number is 5 adults with unlimited family members (relatives of any kind or age) for a smaller residence 

and 10 adults with unlimited  family members for a larger residence.  So basically, the number is unlimited. In addition, the 

correctional  component (convicts) and homeless portion of the proposal are completely unacceptable and unsafe.  The city of 

denver will not break this zoning proposal up regardless of how many residents oppose the enormous proposal with its many 

components.  This zoning proposal will eliminate our suburbs and single-family neighborhoods.

I am a Board member of West Wash Park NA but cannot answer this on behalf of WWPNA.  We have supported the 

debundling and may approve the reduction to 5 adults allowed in a household.



29

30

31 This needs to be postponed until in person meetings and presentations can happen.  

32

33

We would be interested in seeing more information about INC's de-bundling proposal.  It would be helpful is one of our major 

media outlets would cover INC's proposal.

These city-wide text amendments need a separate extended community planning engagement period and process that 

requires meeting with all neighborhood stakeholders.  The city is moving forward with many of these amendments that will 

change the fabric of our communities and few residents are aware how their property rights are being impacted.  These 

amendments are a simple pathway for the city to make far-reaching changes to zoning with minimal work.  It is my opinion this 

process is broken and the city has an agenda to remove all barriers to redevelopment throughout the city and few people are 

aware of it.

Debundling doesn't make sense.  Everything in this change works well together to enhance our alternative housing options... 

and yes that includes halfway houses. 

We urge Council to work on more important issues such as police reform and homelessness.  This is not the 

answer.



From: Jessica Sanderson <jesssanderson@icloud.com>

To:

michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
planning.board@denvergov.org <planning.board@denvergov.org>; 
Laura.Aldrete@denvergov.org <Laura.Aldrete@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
district10@denvergov.org <district10@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; 
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] POSTPONE consideration of the Group Living Zoning Code 
Amendment Proposal

Date: 03.10.2020 12:23:28 (-0600)

Dear Mayor and Public Officials,

I am writing to urge you to simply postpone any further consideration, vote or passage of any law 
regarding the Group Living Proposal.  I agree that we need affordable housing solutions in Denver, but 
you must prioritize the health and well-being of your citizens. 

It seems incredibly reckless, inequitable, possibly unlawful and frankly hypocritical to authorize a 
significant increase in the number of unrelated people living together in a household, and to substantially 
increase urban density, during the Covid-19 pandemic.  Many of your own offices are closed or restricted 
to prevent the spread of the virus among unrelated people 
(https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/covid-19/recovery-guidance/city-services-
facilities.html), yet at the same time you would authorize a significant increase in the number of 
unrelated people allowed to live together in residential neighborhoods.

At a time when our government and our scientists are encouraging, and in most cases mandating, social 
distancing, the amendment would authorize and encourage the exact opposite.  As you well know, the list 
of closures and our sacrifices is long:  Our DPS schools continue to operate remotely (my daughter 
graduated East High School from our car last year), our performing arts venues are closed, our libraries 
are closed, our bars are closed, our restaurants are operating at significantly decreased capacity, we 
need to reserve limited spots at our gyms, recreational and fitness facilities (assuming they have even 
re-opened), many park roads and parking lots are closed (to discourage even outdoor crowds), we are 
wearing masks to go shopping, we are required to wear face coverings while inside city and county 
facilities (the Wellington E. Webb Municipal Office Building is only open for limited hours and services), 
our courthouses are operating with reduced staff and many trials have been postponed, and we are all 
personally doing our part to forgo social gatherings, even in our own homes.  The CDC recommends that 
we limit the number of guests that we bring into our own homes and maintain at least 6 feet distance 
from our visitors, and Governor Polis issued and has repeatedly extended a state-wide mask order 
mandating the use of masks indoors.  There is little to no chance that a group of unrelated people 
living together in a single-family dwelling will wear masks at all times while indoors in their 
own home.  In fact, our homes are just about the only place that we can all safely and/or legally take 
off our masks off these days.  

It is common knowledge by now that the worst outbreaks, infection risks, and/or Covid-related 
hospitalizations and deaths in Denver, the State of Colorado and our nation as a whole have all been 
centered around places where unrelated people live together.  In our area, early on, Covid 
outbreaks were largely related to nursing homes and health care facilities.  Now it has shifted to schools, 
and in fact CU Boulder recently moved to all remote learning. 
 See https://www.9news.com/article/news/health/coronavirus/colorado-covid-outbreaks-list-schools-
restaurants-stores/73-60a53e94-85dd-471d-bf2a-624163de1b30.  Our country and our state are 
releasing prisoners and closing college dormitories and fraternity/sorority houses to avoid crowded-living 
facilities.  Recently, New York, New Jersey and Connecticut even mandated that visitors from our State of 
Colorado quarantine for 14 days if we want or need to visit because of our state’s poor performance in 
containing the spread of the virus.  https://coronavirus.health.ny.gov/covid-19-travel-
advisory#:~:text=If you have traveled from,for requiring such quarantine.  It is simply incomprehensible 
to me how you, our public representatives, could possibly consider, let alone vote in favor of an 
amendment to allow and encourage group living homes in residential neighborhoods at a time like this.  

In sum, the group living proposal risks causing additional Covid-19 outbreaks within the increased-
capacity homes and community spread to their neighbors.  I am certain that if the amendment passes 
during the Covid-19 pandemic, the city will face legal battles that will consume enormous and ever-
precious taxpayer dollars in litigation costs that would be far better utilized to provide public services.

The Covid-19 pandemic is not under control, and unfortunately we cannot predict when it will be under 
control.  But you certainly can control the timing of consideration and/or passage of the group living 
proposal.  I urge you to consider simply waiting until we at least have more control and better 



information regarding Covid-19 before making any crucial decisions.  Only then can you responsibly 
consider the actual merits of the proposal.

Sincerely,

Jessica Sanderson
Denver District 10 Resident



From: ALAN SORREL <absorrel@comcast.net>

To:

michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
denvercouncil5@denvergov.org <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>

CC: kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Zoning Code Change - Group Living/Group Homes
Date: 19.09.2020 11:33:34 ((MDT))

Below is a copy of the email I sent to my Council Person (Kevin Flynn) on August 16, 
2020.  My Neighborhood Newsletter encouraged residents to send opinions to all the City 
Council (and the Mayor)....so, I am simply forwarding to you the email I have already 
written.  I have also included Andrew Webb on the cc.

I have a great deal of experience working in Municipal Government (10 years in the City of 
Aurora, Colorado, and 26 years in the City of Denver).  All of my 36 year career was within 
the Development Review arm of Public Works.  As such, I have seen every sort of 
proposed development, rewritten some of Denver's City Code, updated criteria manuals, 
and formulated development policy for my staff to follow.  I am very familiar with how the 
development sector works.  Therefore, I bring an experienced voice to the conversation.  
My experience within the development world brings me to only one conclusion regarding 
this proposed Zoning change...this proposed legislation will forever negatively change the 
character of Denver neighborhoods.  I encourage you to vote against this Zoning change.  
As noted, the full text of my previous email is below. 

"I just now read the proposed Zoning change.  I sincerely hope that you will vote against 
this change...and get as many other Council members to also vote against this.

Allowing this type of density/occupancy increase within stable single family residential 
areas/homes will negatively and permanently change the character, safety and financial 
structure of these neighborhoods.  But, changing the character and reducing home values 
is the point of this "social engineering" effort....right?  That is clearly stated as the intent 
within the "Summary and Purpose" section by Andrew Webb....he states the purpose is to 
change the Code "that perpetuates inequity and reduce affordability".

The proposed change to the Code will allow up to 10 unrelated adults within a single family 
home (depending on Assessors Office finished square footage).  This is bad enough since 
it drastically changes the character of the stable single family home and neighborhood.  
But, as I read it, an unlimited number of additional related individuals (on top of the 10 
unrelated adults) will be allowed to occupy the single family home?  I really hope I am 
misunderstanding the unlimited number of related individuals that can occupy the single 
family home (in addition to the 10 unrelated adults)....but, the text reads as follows: "As is 
currently the case, there would be no limit on the number of related individuals permitted to 
live
together. The code’s current specific list of relatives would be replaced with: “…any 
persons related to
each unrelated adult by blood, marriage, civil union, committed partnership, adoption, or 



documented
responsibility (such as foster care or guardianship).”  If this is the case....then, anyone 
related to the 10 unrelated adults could also live in the single family home and result 
in occupancy of 12...15....25....unlimited??  I really hope I am wrong about that 
interpretation and it should be clarified within the proposed language to place a cap 
on total occupancy.
Anybody that has any experience within the development realm knows that the maximum 
density scenarios will be routinely achieved.  Especially if it is financially attractive to do 
so.  My 36 years within the development review world has taught me one thing.....if it can 
be exploited financially, it will be!  So, expect maximum numbers of individuals to routinely 
live within a single family home which will forever change the character and safety of 
stable neighborhoods.  To think otherwise is simply naive....or worse, it is purposely being 
sacrificed to achieve the social engineering goal.

Alas, my career in development has taught me that you can fight City Hall...just don't 
expect to win very often.  As such, I have little hope of this being defeated.  During my 
career, I routinely interacted with Community Planning and I fully understand the internal 
workings and philosophy that exists within that organization.  It will be very hard to defeat 
this proposal within the "charged" environment that exists in this Country.  Anybody that 
votes against this will be labeled as "racist" or "elitist" or "perpetuating social inequities" or 
"etc"..."etc".  Nevertheless, I still urge you to vote against this change.  High density 
developments/occupancy should continue to be restricted to multi-family zoned areas 
and/or near the city core.

Luckily, I am retired and am not tied down by a job anymore.  I can choose to move to a 
different location if necessary.  And, this Zoning change (with the inevitable negative 
impacts it will have) could very well force me to make that relocation.  It is sad to see the 
City of Denver embrace philosophies/changes which are purposely designed to alter the 
very fabric of neighborhoods that many of us love.

Alan Sorrel, P.E.
2852 S. Gray Way
Denver, Co.  80227
720-530-6868"



From: John Simmons <jsimmons224@me.com>

To:

chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
Michael.hancock@denvergov.org <Michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Amendment to allow halfway houses in every neighborhood
Date: 28.09.2020 19:28:47 (-0600)

Is the information below true?

Thats not your money.  Thats taxpayers' money.  We expect solutions, not statements.  You are charged 
with policy, not personal interests. 

Vote this in and we vote you out.

Who is Influencing the Group 
Living Amendment?

SEP 28, 2020 — 
Who is Influencing the Group Living Amendment?
CPD fails to disclose Washington consultant

Community Planning and Development failed to disclose the full extent 
of the Group Living Code Amendment, or those who have been paid to 
influence it, in the "public" process.

Florence Sebern
Denver, CO, United States



A Colorado Open Records Act (CORA) request was made and a 
contract with The Athena Group, LLC and Meagan Picard revealed 
the Washington state entity and non-Denver resident were paid to 
influence Denver policy and code, at a cost to Denver taxpayers of 
$45,097.

No mention was made of the Athena Group contract in public 
presentations or the briefing to City Council's Land, Use, Transportation 
and Infrastructure (LUTI) Committee. This is another example of lack of 
transparency that undermines the public process and the public trust.

City administration, staff, and elected officials are working to make 
Denver more like Seattle and other “peer cities.”

On Sep 23, 2020, at 11:39 AM, John Simmons <jsimmons224@me.com> wrote:

I trust each of you oppose any measure that reverses the positive momentum we have seen 
in Denver neighborhoods since we moved here in 2011.  Coming from the East Coast, I can 
assure you that falling property values are a death spiral which leads to massive city cuts 
across all categories.

Our story today is strong.  Oppose this amendment.

John/Suzanne Simmons
Jake Simmons (East HS)
Ben Simmons (East HS)
Nick Simmons (Kent Denver)



From: GARY R MILLER <MILLERGL72@msn.com>

To: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council
<Kendra.Black@denvergov.org>

CC: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Residential Housing Code Changes
Date: 22.09.2020 19:56:38 (+0000)

Kendra, we continue to be against this proposal as we’ve last seen it. There is no way I see 
expanding the number of unrelated (or related for that matter) people living in one single-family 
house to 10 or more. These houses are not large enough to accommodate those numbers. SE 
Denver is deteriorating, this would only make our community less desirable and continue to lower 
the value of our homes.   We have a specific example in our neighborhood at 7323 East Bates. 
There are multiple individuals living there. They subject their neighbors to loud parties (most 
recently loud enough to awaken us at 2:15 AM this past weekend), the smell of marijuana, 
reportedly guns, the yard is an embarrassment, many cars… this is not the neighborhood be 
moved into. This creates a risk and is not the image I seek to create for friends and family who 
visit. We’ve been asked, why would you ever want to live in Denver…expanding the zoning as 
proposed would certainly beg that question.  

Stay safe in this uncertain time.
Linda and Gary Miller

From: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council <Kendra.Black@denvergov.org> 
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2020 9:23 AM
To: GARY R MILLER <MILLERGL72@msn.com>
Subject: RE: Residential Housing Code Changes

Thanks for your email. The proposal is very complex and is addressing some problems that need to be fixed 
in our zoning code. I encourage you to learn more about it. I do not support the current proposal, but am 
working on a compromise. I am meeting with some neighbors today at 3:15 in Southmoor Park to discuss it. 
Please join me if you are able.

From: GARY R MILLER <MILLERGL72@msn.com> 
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2020 7:53 PM
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Cc: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council <Kendra.Black@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Residential Housing Code Changes

We have chosen to live in Denver by choice and sent our children to Denver Public Schools. I fail to 
understand why the city council would change the code such as to allow more unrelated people to live in 
one single family residence. This is not in the best interest of our community, the additional cars and 
density is not compatible with raising young children and attracting young families to our community. 
Failure by city and regional planners does not make it a residential issue, unless of course the goal is to 
make Denver a slum. The graffiti and lack of care of some neighborhoods is already an embarrassment. 
Right of ways, on/off ramps, median, some yards….not a positive advertisement for Denver. We look 
trashy, unlike some of our neighboring suburbs.

Please maintain our community.

Thank you.
Linda Miller

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From: Teddi Bryant <teddibryant@me.com>

To:

mayorsoffice@denver.gov <mayorsoffice@denver.gov>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
DenverCouncil5@denvergov.org <DenverCouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org <Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; 
Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org <Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOTE NO. on the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment! 
Date: 28.09.2020 20:37:15 (-0600)

Hello Mayor Hancock and Council People,

I am urging you to vote NO on the Group Living Doing Code Amendment.

This is a TERRIBLE choice for Denver and I strongly appose this amendment. This amendment will:

Decrease property values and massively increase density and overcrowding
Massive increase in parking issues
Greatly increase traffic, noise, trash and congestion
Strain on aging infrastructure (water and sewer lines)
Negatively impact your local Denver Public school 
Bring safety concerns for you, your family and your pets
Commercialize single-family neighborhoods with investors and operators 

buying properties instead of owner-occupants
This is not the right answer to our increasing homeless situation and will force Denver 
residents to sell and move out of Denver. This will forever change the face of our city. 
Take a look at the cities to the West like Portand and Seattle. This is not what we 
want for Denver. 

Vote No, please vote no. Do not be lazy about this homeless situation. We have to 
find another solution.

Sincerely and fiercely opposed,

Teddi L. Bryant



From: victoria donovan <victoria.donovan@gmail.com>

To:

kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
denvercouncil5@denvergov.org <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
mayorsoffice@denvergov.org <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
nathan.lucero@denvergov.org <nathan.lucero@denvergov.org>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOTE NO Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 17.09.2020 12:25:23 (-0600)
Attachments: VOTE NO on Group Living.PDF (4 pages)

September 17, 2020 

Re: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment – VOTE NO 

Dear Mayor Hancock, Denver City Council Members, Planning Board Members, Mr. 
Webb, and et al, 

I am opposed to the Group Living Zoning Code amendment (July 2020), and I am 
asking you to vote NO against this amendment.

The amended proposal does not address the many concerns homeowners and residents 
have and the issues that will result from it and I don’t believe it has been properly 
presented to the citizens of Denver.  The proposal has significant ramifications on our 
city and should not be rushed or stepped into lightly to try and address significant 
concerns of a growing city in the midst of a pandemic. 

Trying to solve Denver’s homeless population and housing affordability issues using 
this proposal will create many more unintended negative consequences to a city that is 
currently challenged by recent events involving Covid-19 and will not support the 
intended constituents needing access to affordable housing.  In fact this plan, without 
further change or amendment, could have the result of driving down sales tax revenues, 
worsening the crises and creating further decay of Denver’s infrastructure.  It also 
could result in landlords charging higher rents to those seeking affordable housing 
within Denver because invariably taxes will have to increase to deal with recent 
economic events and those taxes will need to be paid by those occupying or owning 
property in Denver. 

The City of Denver would be exchanging one set of problems while creating another 
set of problems and destroying our neighborhoods in the process.

It is a fallacy to think this proposal will make housing more affordable. As witnessed in 
other cities that tried this form of up-zoning, the cost of rent and housing did NOT 



decrease in those cities.  Please read the research and understand the long term impacts 
before you vote. 
Zoning Proposal Negative Impacts
No one would welcome these Negative effects of this proposal in their neighborhoods: 

·         Allow up to 10 UNRELATED adults, with unlimited relatives to each, 
per residence

·         Allow 6 vehicles per residence

·         Allow community corrections houses for 1-40 convicted felons

·         Allow 24/7 homeless shelters for 1-40 people

·         Allow sober living homes (alcohol/drugs) for 1-40 people

·         Greatly increased traffic, noise, trash, and congestion

·         Strain on aging infrastructure (water lines, sewer lines)

·         Safety concerns for you, your children, and your pets

·         Lack of interest in maintaining properties

·         Diminished interaction with neighbors

·         Lower property values or conversely higher property values because not 
multiple units can be placed on single family lots, further eroding the 
affordable housing options and also driving those who desire single 
family homes to the suburbs where spending will increase in those 
surrounding communities  

·         Commercialization of single-family neighborhoods as investors/operators 
buy properties instead of owner-occupants

Broad Community Input was not Solicited from Homeowners & Residents 
The City of Denver has not solicited broad community input from homeowners and 
residents from across the city and when compared to the 2010 Zoning Code update 
even though this proposal has far reaching and long-lasting negative implications. 
Additionally, the community was prevented from even providing feedback after the 
amended proposal (July 2020) was posted to Next Door.
Group Living Advisory Committee Stacked Against Homeowners Interests

This proposal is backed by planners and organizations who are vested in their own 
PERSONAL Interests and NOT the interests of the people. Homeowners, Residents 
and RNOs, should have equal representation at the table and were not afforded it. The 
City of Denver has 90 official (78) and non-official (12) neighborhoods
Yet the 46 Group Living Advisory Committee members consisted of:

• 31 Members (67%) were from PRO-Group Living Advocates
• 4 Members (9%) were from the City Council or Planning Board
• ONLY 11 Members (25%) were from RNO’s or neighbor representatives.

◦ (The INC and Pinehurst RNO had 2 members each.)
Group Living Proposal Process Circumvents the 2010 Zoning Code

This draft proposal circumvents the purpose of the current single family residential 
zoning in many Denver neighborhoods that were worked on diligently over a 7 year 
period during the city-wide rezoning, which was finalized in December 2010.
Limiting the number of unrelated residents (2) in a single-family home unit serves the 
purpose to control congestion in Denver’s closely built neighborhoods.
 Overpopulation Increases Crime



The proposal would create unbelievable over-crowding and parking issues by allowing, 
at least 5 and up to 10 unrelated individuals to live in a single-family unit plus all their 
relatives and all the cars they own. Most of single-family homes in Denver residential 
neighborhoods were built to house 2 adults + their children. Additionally, an ADU 
(accessory dwelling unit) could also be built on the back of property that could house 
one person per 200 feet of floor space. This increase in population is far too dense for 
many Denver neighborhoods to absorb.

This proposal would further increase the density, congestion, and parking issues. Our 
once relatively safe, single-family homes and neighborhoods would increasingly 
include rentals with multiple units or rooms for rent for non-family member occupants 
and just by the increase in population criminal activity would increase in any number of 
ways from theft, burglary, and drugs.
City or Denver 2010 Zoning Code Update & Community Input Process
It appears the city planners do not want to honor the hundreds of hours spent by 
hundreds and hundreds of residents on the rezoning efforts and who were involved 
for years in the most recent city-wide rezoning process, but instead are inclined to 
rush this proposal through the process. Furthermore, it leads me to believe the City of 
Denver solicited massive neighborhood participation and negotiations in the 2010 city-
wide rezoning input process, but apparently had no intentions of honoring it knowing 
it could and would circumvent important sections of the final rezoning document in the 
future by merely manipulating words and definitions by “legislating it into oblivion”.
The proposed ‘convenient’ rewording of the definition of a single-family home unit for 
the sole purpose of circumventing the current zoning code in our neighborhoods, and 
which hundreds of homeowners spent hundreds of hours to help craft, is alarming 
and deeply troubling to say the least. This process lacks the thorough and thoughtful 
analysis of the 2010 Zoning Code Update.
Passing this proposal would send the signal to the Denver’s residential single family 
home owners-residents, that the mayor, city planners, and City Council do not want to 
solve the homeless population and housing affordability issues by further creating and 
encouraging affordable housing and using other viable solutions. It would send the 
signal the rezoning efforts participated in by the hundreds is to be ignored by the few.
Denver Population Growth 
The City of Denver has known for decades about the population growth rate and yet only 
required developers to reserve 10% of their units for affordable housing. 
Denver should mandate 30% of available units (in existing and new) be reserved for affordable 
housing and include properly sized parking requirements (not decreased parking). 
Covid-19 Impacts
Currently, large groups of residents cannot gather in public spaces due to Covid-19. 
Covid-19 and social distancing is disrupting the neighborhoods ability to share 
information, assemble.
This proposal is so impactful it should be postponed until residents and homeowners 
can safely assemble in large groups safely (and legally) without worry from getting 
infected.
Proposal is Too Broad

A 180-page proposal is difficult for anyone to digest, especially Denver citizens whose 
jobs are not in city government nor with an organization standing to directly benefit 
from the proposed zoning changes.
The proposal should be presented and voted on by sections rather than a single, 
sweeping vote.
This will allow Board and City Council members to vote for parts that make sense for 
their constituents and vote against parts that are not acceptable to their constituents.
Please keep the civic democratic process intact and vote NO on this proposal.  It has 
not been vetted thoroughly enough, it is a reactive response that will have more adverse 



consequences than net positives for Denver, and lacks the transparency and 
involvement of Denver residents.  
                                                                                                Sincerely, 
                                                                                                /s/ Victoria Donovan

Victoria Donovan
Denver Resident

This E-mail message is confidential, is intended only for the named recipients above and 
may contain information that is privileged, attorney work product or otherwise protected by 
applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender at 402-
346-6000 and delete this E-mail message. Thank you. 











From: Suvi Miller <snikoman@msn.com>

To:

districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org <Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
Councilwoman Amanda Sawyer <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; 
Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org <Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOTE NO ON GROUP LIVING ZONING AMENDMENT
Date: 21.09.2020 23:09:20 (+0000)

Dear City Council Member: 
This email is to encourage you to VOTE NO ON OCTOBER 12th ON THE GROUP LIVING ZONING 
AMENDMENT. This is an ill-advised move that will not help those that it intends to, and will create 
more problematic situations in residential neighborhoods in Denver.
Thank you for your consideration
Regards, 
Suvi Miller
325 Kearney Street
Denver, CO 80220



From: E J Lorimer <ejlorimer@aol.com>

To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

CC: dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Why are you tying GLAC to the pandmic? That's just wrong ethically
Date: 06.10.2020 04:48:59 ((UTC))

This amendment began in 2017 and 2018. How can you tie a "forever" 
ordinance change to pandemic?  This is simply ethically wrong.  The two are 
mutually exclusive impacts.  

About the Group Living Project
Denver has an immediate need for housing. With the evolving needs of our residents in 
mind, the challenges of the ongoing pandemic, the renewed push for addressing issues of 
race and equity, and changes to other housing regulations, city planners has been working 
with an advisory committee to evaluate the Denver Zoning Code’s rules for “group living.” 
This evaluation has included a review of land uses and definitions for: households, 
community corrections facilities, shelters for the homeless, residential care homes, new 
uses like tiny home villages, and more. Based on this evaluation, planners will recommend 
updates to the zoning code for some or all of these housing types.



From: Nicole Petrovic <petrovic.nicole4@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning Laws Change - Support
Date: 13.09.2020 14:23:46 (-0600)

Hi, Andrew!

I currently am a resident of Washington Park West and I support the change to the Denver Zoning Laws. 
Let me know if there are other ways for me to support these changes.

Thanks!
Nicole
-- 
Nicole Petrovic
BSc : Chemistry l University of Illinois at Urbana - Champaign (2018)
MPH Candidate : Epidemiology and Global Health | Colorado School of Public Health



• Please share this email with Denver family, friends, and neighbors!Keep communicating with City 
Council!  We are making a difference.  This would turn Denver into a cesspool. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Overcrowded, Unsanitary, Unhealthy Former Denver 

Director of Construction Management Weighs In 

David Bufalo is a licensed professional engineer and was employed by the City and County of Denver from 1990 

until his retirement in 2006. He served as Director of the Design and Construction Management Division as well as 

interim Acting Director of the Building Department, which was charged with the enforcement of the Denver Building 

Code and exists to protect the life, safety, and health of the occupants of buildings. Mr. Bufalo's opinion piece 

originally appeared in the Denver Gazette. 

Recently, I became aware of a proposed amendment to the Denver Zoning Code through a group called Safe and 

Sound Denver. I have reviewed the summary of the proposed zoning amendment on the city's website. The 

proposed amendment has several issues that concern me. My concern is primarily about single-family residences, 

but could equally apply to group homes and halfway houses.  My concerns are as follows: 

Trash  Based on a household with four adults, there would be an increase in the amount of solid waste when the 

occupancy could possibly more than double from four adults to maybe nine, as an example. The EPA has reported 

that nationwide per-capita generation of solid waste is 4.51 pounds per person per day. For a family of four, this 

equates to 126 pounds per week. If another five persons were to be allowed to occupy the same residence, the 

solid waste generation would now be 284 pounds per week, which is a 225% increase. This increased amount of 

trash will not fit into the city-provided 65-gallon trash carts that are typical in my neighborhood. This means 

that the surplus trash will have to wait for the next "large item pickup" day, which now is scheduled for every eight 

weeks. In the interim, any bags of trash stored outside will attract insects and vermin, which in turn may 

spread diseases to humans and pets. 

Fresh Air Ventilation   The proposed zoning amendment makes reference to fresh air ventilation 

requirements via the Denver Rules and Regulations for Housing. These rules require a window or other means of 

ventilation. Opening a window for fresh air when the outside temperature is around 20 degrees does not 

seem like a good option. Forced mechanical ventilation through an air-to-air heat exchange would most certainly 

be better, however, this would be costly and may be unaffordable. 

Hot Water  The proposed amendment only requires a 35-gallon water heater, which istotally inadequate. 

Even a 50-gallon water heater would not be sufficient to serve a household of say nine people. Based on a water 

heater's first-hour rating calculation, a 50-gallon water heater could only serve eight occupants. 

Overcrowding  The proposed zoning amendment would allow a minimum of five and as many as 10 unrelated 

adults and all of their relatives and an unlimited number of children to live in a single-family residence. As a human 

quality-of-life issue, this is unconscionable and a dereliction of duty by government to protect the life, 

health, and safety of its residents. 

Overcrowding leads to the spread of disease, domestic violence, lack of storage space, depression, 

https://safeandsounddenver.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=5d2c19537162f3f275a0316fa&id=129afff217&e=4647fda1eb


anxiety, stress, loss of individual privacy, disruptions of sleeping arrangements and patterns, among other 

adverse effects. A report done in England about how overcrowding affects families states what is considered 

acceptable for occupants based on what one bedroom can accommodate: a married or cohabiting couple; a single 

person over 21 years old; pairs of children under 10 years old regardless of gender; pairs of children aged 10 to 21 

years old of the same gender, and a person aged 10 to 21 with a child under 10 of the same sex. Any occupancy 

level greater than this, constitutes overcrowding.   
Although it appears that the authors of this amendment have done some coordination with the Building Department 

and the Fire Department, much more needs to be done — especially in the area of community involvement 

and inter-agency cooperation. 
  

We are having a positive effect! City Council changed the legislative timeline for the Amendment. Please keep 

communicating with City Council and the Mayor! 

New Legislative Timeline 10/6    LUTI Committee | Household Regulations, Alternatives + 

Revisions 11/3    LUTI Committee | Residential Care Introduction 11/10  LUTI Committee | Residential Care 

Regulations, Community Corrections                                         Type 2 (11-40 person) 11/17  LUTI Committee | 

Former Chapter 59, Enforcemen + Monitoring 12/1    LUTI Committee | Introduction into Committee + Vote | 4 

votes to pass TBD    City Council  |  Public Hearing + Vote | 7 votes to pass JAN     Implementation of Group Living 

Zoning Code Amendment 

Land Use Transportation and Infrastructure Committee (LUTI) Tuesdays 10 

a.m. https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_oHyXcJ7ETQ-LJuFdpcEV5A Password: Denver Watch via 

Denver Channel 8 

  

 

We thank you for your significant efforts during this very challenging year of COVID conditions and 

restrictions.  

Community Planning and Development (CPD) has a budget of $34 Million and City Council members have 

office budgets of $264K; we do not. 

What we have are wonderful volunteers and supporters, working to inform and bring awareness to their 

friends, family, and neighbors about this massive and detrimental Amendment. 

The generosity of your time, talent, and treasure has 

• submitted 5,276 comments to CPD in opposition 

• printed and hand-delivered over 20,000 flyers to our neighbors citywide 

• gathered 6,400+ signatures on our petition 

• created a website (please visit!) 

• sent communication emails (like this one!) 

• and more to come 

• Please share this email with Denver family, friends, and neighbors!Keep communicating with 

City Council! 
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From: N R GRAHAM <NANRGRAHAM@msn.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Code amendment #7
Date: 21.09.2020 13:33:46 (-0600)

Mr. Mayor
I am a citizen of Denver and would like to ask you to PLEASE vote against this amendment. It would ruin our 
quality of life, our property values, our feelings of safety at home, and we’d have increased traffic, noise, 
trash, and congestion. The crime rate would go up and our water and sewer lines aren’t ready for this 
added stress.
Thank you for your attention.
Nancy Graham
Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From: roberttrauger7 at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 16:53:51 (-0600)

Name ROBERT TRAUGER

Email Address roberttrauger7@gmail.com

Zip Code 80239

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments I am against group living zoning code amendment #7. Moving ex criminals, 
drug rehabilitation, or homeless shelters in my neighborhood. I have owned 
my house for over twenty years here, I have lived in it while paying for it 
since 1993. It has been one of my dreams to own it. And for someone to 
decide to devalue my neighborhood, greatly threatens me and my wife and 
all we have worked for. I've been so greatful for the Hispanic community 
that has moved in to my neighborhood over the last 15 years. They have 
greatly improved the area. And I don't believe it is with in the city council or 
your call to degrade what I and many others have worked so hard for. 
Please consider finding a more appropriate place. Sincerely Robert Trauger. 
P.S. Thanks for your time.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Gary Caskey <caskeyimages@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living zoning admendment
Date: 20.09.2020 11:42:00 (-0600)

We in Southmoor Park East are opposed to this amendment #7
Jo Ann Lombardi
Gary C. Caskey
Photographer
303-478-9697



Hello Trisha,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. We have heard from 
residents like yourself and as a result the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, 
instead it is heading back to the LUTI (Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further 
conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: noreply@fs12.formsite.com <noreply@fs12.formsite.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 11:20 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11380008

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: montaniotrisha@comcast.net <montaniotrisha@comcast.net>; Webb, Andrew -
CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: FW: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11380008
Date: 24.09.2020 00:22:05 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

First Name Trisha 

Last Name Montanio

Email Address montaniotrisha@comcast.net

To better serve you, 
please share your 
address or nearest 
intersection.

2660 Zenobia Street, Denver CO 80212



This email was sent to districtone@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.

Comment or message I would like to know your position on the Group Living zoning code amendment. I 
am opposed to this for many reasons including declining property values (we are 
28 year property owners). I understand this will be voted on soon and would 
appreciate knowing where my representative stands on this. Thank you. Trisha 
Montanio



From: lindafpasquinucci at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 15:42:10 (-0600)

Name Linda Pasquinucci

Email Address lindafpasquinucci@gmail.com

Zip Code 80247

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I am adamantly opposed to the proposed Group Living Code Amendment. It 
is neighborhoods like Montbello that would be adversely impacted. It is not 
zoning that perpetuates racism but banks, lenders, real estate agents, 
mortgage companies etc. To me, this amendment is a form of racism. 
Neighborhoods where housing is somewhat affordable. People in these 
neighborhoods have worked long and hard to own a home and with this 
proposed amendment they will watch their property values decrease. This 
amendment opens the door for for profit companies to come into these 
neighborhoods and buy up houses for shelters, halfway houses, houses for 
the homeless etc. This can erode the neighborhoods, increase safety and 
parking issues, and diminish the overall property maintenance in the area. 
As far as I am concerned this has nothing to do with inclusivity. With the 
extensive impact this amendment would have on neighborhoods, residents 
should be given the opportunity to vote on this It is my opinion that 
residents suffer because governments inability to manage the housing crisis. 
Maybe more affordable housing needs to be built instead of all these luxury 
apartments that are multiplying. Maybe developers need to provide so many 
units of low income housing in these luxury apartments.

This amendment won't impact me as I am in an HOA but I do drive through 
Denver and can only see this amendment causing the city to look trashy, 
unkept and rundown. Please vote against this amendment.

I feel sorry for the hard working people who live in these neighborhoods see 
the equity in their homes decrease because of the neighborhood looking run 
down and high crime rates. 

Sincerely,

Linda Pasquinucci

1011 S. Valentia St. #22

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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neighborhoods like Montbello that would be adversely impacted. It is not 
zoning that perpetuates racism but banks, lenders, real estate agents, 
mortgage companies etc. To me, this amendment is a form of racism. 
Neighborhoods where housing is somewhat affordable. People in these 
neighborhoods have worked long and hard to own a home and with this 
proposed amendment they will watch their property values decrease. This 
amendment opens the door for for profit companies to come into these 
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As far as I am concerned this has nothing to do with inclusivity. With the 
extensive impact this amendment would have on neighborhoods, residents 
should be given the opportunity to vote on this It is my opinion that 



residents suffer because governments inability to manage the housing crisis. 
Maybe more affordable housing needs to be built instead of all these luxury 
apartments that are multiplying. Maybe developers need to provide so many 
units of low income housing in these luxury apartments.

This amendment won't impact me as I am in an HOA but I do drive through 
Denver and can only see this amendment causing the city to look trashy, 
unkept and rundown. Please vote against this amendment.

Sincerely,

Linda Pasquinucci

1011 S. Valentia St. #22

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Virus-free. www.avast.com

Virus-free. www.avast.com

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: girishcarol at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 11:52:22 (-0600)

Name Carol Bhargava

Email Address girishcarol@msn.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Dear Mayor: I am a 3rd generation native of Denver and Colorado. I oppose 
Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. This will turn our neighborhoods 
into traffic nightmares! Increased parking problems, walking and biking 
challenges, increased trash, noise and congestion. It is a short term solution 
to housing issues. If you have seen the COVID problems in very densely 
crowded areas in the 3rd World Countries you will understand the concern. I 
have been to India many many times since the 1980’s. I have seen people 
there living in cardboard boxes, dozens living in an apartment. This will 
increase our water and other resources in a very harmful way. Please do not 
support this amendment!

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



Hello Paul,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you 
can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates.

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, her 
is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Paul Franco <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 8:47 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: paulfranco89@gmail.com <paulfranco89@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD 
City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 22.09.2020 14:49:46 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Hello, 

I am writing you in support of Denver's group living changes because I support affordable 
housing and in general believe in our rights to do what we want with our homes.

We are facing unprecedented times, I personally have family members that have lost their jobs, 
one of whom is going to run out of cash at the end of September and could face eviction. It is 
imperative that we move quickly to ensure that the up to 100,000 people facing evictions in our 
city have somewhere to live, which absolutely includes group housing.

I have been proud to call Denver my home and want to see us to continue to make practical 
progress. Other cities in our peer group, like Seattle, have not faced issues in their 
neighborhoods due to group living.

Thank you for your time and consideration. 



Paul Franco 
paulfranco89@gmail.com
1937 Meade St 
Denver, Colorado 80204



From: Kathy Bell <kbell8404@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 20.09.2020 19:57:34 (-0600)

Please don’t destroy our neighborhoods. Please vote against this amendment. Our neighborhoods were 
not designed to handle this type of increase and will destroy our infrastructure. It will compromise the 
safety of our streets. 

Kathy Bell

Sent from my iPhone



From: Dena <denamrsny@gmail.com>

To:

Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor <Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>; 
Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; dencc - City Council
<dencc@denvergov.org>; kendrablack@denvergov.org
<kendrablack@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 23.09.2020 11:32:58 (-0600)

Good Morning,
I am writing to you concerning the planned vote on the Group Living Code Amendment. I am not in favor of this for the 
area that I live in and ask that you consider this when voting on this matter. I believe that there are too many vulnerable 
people in this area. In addition, I myself am a person who has been abused, and a victim of crime and this would not 
make me feel safe either. I am sure that you have the greater good and the well being of the community at large to take 
into account when you are making these types of decisions.
Thank you for your consideration.

Kindest Regards,
Berdenia (Dena) Mrsny
2702 S Webster St.
Denver, Co 80227



From: Linda Campbell <linda.campbell9@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
CC: Mona Ferrugia <mona.ferrugia@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal
Date: 26.09.2020 08:28:29 (-0600)

Hi Andrew, I have recently moved to 552 N. High St and have become aware of the proposed 
zoning change for Group Living. I fully understand and support the goal of providing affordable 
housing to people who want to live in the City of Denver. But I find it strange that the change 
being proposed is to go from no more than 2 unrelated people to 10 and unlimited family 
members. Changing it to 4, 5 or even 6 unrelated people seems much more reasonable and/or 
tying it to the number of bedrooms in the dwelling. Thanks for considering this change. I feel it 
would serve the purpose of creating more affordable housing and also alleviating the concerns 
of citizens. Linda Campbell

-- 

Please note new address below. Everything else is the same! 

Linda Campbell
552 N. High St. 
Denver, CO. 80218
303-229-8603
linda.campbell9@gmail.com



From: Robert Tagmyer <btagretired@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 18.09.2020 13:29:44 (-0600)

From: Robert Tagmyer <btagretired@gmail.com>
Date: September 18, 2020 at 1:10:12 PM MDT

Cc: Bob Tagmyer <btagretired@gmail.com>
Subject: Zoning Code Amendment #7

Hello Mayor Hancock.  I hope this finds you & your family safe and well!
I’m writing in “peaceful protest” of the proposed Zoning Code Amendment #7.  I am a 
supporter of yours and have voted for you in the past because our direction and values 
generally align.  
Please do NOT support this amendment. It is bad business for Denver for so many reasons.
I am sympathetic to the homeless and understand the need for their shelter, but 
Amendment 7 poses grave safety concerns for our families, lowers our property values and 
will cause increased traffic in an already overloaded infrastructure.  
Amendment 7 begins a horrible “commercialization” of our “family” neighborhoods.  I am 
absolutely adamant that this is the wrong path for Denver homeowners.

The question I have for you..........do you agree?  Can I count on your help & support in 
defeating this Amendment?    
Please provide the courtesy of a response.  Please let me know your position on this and 
what I can do to help?  Thank you very much.  I appreciate the work you have done and will 
continue to do for our wonderful community. 

Bob Tagmyer

  2290 S. Adams St 
  Denver CO 80210

(C) 303.808.3500



+ Andrew as promised

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 6:20 PM
To: Karen McGuire <karenmcguire@q.com>; District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal: Text Amendment #7 What is Your Position?

Hello Karen,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. We have heard from 
residents like yourself and as a result the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, 
instead it is heading back to the LUTI (Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further 
conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Karen McGuire <karenmcguire@q.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 7:53 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; Sandoval, Amanda P. - CC Member District 1 Denver 
City Council <Amanda.Sandoval@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal: Text Amendment #7 What is Your Position?

Hello Ms. Sandoval,

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To:
District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; Karen McGuire
<karenmcguire@q.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal: Text Amendment #7 What is Your Position?
Date: 24.09.2020 00:23:57 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701



Please find attached Commentary submitted to the Denver Post last week by members of 
Denver City Council concerning the recent Group Living Zoning Proposal.
These five council members do not support this proposal.

Can you please tell me what your position is on this proposal?

If it is voted on next month by Denver City Council (in the format recently taken to Land Use, 
Transportation and Infrastructure), what will your vote be?

(I personally oppose this proposal, though I do think  - after equitably including all of Denver 
in one zoning code - that it would be reasonable to raise the cap of adults in a single family 
home to the number of bedrooms plus one.)

Thank you for all your efforts and for your reply.

Regards,

Karen McGuire
720-203-3611



From: Zach McKinney <zmckinney@gmail.com>

To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
nathan.lucero@denvergov.org <nathan.lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Group Living Code Amendment
Date: 21.09.2020 21:42:31 (-0600)

Dear Andrew Webb and Nathan Lucero,
I'd like to register my strong opposition to the proposed Group Living Code Amendment. The amendment 
involves substantial and serious changes to the zoning code, and the process has been too rushed. (Far 
more public knowledge and involvement has taken place over the past two months versus the purported 
"over the last two years".) The neighborhood- and city-wide impacts of the amendment are incredibly 
sweeping and deserve more thoughtful consideration than would be available in the next three weeks.

Thanks very much, and take care--

Zach McKinney
1376 S Sherman St, Denver, CO 80210



From: victoria donovan <victoria.donovan@gmail.com>

To:

kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
denvercouncil5@denvergov.org <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
mayorsoffice@denvergov.org <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
nathan.lucero@denvergov.org <nathan.lucero@denvergov.org>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOTE NO Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 17.09.2020 12:25:23 (-0600)
Attachments: VOTE NO on Group Living.PDF (4 pages)

September 17, 2020 

Re: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment – VOTE NO 

Dear Mayor Hancock, Denver City Council Members, Planning Board Members, Mr. 
Webb, and et al, 

I am opposed to the Group Living Zoning Code amendment (July 2020), and I am 
asking you to vote NO against this amendment.

The amended proposal does not address the many concerns homeowners and residents 
have and the issues that will result from it and I don’t believe it has been properly 
presented to the citizens of Denver.  The proposal has significant ramifications on our 
city and should not be rushed or stepped into lightly to try and address significant 
concerns of a growing city in the midst of a pandemic. 

Trying to solve Denver’s homeless population and housing affordability issues using 
this proposal will create many more unintended negative consequences to a city that is 
currently challenged by recent events involving Covid-19 and will not support the 
intended constituents needing access to affordable housing.  In fact this plan, without 
further change or amendment, could have the result of driving down sales tax revenues, 
worsening the crises and creating further decay of Denver’s infrastructure.  It also 
could result in landlords charging higher rents to those seeking affordable housing 
within Denver because invariably taxes will have to increase to deal with recent 
economic events and those taxes will need to be paid by those occupying or owning 
property in Denver. 

The City of Denver would be exchanging one set of problems while creating another 
set of problems and destroying our neighborhoods in the process.

It is a fallacy to think this proposal will make housing more affordable. As witnessed in 
other cities that tried this form of up-zoning, the cost of rent and housing did NOT 



decrease in those cities.  Please read the research and understand the long term impacts 
before you vote. 
Zoning Proposal Negative Impacts
No one would welcome these Negative effects of this proposal in their neighborhoods: 

·         Allow up to 10 UNRELATED adults, with unlimited relatives to each, 
per residence

·         Allow 6 vehicles per residence

·         Allow community corrections houses for 1-40 convicted felons

·         Allow 24/7 homeless shelters for 1-40 people

·         Allow sober living homes (alcohol/drugs) for 1-40 people

·         Greatly increased traffic, noise, trash, and congestion

·         Strain on aging infrastructure (water lines, sewer lines)

·         Safety concerns for you, your children, and your pets

·         Lack of interest in maintaining properties

·         Diminished interaction with neighbors

·         Lower property values or conversely higher property values because not 
multiple units can be placed on single family lots, further eroding the 
affordable housing options and also driving those who desire single 
family homes to the suburbs where spending will increase in those 
surrounding communities  

·         Commercialization of single-family neighborhoods as investors/operators 
buy properties instead of owner-occupants

Broad Community Input was not Solicited from Homeowners & Residents 
The City of Denver has not solicited broad community input from homeowners and 
residents from across the city and when compared to the 2010 Zoning Code update 
even though this proposal has far reaching and long-lasting negative implications. 
Additionally, the community was prevented from even providing feedback after the 
amended proposal (July 2020) was posted to Next Door.
Group Living Advisory Committee Stacked Against Homeowners Interests

This proposal is backed by planners and organizations who are vested in their own 
PERSONAL Interests and NOT the interests of the people. Homeowners, Residents 
and RNOs, should have equal representation at the table and were not afforded it. The 
City of Denver has 90 official (78) and non-official (12) neighborhoods
Yet the 46 Group Living Advisory Committee members consisted of:

• 31 Members (67%) were from PRO-Group Living Advocates
• 4 Members (9%) were from the City Council or Planning Board
• ONLY 11 Members (25%) were from RNO’s or neighbor representatives.

◦ (The INC and Pinehurst RNO had 2 members each.)
Group Living Proposal Process Circumvents the 2010 Zoning Code

This draft proposal circumvents the purpose of the current single family residential 
zoning in many Denver neighborhoods that were worked on diligently over a 7 year 
period during the city-wide rezoning, which was finalized in December 2010.
Limiting the number of unrelated residents (2) in a single-family home unit serves the 
purpose to control congestion in Denver’s closely built neighborhoods.
 Overpopulation Increases Crime



The proposal would create unbelievable over-crowding and parking issues by allowing, 
at least 5 and up to 10 unrelated individuals to live in a single-family unit plus all their 
relatives and all the cars they own. Most of single-family homes in Denver residential 
neighborhoods were built to house 2 adults + their children. Additionally, an ADU 
(accessory dwelling unit) could also be built on the back of property that could house 
one person per 200 feet of floor space. This increase in population is far too dense for 
many Denver neighborhoods to absorb.

This proposal would further increase the density, congestion, and parking issues. Our 
once relatively safe, single-family homes and neighborhoods would increasingly 
include rentals with multiple units or rooms for rent for non-family member occupants 
and just by the increase in population criminal activity would increase in any number of 
ways from theft, burglary, and drugs.
City or Denver 2010 Zoning Code Update & Community Input Process
It appears the city planners do not want to honor the hundreds of hours spent by 
hundreds and hundreds of residents on the rezoning efforts and who were involved 
for years in the most recent city-wide rezoning process, but instead are inclined to 
rush this proposal through the process. Furthermore, it leads me to believe the City of 
Denver solicited massive neighborhood participation and negotiations in the 2010 city-
wide rezoning input process, but apparently had no intentions of honoring it knowing 
it could and would circumvent important sections of the final rezoning document in the 
future by merely manipulating words and definitions by “legislating it into oblivion”.
The proposed ‘convenient’ rewording of the definition of a single-family home unit for 
the sole purpose of circumventing the current zoning code in our neighborhoods, and 
which hundreds of homeowners spent hundreds of hours to help craft, is alarming 
and deeply troubling to say the least. This process lacks the thorough and thoughtful 
analysis of the 2010 Zoning Code Update.
Passing this proposal would send the signal to the Denver’s residential single family 
home owners-residents, that the mayor, city planners, and City Council do not want to 
solve the homeless population and housing affordability issues by further creating and 
encouraging affordable housing and using other viable solutions. It would send the 
signal the rezoning efforts participated in by the hundreds is to be ignored by the few.
Denver Population Growth 
The City of Denver has known for decades about the population growth rate and yet only 
required developers to reserve 10% of their units for affordable housing. 
Denver should mandate 30% of available units (in existing and new) be reserved for affordable 
housing and include properly sized parking requirements (not decreased parking). 
Covid-19 Impacts
Currently, large groups of residents cannot gather in public spaces due to Covid-19. 
Covid-19 and social distancing is disrupting the neighborhoods ability to share 
information, assemble.
This proposal is so impactful it should be postponed until residents and homeowners 
can safely assemble in large groups safely (and legally) without worry from getting 
infected.
Proposal is Too Broad

A 180-page proposal is difficult for anyone to digest, especially Denver citizens whose 
jobs are not in city government nor with an organization standing to directly benefit 
from the proposed zoning changes.
The proposal should be presented and voted on by sections rather than a single, 
sweeping vote.
This will allow Board and City Council members to vote for parts that make sense for 
their constituents and vote against parts that are not acceptable to their constituents.
Please keep the civic democratic process intact and vote NO on this proposal.  It has 
not been vetted thoroughly enough, it is a reactive response that will have more adverse 



consequences than net positives for Denver, and lacks the transparency and 
involvement of Denver residents.  
                                                                                                Sincerely, 
                                                                                                /s/ Victoria Donovan

Victoria Donovan
Denver Resident

This E-mail message is confidential, is intended only for the named recipients above and 
may contain information that is privileged, attorney work product or otherwise protected by 
applicable law. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender at 402-
346-6000 and delete this E-mail message. Thank you. 











From: Suvi Miller <snikoman@msn.com>

To:

districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org <Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
Councilwoman Amanda Sawyer <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; 
Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org <Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOTE NO ON GROUP LIVING ZONING AMENDMENT
Date: 21.09.2020 23:09:20 (+0000)

Dear City Council Member: 
This email is to encourage you to VOTE NO ON OCTOBER 12th ON THE GROUP LIVING ZONING 
AMENDMENT. This is an ill-advised move that will not help those that it intends to, and will create 
more problematic situations in residential neighborhoods in Denver.
Thank you for your consideration
Regards, 
Suvi Miller
325 Kearney Street
Denver, CO 80220



From: Rezoning - CPD <Rezoning@denvergov.org>
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Single Family Zoning change proposed comment
Date: 14.09.2020 14:12:35 (+0000)

From: tracy hall <tracysport01@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 3:27 PM
To: Rezoning - CPD <Rezoning@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Single Family Zoning change proposed comment

To Whom It May Concern,
   The change proposed from 2 unrelated people
living together to more than that should be
further researched.  
    A single family home should have to file
a license permit (like liquor) whereas neighbors 
within the area are given notice of the filing
and have a say to the exception increasing the limit
(stated in the license permit) for a designated
amount of time subject to renewal only if standards
are met without complaints from police or code.
  A suitable designated area on a trial basis should be
considered as well.  Old buildings could be updated
for this purpose.
  Opening the floodgate to higher density should 
not be taken lightly in suburban areas.  Not having
 adequate plumbing
facilities for numerous people is a concern, along
with parking, noise and trash generated.
  Denver should take a back seat and not ignite
this matter attracting everyone in the country
like happened with marijuana.
  Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
   Sincerely,
   Tracy



From: Mary Jo <mjb003@comcast.net>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Amendment 7
Date: 23.09.2020 13:42:05 (-0600)

I urge you to do all you can to oppose Group Living Amendment 7. Thank you.

Sent from my iPhone



From: E J Lorimer <ejlorimer@aol.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

CC:
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>; 
christian.jimenez@denvergov.org <christian.jimenez@denvergov.org>; 
logan.fry@denvergov.org <logan.fry@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 
Date: 18.09.2020 03:25:41 ((UTC))

Correction Communities and GLAC 
It appears that GLAC did not consider (and if they did consider, did not care) 
that State can also insert contracts into Denver for correction communities, 
parolee home rentals and neither the State nor the County (ie Denver) have to 
check with one another beforehand.  

You also indicated before that there are no 'per capita' limits on how many 
facilities go into any one neighborhood so potentially, one neighborhood of 500 
rooftops could have a dozen home units used to house non parole and parolee 
folks. Add to this, homeless shelters that can expand and contract at the snap 
of one director's fingers and a neighborhood could become overwhelmed with 
situations never dreamed of in Denver.

Pretty soon, the homeowner will become the minority resident in a 
neighborhood. Is that what GLAC envisions? Is that the translation of "Denver- 
A world class city".

Jane Lorimer



From: Maryann Adams <mlittlead@gmail.com>
To: Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Comments
Date: 17.09.2020 15:37:23 (-0600)

I was unable to attend the virtual meeting on 9/3 so signed up for today but did not receive the 
credentials for the meeting. 
My comments are as follows: I have a masters degree in urban & regional planning from UCD. In the late 
90s the community of Seaside was all the rage as a high density development with a strong HOA to 
assure conformity among its residents, the thought being that people needed to be alike to live in such 
close quarters. Today we are promoting diversity so that is a strike against the higher densities.  Also, in 
this time of pandemic and social distancing increasing density is a non-starter. There is also the problem 
of gentrification. Increasing taxes because of our current system of evaluating property values based on 
the real estate market forces low income and fixed income residents out. Bought up single residential 
properties become multi family units with exorbitant rental rates or purchase prices. These issues not 
only do not increase affordable housing but make housing even less affordable. Another issue at the 
forefront was that places were losing their character and unique personalities. I believe  you purposed 
changes only make that more true. I am of the opinion after watching the original zoom meeting with the 
planning board that our city is not listening to its citizens and does not care what our opinions are. For 
me and I believe many others, these are our HOMES, not real estate investments. Thank you!
Sent from my iPhone



From: Chris Lind <julieandchris@comcast.net>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 21.09.2020 17:51:27 (-0600)

Dear Mayor Hancock:

My wife and I have lived in the Hutchinson Hills Neighborhood (SE
Denver) for 35 years.  We write to express our strong opposition to
Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 becasue proposal will radically

change the character of Denver's single family home neighborhoods.

There is no reason that for this complex and far-reaching proposal to be
rushed to approval during the time of Covid-19 when people opposing this

measure will have difficulty getting together to express their views.
Adding large numbers of unrelated and often transient people (sober
living and halfway house residents) to single family neighborhoods will

likely reduce property values, increase the need for zoning enforcement,
increase congestion and traffic, and put added pressure on police services.

We suggest in the alternative that this proposal be implemented only as
a 3 year pilot program in the council districts of those who support

this measure.  This will give Denver residents adequate time to assess
the impacts of Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 on neighborhoods
and the feasibility of applying it to the City at large.

Thank you for your consideration.

Chris Lind and Julie Altmix

7864 East Hampden Circle

Denver CO  80237

julieandchris@comcast.net

303-564-7361



From: Nicole Petrovic <petrovic.nicole4@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Denver Zoning Change - Support
Date: 13.09.2020 17:43:08 (-0600)

Hi, Mayor Hancock! 

I currently am a resident of Washington Park West and I support the change to the Denver Zoning Laws. 
Let me know if there are other ways for me to support these changes.

Thanks!
Nicole
--

-- 
Nicole Petrovic
BSc : Chemistry l University of Illinois at Urbana - Champaign (2018)
MPH Candidate : Epidemiology and Global Health | Colorado School of Public Health



Adding Andrew

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:44 AM
To: amymurin@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

Thank you Amy for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates: 
www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Amy Murin <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:33 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To:
District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; amymurin@hotmail.com
<amymurin@hotmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 17.09.2020 15:46:35 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Denverites have been discussing updating group living rules for nearly three years, and the 
proposal in front of you is a compromise based on thousands of pieces of feedback. 

Denver is in a long running affordable housing crisis. Co-ops don't just provide affordable 
housing, but a path to growing equity and homeownership. Voting against these changes means 
you think it should be illegal for people to take in their unrelated friends and neighbors who fall 
on hard times, this is currently banned under the code. 

Residential care serves many populations in our community and streamlining these rules will 
help them serve people fleeing domestic violence and those with disabilities. 



Please pass these changes without delay or separation to create affordable housing, remove 
discrimination from our zoning code, and serve those in need in our community.

Amy Murin 
amymurin@hotmail.com
4229 Knox Court 
Denver, Colorado 80211



Thank you David for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates: 
www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: David Pardo <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 9:36 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: davidpnut@gmail.com <davidpnut@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City 
Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Please Pass Group Living Changes Without Delay
Date: 17.09.2020 15:46:14 (+0000)

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701

Amanda Sandoval,

Denverites have been discussing updating group living rules for nearly three years, and the 
proposal in front of you is a compromise based on thousands of pieces of feedback. 

Denver is in a long running affordable housing crisis. Co-ops don't just provide affordable 
housing, but a path to growing equity and homeownership. Voting against these changes means 
you think it should be illegal for people to take in their unrelated friends and neighbors who fall 
on hard times, this is currently banned under the code. 

Residential care serves many populations in our community and streamlining these rules will 
help them serve people fleeing domestic violence and those with disabilities. 

Please pass these changes without delay or separation to create affordable housing, remove 
discrimination from our zoning code, and serve those in need in our community.

David Pardo 
davidpnut@gmail.com
3340 Wyandot St 
Denver, Colorado 80211



From: Chris Lind <julieandchris@comcast.net>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 21.09.2020 17:51:27 (-0600)

Dear Mayor Hancock:

My wife and I have lived in the Hutchinson Hills Neighborhood (SE
Denver) for 35 years.  We write to express our strong opposition to
Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 becasue proposal will radically

change the character of Denver's single family home neighborhoods.

There is no reason that for this complex and far-reaching proposal to be
rushed to approval during the time of Covid-19 when people opposing this

measure will have difficulty getting together to express their views.
Adding large numbers of unrelated and often transient people (sober
living and halfway house residents) to single family neighborhoods will

likely reduce property values, increase the need for zoning enforcement,
increase congestion and traffic, and put added pressure on police services.

We suggest in the alternative that this proposal be implemented only as
a 3 year pilot program in the council districts of those who support

this measure.  This will give Denver residents adequate time to assess
the impacts of Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 on neighborhoods
and the feasibility of applying it to the City at large.

Thank you for your consideration.

Chris Lind and Julie Altmix

7864 East Hampden Circle

Denver CO  80237

julieandchris@comcast.net

303-564-7361



From: gailnarum at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 23.09.2020 13:54:23 (-0600)

Name Gail Narum 

Email Address gailnarum@gmail.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Neighborhood complaints

Agency/Department Other

Comments I am not supportive of the zoning changes proposed for the city of Denver. 
This is not in the city’s best interest. Also, the 72-hour parking rule which 
allows anyone to park on any city street for 3 days and then move 100 feet 
and park another 3 days invites trouble for our neighborhoods. Please 
address this ordinance.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: 4jmbrink at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 19.09.2020 19:49:56 (-0600)

Name John Brink

Email Address 4jmbrink@gmail.com

Zip Code 80220

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments The following is a courtesy copy of a message I sent to Councilman Herndon 
regarding the proposed Group Living Zoning Amendment:
Dear Councilman Herndon,

I was disappointed to see that your name was absent from the list of 
cosigners on the guest commentary the Denver Post published in 
Wednesday’s paper (“Sweeping group living proposal poses risks, needs 
vetting” Denver Post, page 17A, September 16, 2020). In that commentary, 
Kendra Black, Amanda Sawyer, Jolon Clark and Paul Kashmann, your 
colleagues on City Council, pointed out several aspects of the proposed 
amendments to Denver’s Group Living Zoning Code that are problematic and 
incompletely thought out. In the absence of your support for the issues they 
raised, I hope that you have at least familiarized yourself with their concerns 
and that you will give them your most serious consideration as you lead the 
Land Use, Transportation & Infrastructure (LUTI) Committee in its 
deliberations on the sweeping changes proposed by City staff and the Group 
Living Advisory Committee.

Many of your colleagues’ concerns are similar to comments I made to 
Andrew Webb on August 6, 2020 (a copy of which is attached below for your 
information and consideration). My comments emphasized: (1) the need for 
the City to do a better job of informing and meaningfully involving its 
residents about the proposal, (2) establishing a reasonable ceiling on the 
number of related or unrelated people who can live together in the same 
dwelling based on objective standards tied to the health and safety of both 
the homes themselves and the neighborhoods in which those homes are 
situated, and (3) making all rentals and group living dwellings subject to 
appropriate licensure or registration and inspection by the City instead of 
making them a use by right. It is clear that my August 6 comments had no 
impact whatsoever on the recommendations that came before the LUTI 
Committee on September 1, so I ask you to consider them now in your 
Committee’s continued deliberations.

The September 16 commentary by your colleagues also illuminated two 
other important aspects of the process that command serious attention. 
First, forty of the forty-seven members of the Group Living Advisory 
Committee “…were providers of group home services, city officials, or 
advocates of the very recommendations that emerged…” This is hardly an 
adequate cross section of the many communities affected by, and frankly 
ambushed by, the proposed changes. Second, the proposed changes blithely 
skip over the 20% of Denver covered by the 1956 code (which Denver was 
supposed to have updated 10 years ago) and the areas encompassed within 
the jurisdiction of 998 HOAs in Denver. Neither of these problems reflects 
well on either the objectivity of the process or the fairness of its results.

In short, the LUTI Committee has before it what seems to be an inequitable 
plan conceived below the radar and largely out of public view by a group of 
parties whose interests do not appear to align with a majority of residents in 
many of Denver’s neighborhoods. While I think most of us can agree that 
Denver has an acute shortage of affordable housing, and many could 
probably accept some reasonable increase in the number of residents 
allowed in a dwelling unit with appropriate safeguards to the health and 
safety of occupants and neighbors, the LUTI Committee you chair must do 



the essential work of assuring that the remedies it recommends for City 
Council approval are equitable and fair to all of Denver’s residents, 
supported by objective evidence, and sensitive to the concerns of all those 
affected by those remedies. What came before you on September 1 satisfies 
none of these criteria.

The LUTI Committee should apply the brakes to this process until the Group 
Living Zoning Code proposal can be modified to meet these concerns.

In closing, I respectfully ask you to explain to me why you did not cosign the 
September 16 Denver Post commentary on this subject, and I also ask that 
you or your staff contact me if you have any questions or if you need any 
information about my concerns.

Sincerely,

John Brink

1901 Bellaire Street

4jmbrink@gmail.com

courtesy copies:

Councilwoman Amanda Sandoval

Councilwoman Torres

Councilwoman CdeBaca

Councilwoman Deborah Ortega

Councilwoman Robin Kniech

Mayor Hancock

Attachment: August 6, 2020 comments to Andrew Webb

Dear Mr. Webb,

Thank you for sending a copy of CPD’s reply to the March 27, 2020 INC 
Zoning and Planning Committee letter from Christine O'Connor and Ean 
Tafoya regarding “ZAP Feedback on Group Living Recommendations”. Please 
include these comments in the record for the Group Living Rules Update.

I only recently learned about the Group Living Rules Update process because 
it happened to be mentioned in an email message I received regarding 
another matter. However, while group living rules may – for a variety of 
reasons – be due for an update, both the process and the substance are 
deeply flawed as explained below.

First, regarding the process: Before moving forward with the Update, the 
City must do a much better job informing everyone affected about the 
sweeping changes that they may face if the Rules move forward in any form 
resembling the current draft. Although this process has apparently been 
underway for quite some time, by all appearances it has gone on under the 
radar screen with the involvement of only a narrowly circumscribed pair of 
advisory committees and community workshops attended by about one 
tenth of one percent of the City’s population.

It is imperative that those affected by the Rules are informed about them 
and have meaningful opportunities to have their opinions heard and 
considered. That clearly has not been the case so far. I haven’t yet spoken 
with a neighbor who’s aware of the Update. If the City were to poll residents 
to see if they knew anything about this process, I believe it would reveal that 



hardly anyone is aware of it.

It is unconscionable that so many Denverites would be left behind as the 
City proceeds with such important changes in its zoning rules. What about all 
the people who are busy home-schooling their children while trying to earn a 
living and stay healthy during the COVID pandemic? What about all the 
people who don’t have internet access and/or don’t have the time or 
technological skills to navigate on-line meetings? The process that the City 
has followed thus far leaves out practically everyone, and it disproportionally 
impacts poor people and people of color.

Effective outreach and consultation with members of the public is Denver’s 
responsibility – not the responsibility of RNOs, or Facebook, or Nextdoor, or 
word of mouth. It is imperative that the City take the time to more broadly 
and comprehensively involve its citizens, whether by neighborhood 
canvassing, door hangers, bill stuffers or direct mail to everyone.

In addition to doing a better job of outreach and public involvement, the City 
must also take the time to do a better job updating the Rule itself. 
Harmonizing occupancy rules for related households and unrelated 
households is not a bad idea. However, the harmonization effort should focus 
on establishing reasonable standards for a ceiling on the number of related 
or unrelated people who can live in the same dwelling based on factors like 
the number bathrooms, the number and square footage of bedrooms, etc.

Instead of taking the brakes off the occupancy of residences based on the 
rationale that almost unlimited numbers of relatives already can live 
together under present zoning, the updated Rules should codify space per 
occupant, and sanitation, health and safety standards applicable across 
households. This approach would protect the wellbeing of the residents of 
any types of households.

The Group Living Project should not go forward without making all rentals 
subject to appropriate licensure/registration and inspection by the City. The 
City already regulates short-term rentals; others should be, too, in order to 
police the rent-by-the-room market, ensure the health and safety of renters, 
and ensure that the interests of neighbors of these rentals are protected, 
too.

Residential care facilities of any size must also be permitted and regulated 
and not established as a use by right. Once such facilities become 
established as a use by right, it will be difficult, if not impossible to rein them 
in if problems occur.

This is especially true in the case of community corrections facilities. 
Community corrections facilities are significantly different from the other 
facilities in the Care Facilities category and they should be subject to a 
higher degree of scrutiny and public participation because of neighbors’ 
public safety concerns. Neighbors impacted by these group living 
arrangements far outnumber the group living residences themselves and 
neighborhood input is critical to their acceptance. Furthermore, no waivers 
from State community corrections standards should be granted unless they 
would increase the level of protectiveness afforded to neighbors of such 
facilities.

In closing, this project is being undertaken in the name of increasing 
affordability of housing, yet the City acknowledges that it has no evidence 
that this will have any positive impact on housing affordability. (See page 3 
of the City’s responses to the March 27, 2020 INC Zoning and Planning 
Committee letter from Christine O'Connor and Ean Tafoya regarding “ZAP 
Feedback on Group Living Recommendations”.) For this reason and the 
reasons highlighted above, the City should pause the process, identify 
evidence-based options for increasing the availability of affordable housing, 
take affirmative steps to more meaningfully engage all stakeholders, and 
develop group living and residential care facilities regulations that afford the 
occupants of these facilities dignified living conditions and ensure that they 
are an asset to the neighborhoods they occupy.



Sincerely,

John Brink
1901 Bellaire Street

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: reid@osrno.com <reid@osrno.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] OSRNO letter to Mayor Hancock
Date: 17.09.2020 11:03:21 (-0600)
Attachments: OSRNO letter to Mayor and City Council 9-17-19.pdf (2 pages)

Please see that the attached letter is directed to the appropriate member of the Mayor’s staff and that the 
Mayor is made aware of the concerns of the Old San Rafael Registered Neighborhood Association’s 
regarding the proposed code amendments developed by the Group Living Advisory Committee. Thank you.

Reid T. Reynolds, President
Old San Rafael Neighborhood Organization







From: ALAN SORREL <absorrel@comcast.net>

To:

michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
kniechatlarge@denvergov.org <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
denvercouncil5@denvergov.org <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
district9@denvergov.org <district9@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>

CC: kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Zoning Code Change - Group Living/Group Homes
Date: 19.09.2020 11:33:34 ((MDT))

Below is a copy of the email I sent to my Council Person (Kevin Flynn) on August 16, 
2020.  My Neighborhood Newsletter encouraged residents to send opinions to all the City 
Council (and the Mayor)....so, I am simply forwarding to you the email I have already 
written.  I have also included Andrew Webb on the cc.

I have a great deal of experience working in Municipal Government (10 years in the City of 
Aurora, Colorado, and 26 years in the City of Denver).  All of my 36 year career was within 
the Development Review arm of Public Works.  As such, I have seen every sort of 
proposed development, rewritten some of Denver's City Code, updated criteria manuals, 
and formulated development policy for my staff to follow.  I am very familiar with how the 
development sector works.  Therefore, I bring an experienced voice to the conversation.  
My experience within the development world brings me to only one conclusion regarding 
this proposed Zoning change...this proposed legislation will forever negatively change the 
character of Denver neighborhoods.  I encourage you to vote against this Zoning change.  
As noted, the full text of my previous email is below. 

"I just now read the proposed Zoning change.  I sincerely hope that you will vote against 
this change...and get as many other Council members to also vote against this.

Allowing this type of density/occupancy increase within stable single family residential 
areas/homes will negatively and permanently change the character, safety and financial 
structure of these neighborhoods.  But, changing the character and reducing home values 
is the point of this "social engineering" effort....right?  That is clearly stated as the intent 
within the "Summary and Purpose" section by Andrew Webb....he states the purpose is to 
change the Code "that perpetuates inequity and reduce affordability".

The proposed change to the Code will allow up to 10 unrelated adults within a single family 
home (depending on Assessors Office finished square footage).  This is bad enough since 
it drastically changes the character of the stable single family home and neighborhood.  
But, as I read it, an unlimited number of additional related individuals (on top of the 10 
unrelated adults) will be allowed to occupy the single family home?  I really hope I am 
misunderstanding the unlimited number of related individuals that can occupy the single 
family home (in addition to the 10 unrelated adults)....but, the text reads as follows: "As is 
currently the case, there would be no limit on the number of related individuals permitted to 
live
together. The code’s current specific list of relatives would be replaced with: “…any 
persons related to
each unrelated adult by blood, marriage, civil union, committed partnership, adoption, or 



documented
responsibility (such as foster care or guardianship).”  If this is the case....then, anyone 
related to the 10 unrelated adults could also live in the single family home and result 
in occupancy of 12...15....25....unlimited??  I really hope I am wrong about that 
interpretation and it should be clarified within the proposed language to place a cap 
on total occupancy.
Anybody that has any experience within the development realm knows that the maximum 
density scenarios will be routinely achieved.  Especially if it is financially attractive to do 
so.  My 36 years within the development review world has taught me one thing.....if it can 
be exploited financially, it will be!  So, expect maximum numbers of individuals to routinely 
live within a single family home which will forever change the character and safety of 
stable neighborhoods.  To think otherwise is simply naive....or worse, it is purposely being 
sacrificed to achieve the social engineering goal.

Alas, my career in development has taught me that you can fight City Hall...just don't 
expect to win very often.  As such, I have little hope of this being defeated.  During my 
career, I routinely interacted with Community Planning and I fully understand the internal 
workings and philosophy that exists within that organization.  It will be very hard to defeat 
this proposal within the "charged" environment that exists in this Country.  Anybody that 
votes against this will be labeled as "racist" or "elitist" or "perpetuating social inequities" or 
"etc"..."etc".  Nevertheless, I still urge you to vote against this change.  High density 
developments/occupancy should continue to be restricted to multi-family zoned areas 
and/or near the city core.

Luckily, I am retired and am not tied down by a job anymore.  I can choose to move to a 
different location if necessary.  And, this Zoning change (with the inevitable negative 
impacts it will have) could very well force me to make that relocation.  It is sad to see the 
City of Denver embrace philosophies/changes which are purposely designed to alter the 
very fabric of neighborhoods that many of us love.

Alan Sorrel, P.E.
2852 S. Gray Way
Denver, Co.  80227
720-530-6868"



From: girishcarol at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 11:52:22 (-0600)

Name Carol Bhargava

Email Address girishcarol@msn.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Dear Mayor: I am a 3rd generation native of Denver and Colorado. I oppose 
Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. This will turn our neighborhoods 
into traffic nightmares! Increased parking problems, walking and biking 
challenges, increased trash, noise and congestion. It is a short term solution 
to housing issues. If you have seen the COVID problems in very densely 
crowded areas in the 3rd World Countries you will understand the concern. I 
have been to India many many times since the 1980’s. I have seen people 
there living in cardboard boxes, dozens living in an apartment. This will 
increase our water and other resources in a very harmful way. Please do not 
support this amendment!

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: veranoc at hotmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 23.09.2020 14:30:10 (-0600)

Name Christine Verano

Email Address veranoc@hotmail.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Dear Mayor Hancock,
I am writing because I am very concerned about the Group Living Zoning 
Code Amendment #7. I urge you to vote against this amendment. I am a 
resident of Bonnie Brae. I am also a native Denverite, currently living in 
Bonnie Brae. I am heartsick at the changes that I see in Denver and very 
frustrated with the mayor and city council at their inability to prevent the 
violence and clean up our city. I am ashamed of our city. When friends or 
family visit from out of town, I refuse to show them our downtown area. It is 
a disgrace. And, now you want to bring this destruction to my neighborhood 
with these zoning changes. With this amendment, you would destroy the 
culture of Bonnie Brae and Washington Park. Our property values will 
plummet. If help is needed to defeat this amendment, you have my contact 
information above. I would like to help. Can you please tell me how you 
intend to vote?
Chris Verano

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Sandra Adams <Sandrasarge@outlook.com>

To:
Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor <Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>; 
Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; dencc - City Council
<dencc@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] NO to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 15.09.2020 11:33:25 (-0600)

Mayor Hancock and Denver City Council, 

I have been a life-long resident of Denver. My husband and I have purchased the home I am living 
at in 1982 and have had the pleasure of dwelling here since. Our neighborhood has always been 
kept clean and tidy and the people that dwell near me are neighborly and we look out after one 
another. We are mostly seniors with some families that have small children that live in my 
neighborhood and we enjoy the peace and quiet that has been considered part of our community 
for decades now. 

I am writing to you, as a resident of Denver, to please say NO to the Group Living Zoning Code 
Amendment. I am very concerned what this plan will do to Denver but also to my local 
community. I also worry about the elderly, like myself, who live a very quiet life and we have 
worked many years to have a home, on a peaceful street, in a peaceful neighborhood. I would like 
to live my final years at my home and not have to worry about what kind of riff raff will be going 
on in my community. We struggle sometimes with vandalism and theft in my neighborhood but it 
is mostly teenagers. I would be far more worried about my safety and the safety of my neighbors 
should this amendment bring the type of community living presented by this amendment. Aside 
from the elderly that live here there are many families with children. Two blocks away from my 
home a boy named Jacob McKnight was kidnapped in the 90's and murdered right from our 
streets. His tragedy was never resolved and the murderer never caught. It hit our community hard. 
I never want to have another community member go through something that horrifying. As a 
Denver Resident I am asking you to please vote NO on this amendment and continue to keep our 
communities safe. 

Respectfully, 
Sandra L. Adams
Denver, CO 80227
303-986-6099



From: beshelja@yahoo.com <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I Support the Group Living Changes
Date: 21.09.2020 15:31:48 ((UTC))

Andrew Webb,

I support Denver's group living changes because I value the rights of my neighbors to live in 
families or groups of their choosing. 

Our city had an affordable housing crisis before COVID-19 but now faces the potential of 
100,000 evictions by this winter according to the COVID-19 Eviction Defense Project. That is 
why Governor Polis requested all cities lift group living restrictions in his executive orders. 

The proposal represents years of compromise and addresses concerns around parking, 
crowding, and commercialization. Peer cities like Seattle do not have issues in neighborhoods 
due to group living.

Group living restrictions keep Denverites from helping their friends if they fall on hard times, and 
with 100,000 potential evictions in Denver that is not a responsible or humane policy.

This proposal will immediately provide affordable housing as well as modernize residential care 
zoning and is more essential now than ever due to the pandemic. Please vote to pass this 
proposal without delay. 

beshelja@yahoo.com 
9527 w. yale ave 
lakewood, Colorado 80227



From: Peggy Herald <heraldhouse@hotmail.com>

To:
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; Clark, 
Jolon M. - CC City Council Elected <Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org>; 
board@3pa.org <board@3pa.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Amendment
Date: 22.09.2020 20:38:54 (+0000)

Good Afternoon,

I am opposed to the zoning changes being proposed for the city of Denver. The Group Living Zoning 
Amendment will destroy the Denver neighborhoods that make our city a desirable place to live and to raise 
our families. Under the current structure our neighborhoods are made up of people who know and look out 
for each other. This amendment will ruin our neighborhoods and will create instability in our communities. 

Most of us have realized our dreams of living in a desirable neighborhood through hard work. It is unfair to 
propose changes that will devastate our neighborhoods in the process of attempting to control the 
homeless situation. This proposal will put criminals in our midst, will put undue stress on our already 
densely populated neighborhoods and will destroy our current sense of community. Please vote to oppose 
this matter. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Peggy Herald
Platt Park Denver Resident
303 722-4722



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Amy Marshall <amycmarshall@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City 
Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group living changes
Date: 17.09.2020 17:59:57 (+0000)

Thank you Amy for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any 
updates: www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Amy Marshall <amycmarshall@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2020 11:47 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living changes

Hi Amanda! 

It's Amy Marshall at 3353 Quivas St. I'm writing to weigh in on the proposed change to group living rules. 
While I'm in favor of expanding the current limit of two unrelated people living together, I think 10 people 
is a step too far. We currently live kitty-corner to a house that has become the equivalent of a college 
dorm. I have never reported its owner, but due to a large number of occupants, the population can easily 
swell to 20+ people on the weekends when friends come to visit. Most of my neighbors and I do not have 
off-street parking. The sheer amount of cars resulting from this type of group living arrangement makes it 
incredibly difficult to find parking anywhere near our homes. It also guarantees that weekends at West 
34th Avenue and Quivas Street are loud and boisterous.

I know this is just one anecdote and may not be the norm, but I do worry that allowing 10 unrelated people 
in one house will create more of these aggravating situations throughout the city.

I noticed the advisory committee often mentioned peer cities suggesting that they put a lot of weight on 
how other cities are handling the issue. Yet when I did the research, none of these other cities mentioned 
are allowing 10 unrelated people. None are allowing more than six. I would like to see the City of Denver 
follow the guidance of our peers and exercise a little more judiciousness.

Salt Lake City: 3
Las Vegas: 4
Albuquerque: 5
Phoenix: 5



Austin: 6
Fort Collins: 3
Boulder: 3
Colorado Springs: 5

Warm regards,
Amy Marshall
720-839-3210



From: Tina Davis <tinaindenver@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Amendments follow up from 9/17 call and information 

request
Date: 25.09.2020 15:04:09 (-0600)

Andrew:

Thanks for hosting the call on 9/17 and I appreciated the opportunities for questions and 
comments.

While I have expressed my opposition before, I would like to emphasize several 
weaknesses in the proposals that were really brought to the fore in the call:

• The rationale of “simplification” for treating all care facilities alike in the proposed 
amendments, as stated in your Power Point, is flimsy when viewed in relation to 
the potential harm in permitting  these types of facilities in single-family 
neighborhoods. There is a huge difference to neighbors in having a facility housing 
felons or addicts next door to them and one housing seniors.  If the existing rules 
are confusing, so what?  Do you think that a 180-page amendment is not 
confusing to Denver residents?  Why should the goal be to simplify the building of 
a type of facilitiy with a history of failures and escapes?

• The real reason for allowing community corrections in single-family neighborhoods 
is that the GLAC was over-represented by private interests that seek to profit by 
building these facilities at the expense of neighborhoods and the Mayor’s direction 
to city planning and City Council to accommodate those private interests.

• There is simply no solid reason to select 10 as the permissible maximum for 
unrelated persons cohabiting.  You pointed to “front range peer cities" as the basis 
for this number.  Which peer cities? They were never identified. If you mean 
Seattle, it is nothing like Denver and is an great example of a once-lovely city 
sinking into decay by virtue of overly-permissive ill-advised policies that encourage 
density over quality of life, similar to those your group has proposed.

• The  stated rationale for allowing an unlimited number of relatives in addition to 
the 10 unrelated persons was that there were previously no such limits.  While that 
may have been supportable when the limit was two unrelated person, it is 
completely unsupportable when the limit is up to 10.

• It is completely disingenuous to say, as you did, that the adoption of these poor 
drawn, ill-conceived amendments, will not necessarily lead of a proliferation of 
group living arrangement or community corrections facilities in residential 
neighborhoods.  Of course it will and that is why GLAC was packed with its 
proponents.

Safe and Sound Denver has requested your peer cities support on 
numerous occasions and has never received it.  Please provide in detail your list of the so-
called peer cities and the number of unrelated persons they permit.

Thank you,

Tina Davis



From: pec5280 at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 21.09.2020 10:34:32 (-0600)

Name Patricia Clark

Email Address pec5280@gmail.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Arts & Venues

Comments Mayor Hancock: Are you out of your mind proposing the Group Living Zoning 
Code Amendment? If this is passed it will destroy our neighborhoods. Please 
think of another way to handle affordable housing and the homeless problem 
without leaving it up to developers and organizations vested in their own 
commercial and political gain. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Jooheelala at hotmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 21.09.2020 15:24:45 (-0600)

Name Amie Jaynes

Email Address Jooheelala@hotmail.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Neighborhood complaints

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Hi,

My name is Amie Jaynes and I live with on the 200 block of S Corona Street 
in Denver with my husband, 3 year old, and 8 month old. I am writing to 
express my concerns and opposition to the group living amendment 7 in our 
neighborhood. Our neighborhood is already overly congested with the 2 high 
rises that were built at the north end of S corona. 

We strongly oppose group living zoning code amendment 7 and will 
definitely look into moving from the neighborhood if this passes. There are 
over 10 families on our street with small children and if this passes it would 
ruin our neighborhood and the family feel of the area that is close to Steel 
elementary, Byers, South high school to mention a few of the near by 
schools. 

Our neighborhood has worked hard to get the city to change some of the 
traffic patterns on Alameda and Downing area as the already increased 
density of people in the area makes it a hazard to walk on the streets close 
to Alameda as well as several accidents in the area and close by Steel 
elementary. We don't need more people that aren't families living in the area 
to create more traffic and accidents. 

We strongly vote against group living amendment 7!!

Thank you, 
Amie

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: torres1651 at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 18.09.2020 19:17:52 (-0600)

Name Wendy Torres

Email Address torres1651@msn.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments WHEN IS ENOUGH ENOUGH? The GroupLiving Zoning Code Amendment #7 
needs to be STOPPED!!!!PERIOD! The honest hardworking citizens are mad 
as hell, it is time you start thinking about the common people that actually 
have worked hard their entire life and what is good for them. NOT WHAT 
THE POLITICIANS WANT_MONEY & POWER> IT IS ALREADY TOTALLY 
DISGUSTING WHAT HAS HAPPENED HERE AND YOU ALLOW THE CRAP. 
UPHOLD THE LAWS,HOLD PEOPLE ACCOUNTABLE-EDUCATE PEOPLE WITH 
HONEST VALUES AND GOOD ETHICS. LIKE GOD-FAMILY - WORK. YOU 
COULD EVEN GET RID OF THE RIDICULOUS MARIJUANA LAW THAT WAS 
THE BEGINNING OF ALL THIS SITUATION;SURE FEEL & SEE A LOT OF 
POTHOLES-BAD ROADS AND BTW THE MONEY SURE AS HELL DID NOT GO 
TO THE SCHOOLS. YOU OUGHT TO BE ASHAMED OF YOURSELF-STAND THE 
HELL UP AND DO THE RIGHT THING. STOP THIS NOW AND DO NOT 
SUPPORT THIS-WE USED TO BE A BEAUTIFUL CITY THAT WAS SAFE AND 
WHERE ONE COULD RAISE A FAMILY OR LIVE AS YOU CHOSE. IF I WANTED 
TO LIVE IN A 3RD WORLD PLACE I WOULD MOVE THERE. HOW ABOUT IF 
THESE THINGS WERE NEXT TO YOU AND YOUR FAMILY????????
SERIOUSELY...YOU MUST BE OUT OF YOU MIND OR BRAINWASHED - YOU 
OUGHT NOT BE IN OFFICE-I GAVE YOU CREDIT FOR 1 SECOND WHEN YOU 
STOOD UP FOR THE POLICE EVEN THOUGH I HAVE NEVER BEEN A BIG FAN 
BECUASE I FEEL YOU ARE CORRUPT AND COLD AS THE NEXT POLITICIAN. 
WHAT IS SO HARD ABOUT HAVING A CONCIOUS AND DOING THE RIGHT 
THING? OH BUT WAIT THERE IS A DIFFERENT STANDARD FOR PEOPLE OF 
YOUR ILK HOW CAN ONE FORGET AS IT BECOMES MORE AND MORE 
BRAZEN EVERY DAY. DIFFERENT RULES FOR DIFFERENT PEOPLE. YOU ARE 
GUILTY/COMPLICENT OF ALLOWING THIS CRAP TO GO AS FAR AS IT HAS-
DUMP TRUCKS FULL OF NEEDLES IN THE CHERRY CREEK AREA-MOMS WHO 
LIVE NEXT TO PARKS BUT CANT LET THEIR CHERISHED CHILDREN GO DUE 
TO NEEDLES ON THE GROUND AND STRANGE ILL BEHAVED PEOPLE IN THE 
PARKS. DOESNT MATTER TILL IT REALLY DIRECTLY AFFCTS YOU DOES IT? 
THAT MOM THAT WORKS HARD TO STAND ON HER OWN AND HAS PRIDE 
DOES NOT DESERVE TO BE SPIT UPON THE WAY YOU DO. WHEN DID 
WORKING HARD-HAVING PRIDE-TAKING CARE OF YOURSELF AND FAMILY-
LIVING IN A SAFE NEIGHBORHOOD BECOME SO UNDERVALUED??? DO THE 
RIGHT THINGS FOR THE PEOPLE THAT YOU ALLEGEDY CARE FOR AND 
REPRESENT-IT IS NOT ALWAYS EASY TO DO THE RIGHT THING BUT WHERE 
THERE IS A WILL THERE IS A WAY.OH BUT WAIT-YOU ARE NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR COMMENT.......................

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Holly <bodineholly@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #17
Date: 22.09.2020 10:10:15 (-0600)

Please do the right thing and do not pass Amendment #7! This is a betrayal of those of us who are 
Denver homeowners, who have worked to buy our homes and worked to keep them up, and worked to 
have safe, nice neighborhoods for ourselves, our children and our grandchildren.

This would destroy our family-friendly neighborhoods.

Holly Bodine



From: Marianne Walthier <chefmariannew@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 21.09.2020 15:17:36 (-0600)

Dear Mayor Hancock,

I am writing to express my deep concern over proposed Amendment 7. This amendment is far too broad 
and lacks basic safeguards for Denver residents. In addition, it isn’t fair to Denver residents who selected 
neighborhoods based on safety, zoning for single family homes, parking availability and infrastructure. 
Denver is a nice place to live. Please don’t allow it to become Los Angeles or San Francisco. I lived in San 
Francisco for several years so am familiar with the adverse effects of poor city planning.  It was once an 
amazing place to live. But policies that favored the homeless and other marginalized citizens eroded 
public safety and led to feces and hypodermic needles in parks, playgrounds and entryways to 
apartments and shops. Please don’t permit our neighborhoods to evolve into undesirable places to live. 
Amendment 7 would most likely lead to an increase in crime and possibly pose a risk to public health. I 
was frankly shocked to learn that this was even on the table, especially during the global pandemic. I 
voted for you because I trusted you to safeguard our city. I support your position on homeless 
encampments, and hope you will continue to work toward maintaining Denver as one of the best cities in 
the U.S.  I respectfully urge you to oppose Amendment #7.  Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, Marianne Walthier

Resident of District 6

Sent from my iPad



Hello Dan,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your comments 
can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click Here For The 
Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed and next steps. We have heard from 
residents like yourself and as a result the amendment is not currently moving forward to the entire council, 
instead it is heading back to the LUTI (Land use Transportation and Infrastructure) Committee to have further 
conversations.

If you would like to watch the LUTI meetings and be notified of the agenda please Click Here and sign up to 
receive notifications. 

Here are some links from the project website you may find helpful:
 Planning Board draft (Draft showing amendments to the Zoning Code)
 Planning Board staff report
 Frequently Asked Questions
 Detailed overview of proposed amendments (with links to regulations outside the Zoning Code)

Finally, I wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

I will also share your email with Councilwoman Sandoval.

Take care,
Gina

From: Dan <thecraftsmen@comcast.net> 

From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Dan <thecraftsmen@comcast.net>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change proposals 
Date: 25.09.2020 16:19:26 (+0000)

Gina Volpe • Council Aide
Office of Councilwoman Amanda P. Sandoval • District 1

For City Services: Dial 3-1-1  or www.pocketgov.org

DISCOVER YOUR CITY | 311 | pocketgov.com | denvergov.org | Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

*Correspondence with this office is an open record under the Colorado Open Records 
Act and must be made available to anyone requesting it unless the correspondence 
clearly states or implies a request for confidentiality.  Please expressly indicate whether 
you wish for your communication to remain confidential.



Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 9:58 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change proposals 

Good day Amanda,
I hope you are having a great Friday!
   I am not sure how you are standing regarding these changes as they are written. I have heard that some on 
Council are seeking compromise rather than outright rejection. Please think through each of the many layered 
results of passing any version or compromise. I have listed below some of my concerns. It doesn’t seem to 
matter if the current proposal is modified to say only 3 or 4 unrelated adults in a SU zone, the group homes 
can have 7 or 8 felons, homeless, or recovering addicts. The result will be the same and we know once the 
modified version is approved the further modifications could be accomplished very easily. So what if the 
spacing between facilities housing 40 is modified from only allowing one every other block to one every third 
block; or to only house 30 instead of 40. Please see my comment below regarding homes for folks with 
physical or mental challenges.  
   How would you like it if 5 unrelated adults and their children could legally move in next door to your home 
and family. There is no cap on how many people that might be. There will be no limit on how many cars could 
be parked in front of your house; your house and all the way up and down both sides of the street? That 
would certainly affect your life; and also Denver’s infrastructure. 
   On the other side of your home, ten people from the corrections department could move in. They would be 
pedophiles, car jackers, rapists, thieves… any kind of “recovering felon.” Let’s not forget that the “experts” in 
Denver say our rate of recidivism is 40% so 4 of the 10 might commit crime again; maybe at your home. And 
then across the street 10 homeless. I know I want a solution for their plight but reality is obvious. Only some 
are looking for a way back into work and a home. Many are not, and many of those will trash the houses and 
yards. Of course our tax dollars will pay for all of the problems they create. 
   We shouldn’t forget that many of the lots in Denver are big enough to allow a developer to buy two lots next 
to each other and put up a building large enough to house 40 homeless, recovering convicts, or sober living 
people. Shouldn’t that only happen in a commercial zone? Oh, I forgot, we will essentially all be living in a 
commercial zone if these proposals are accepted. I guess the bone to the dog here is that those facilities must 
be separated by 1,200’. My SU home is on a lot 77’ wide. You do the math. We probably couldn’t have one in 
every block; just every other block. 
   I love the fact that CPD made it a high priority to pull all neighborhoods into the 2010 code change and yet 
nothing has actually happened; in 10 years? I am sure Mayor Hancock, now exempt from these proposed 
changes, is not pushing to get his neighborhood included. 
   We listened for hours to an online meeting and heard in that session from several people from the 
Montbello area. We need to fix those problems; not make them legal! 
   I thought I heard something about how these proposals will bring down the cost of housing? Instead it is 
going to enrich the already rich developers and drive the cost of homes up. Please see the Denver Post article, 
“Group Living won’t help affordable housing problem” a guest commentary by Lee Terry.
 Here’s is a bright spot; more homes can be used to house physically and or mentally disadvantaged folks 
who will truly appreciate the opportunity to live in our neighborhoods. And they will be inspected and held 
to high standards by agencies that have power; not just by the NIS group who are already understaffed 
with no proposed increase in their budget. Actually homes for disabled can already be placed in SU zoning 
by petition and I would welcome them.

   I am not trying to be uncaring. I am trying to be kind and compassionate. These proposed changes aren’t. 
Please don’t take this as a personal attack. I am only asking that you consider what is going to happen even if 
you modify these proposals. Please just reject them. There should be places in our city for families, 2 
unrelated adults living and raising children in a safe neighborhood with sound policies. And it should not be 
just in the 20% of the unaffected areas, or in those neighborhoods that fortunately already have HOA’s with 
stipulations prohibiting these changes. Golly will their homes appreciate in value, making it even more difficult 
for Denverites to find a good neighborhood!
Sincerely,
Dan Foster



From: Holly <bodineholly@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #17
Date: 22.09.2020 10:10:15 (-0600)

Please do the right thing and do not pass Amendment #7! This is a betrayal of those of us who are 
Denver homeowners, who have worked to buy our homes and worked to keep them up, and worked to 
have safe, nice neighborhoods for ourselves, our children and our grandchildren.

This would destroy our family-friendly neighborhoods.

Holly Bodine



From: scott at birdsallgarden.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 11:36:27 (-0600)

Name Scott Huston 

Email Address scott@birdsallgarden.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments As to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7, please, NO, NO and NO!

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: rnbdds4141 at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 21.09.2020 22:26:54 (-0600)

Name Dr. Ronald Brown

Email Address rnbdds4141@gmail.com

Zip Code 80237

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Please be actively AGAINST Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. This 
amendment will destroy the integrity of our neighborhood. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: samanthascheller at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 20.09.2020 17:03:53 (-0600)

Name Samantha Scheller

Email Address samanthascheller@gmail.com

Zip Code 80211

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Public Health & Environment

Comments Hello,
I write to express support for Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7, 
which the Denver City Council will vote on this October. This amendment will 
benefit individuals who are attempting to get their lives back on track, and I 
fully support it. Please represent the citizens of Denver and vote to pass 
Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. Thank you!
Best,
Sam

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Frank G <frank.rockies@yahoo.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner 
Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: Group Living Code Amendment
Date: 17.09.2020 20:32:21 (+0000)

Hello Frank & Kathy,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any 
updates: www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to review the recording Click Here

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Frank G <frank.rockies@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 3:52 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; Deborah Ortega - Councilwoman At Large 
<OrtegaAtLarge@Denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge <kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Code Amendment

Dear Councilwomen Sandoval, Ortega, and Kniech:

My wife and I are residents in District 1 of Denver and thus in Councilwoman Sandoval's 
district, but we are addressing this to Councilwoman Ortega and Councilwoman Kniech as 
well since you represent all of us as "at large" council members. We recently became 
aware of the proposed "Group Living Code Amendment" that has come before the City 
Council from a guest commentary article by Mr. Lee Terry that appeared in the Denver 
Post on Monday. Neither my wife nor I had heard of this proposal prior to this time. We 
share some of the concerns raised by Mr. Terry insofar as we understand the purpose and 
context of the amendment from his commentary alone. However, another guest 
commentary appeared in today's Denver Post from two Denver City Council members that 
was also cosigned by three other members. That commentary also addressed concerns 
and questions that we have regarding this amendment. The Council members raised 
legitimate questions about the context, focus, intent and consequences of the amendment 
that don't seem to have been adequately answered by the amendment itself or the 
committee that generated it. Another significant point is how involved have the citizens of 
Denver been as to input and comment about this amendment? It appears that this 
amendment could have significant impact on our communities and we should have the 



opportunity to have it explained to us in detail and to respond with questions and input. We 
agree with today's commentary by the Council members that this needs to be studied at 
greater length and allow the citizenry to have input in the process. Without this, we 
definitely are opposed to the proposed amendment as we understand it.

We will give one practical example of why this proposed amendment has raised our 
concern. Currently, a house across the street from us is being rented to a number of 
individuals. We don't know if what is being done is in accordance with zoning codes or not, 
but that is beside the point for our purposes now. We have noticed that there are at least 3 
individuals renting the house (none related), but there may be as many as 4 or 5 since 
there is a garage on the alley of the property with cars there. The concern we have is that 
with the current renters in the house, the three renters that we know of for sure park 4 cars 
on our street in addition to whatever cars are in back. What would happen to congestion 
and traffic and livability if this "Group Living Code Amendment" were to pass and such 
occurrences were to be more common? This is just one example in addition to things like 
the impact on affordability and the other issues raised in today's commentary. We have 
seen a number of instances in recent years, where unintended consequences have 
become the biggest problem with legislation. That is why we are asking that this 
amendment be given a thorough vetting and as much time and input needed to determine 
if it is the best way to proceed. Again, as it stands and from what we know now we would 
definitely be opposed to its passage.

Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Frank & Kathy Giuliano



From: GARY R MILLER <MILLERGL72@msn.com>

To: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council
<Kendra.Black@denvergov.org>

CC: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Residential Housing Code Changes
Date: 22.09.2020 19:56:38 (+0000)

Kendra, we continue to be against this proposal as we’ve last seen it. There is no way I see 
expanding the number of unrelated (or related for that matter) people living in one single-family 
house to 10 or more. These houses are not large enough to accommodate those numbers. SE 
Denver is deteriorating, this would only make our community less desirable and continue to lower 
the value of our homes.   We have a specific example in our neighborhood at 7323 East Bates. 
There are multiple individuals living there. They subject their neighbors to loud parties (most 
recently loud enough to awaken us at 2:15 AM this past weekend), the smell of marijuana, 
reportedly guns, the yard is an embarrassment, many cars… this is not the neighborhood be 
moved into. This creates a risk and is not the image I seek to create for friends and family who 
visit. We’ve been asked, why would you ever want to live in Denver…expanding the zoning as 
proposed would certainly beg that question.  

Stay safe in this uncertain time.
Linda and Gary Miller

From: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council <Kendra.Black@denvergov.org> 
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2020 9:23 AM
To: GARY R MILLER <MILLERGL72@msn.com>
Subject: RE: Residential Housing Code Changes

Thanks for your email. The proposal is very complex and is addressing some problems that need to be fixed 
in our zoning code. I encourage you to learn more about it. I do not support the current proposal, but am 
working on a compromise. I am meeting with some neighbors today at 3:15 in Southmoor Park to discuss it. 
Please join me if you are able.

From: GARY R MILLER <MILLERGL72@msn.com> 
Sent: Sunday, August 16, 2020 7:53 PM
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Cc: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council <Kendra.Black@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Residential Housing Code Changes

We have chosen to live in Denver by choice and sent our children to Denver Public Schools. I fail to 
understand why the city council would change the code such as to allow more unrelated people to live in 
one single family residence. This is not in the best interest of our community, the additional cars and 
density is not compatible with raising young children and attracting young families to our community. 
Failure by city and regional planners does not make it a residential issue, unless of course the goal is to 
make Denver a slum. The graffiti and lack of care of some neighborhoods is already an embarrassment. 
Right of ways, on/off ramps, median, some yards….not a positive advertisement for Denver. We look 
trashy, unlike some of our neighboring suburbs.

Please maintain our community.

Thank you.
Linda Miller

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From: Linda Campbell <linda.campbell9@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
CC: Mona Ferrugia <mona.ferrugia@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal
Date: 26.09.2020 08:28:29 (-0600)

Hi Andrew, I have recently moved to 552 N. High St and have become aware of the proposed 
zoning change for Group Living. I fully understand and support the goal of providing affordable 
housing to people who want to live in the City of Denver. But I find it strange that the change 
being proposed is to go from no more than 2 unrelated people to 10 and unlimited family 
members. Changing it to 4, 5 or even 6 unrelated people seems much more reasonable and/or 
tying it to the number of bedrooms in the dwelling. Thanks for considering this change. I feel it 
would serve the purpose of creating more affordable housing and also alleviating the concerns 
of citizens. Linda Campbell

-- 

Please note new address below. Everything else is the same! 

Linda Campbell
552 N. High St. 
Denver, CO. 80218
303-229-8603
linda.campbell9@gmail.com



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: chrisbohnsak@gmail.com <chrisbohnsak@gmail.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD 
City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: FW: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11355208
Date: 14.09.2020 20:39:31 (+0000)

Thank you Chris for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager , Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited, the project website has more information about 
what is proposed, upcoming hearings and form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any 
updates: www.denvergov.org/groupliving. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: noreply@fs12.formsite.com <noreply@fs12.formsite.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2020 1:49 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11355208

First Name Chris

Last Name Bohnsak

Email Address chrisbohnsak@gmail.com

To better serve you, please 
share your address or 
nearest intersection.

3530 Stuart

Comment or message I am hoping that you will vote no for the group housing initiative. This 
would change the dynamic of our neighborhood and cause huge parking 
issues. If this passes a lot of residences will move to the suburbs.

This email was sent to districtone@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: Susan Cunningham <suepilot@bellsouth.net>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City 
Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Ordinance
Date: 21.09.2020 15:38:57 (+0000)

Hello Susan,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click 
Here For The Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed, upcoming hearings and 
form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates.

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: Susan Cunningham <suepilot@bellsouth.net> 
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 3:53 PM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Ordinance

I have no issues with increasing the number of unrelated folks that live in one residence.  However, since 
parking can be an issue, how about including some kind of tax benefit for folks that don’t have a car that 
want to live with a group of unrelated adults?  Or, say if you want 7 people to live together, you have to 
apply for a permit (and pay a fee) if they all have cars, but if at least 4 (or some other number) do not have 
cars, they get the permit without the fee, or something like that. I’m sure you can come up with some way 
to make this work that would benefit people, not increase parking issues and possibly bring in a little 
revenue for the city.

Thanks.
Susan Cunningham
3425 Quivas St.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From: Carolyn Ewald <cewald53@gmail.com>

To: Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor <Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>; 
Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 12.09.2020 20:22:33 (-0600)

Mayor Hancock,

I have owned a home in a single residential neighborhood of Southwest Denver (Harvey Park and Bear 
Valley) since 1989. I love this part of the city because it is family oriented and diverse. As a young widow 
and single parent, I was able to afford my monthly mortgage in the1990s working as a teacher with a 
single income. I do not support the Group Living Plan since it would drastically change the character of 
our neighborhood. We do have some group homes in our area and I am not against that if there is a 
process by which people apply and regulations that are followed. As far as I can tell, this new plan would 
not be well regulated and would not solve any of the problems that we face in Denver due to rising 
housing costs. It would certainly not adequately address the needs of our homeless population in any real 
and valid way. I firmly believe that it will encourage people to purchase houses outside of the city if they 
are looking for a single residential neighborhood. I am retired now, but still have concerns for younger 
families who are looking for affordable housing. This plan is not the right avenue to support families 
and/or the homeless population. The city of Denver needs to be more thoughtful and inclusive in 
formulating a plan to address our current inflated housing situation. Personally, I resent the fact that 
Denver planners have formulated this idea without adequately consulting the residents who live in this 
city. It is my understanding that zoning rules should benefit the residents of the city, not impose rules 
that are unsupported by the majority of the residents. I doubt that many Denverites have even been 
informed about this issue in any meaningful fashion. I am an activist in the community and I only 
recently learned of it myself. I urge you to rethink this proposal and not move forward with this ill 
planned idea at this time. Put some real and effective ideas together and include the residents in the 
development process!

Sincerely,

Carolyn Ewald

Bear Valley Improvement Association Board Member



From: MELISSA RUSS <mhruss@msn.com>
To: paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>

CC:

andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
Councilwoman Kendra Black <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>; mayorsoffice@denver.gov
<mayorsoffice@denver.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Group Living Proposal
Date: 20.09.2020 22:58:44 (+0000)

Mr. Kashmann,

I appreciate you signing onto the guest commentary by Kendra Black and Amanda Sawyer published in the 
Denver Post on 9/16.  I fully concur with this commentary as well as Lee Terry’s. (See below) I find the 
group living advisory committee’s proposals shortsighted and  ill-timed now during the pandemic. And, it is 
preposterous for them to say that this will reduce homelessness and make housing more affordable. It will 
merely cram more people into houses and incentivize landlords a.k.a. slumlords to convert more rentals 
into high occupancy homes.   The number of unrelated people (and their families) proposed to be allowed 
to occupy a house/townhouse is absurd and I submit will destroy the fabric of our fair city. 

I urge you and the City Council to reject the proposal. 

Melissa Russ
2753 S. Milwaukee St.



From: Richard Fleck <fleck.richard3@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Safe and Sound Denver
Date: 21.09.2020 09:50:32 (-0600)

Dear Honorable Mayor,
My wife and I are vehemently opposed to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7.

Sincerely,
Richard F. Fleck
Maura B. Fleck

Sent from my iPhone



From: Tamara Barron <tamara.barron@comcast.net>

To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal
Date: 20.09.2020 14:09:37 (-0600)

Mr Kashmann,
I applaud you signing onto the guest commentary by Kendra Black and Amanda 
Sawyer in today’s Denver Post.  I fully concur with this commentary as well as Lee 
Terry’s. (See below) I find the group living advisory committee’s proposals 
shortsighted and  ill-timed now during the pandemic. And, it is preposterous for them 
to say that this will reduce homelessness and make housing mire affordable. It will 
merely cram more people into houses and incentivize landlords a.k.a. slumlords to 
convert more rentals into high occupancy homes.   The number of unrelated people 
(and their families) proposed to be allowed to occupy a house/townhouse is absurd 
and I submit will destroy the fabric of our fair city. 
I urge you and the City Council to reject the proposal. 

Tamara Barron
2134 S. Jackson St.



From: Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com>

To:

mayorsoffice@denvergov.org <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; 
mayorsoffice@denver.gov <mayorsoffice@denver.gov>; 
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
districtone@denvergov.org <districtone@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denverorg.org <kevin.flynn@denverorg.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
denvercouncil5@denvergov.org <denvercouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashman@denvergov.org <paul.kashman@denvergov.org>; Clark, 
Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council
<jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; christopher.herndon@denvergov.org
<christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; district9@denvergov.org
<district9@denvergov.org>; chris.hinds@denvergov.org
<chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge@denvergov.org
<kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org
<ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; nathan.lucero@denvergov.org
<nathan.lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Housing Amendment
Date: 25.09.2020 21:31:29 (-0600)
Attachments: Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.17.11 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 

9.17.32 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.17.45 PM.png (1 page), 
Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.18.00 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 
9.18.27 PM.png (1 page)

Dear All:

I am opposed to the Group Housing Amendment and urge you all to vote no on it as it exists right now. I 
have shared my views several times with Mayor Hancock, Councilpersons Clark and Hinds, and Planner 
Andrew Webb. I have also participated in zoom calls with Councilperson Hinds and Planner Webb. 
Nothing has convinced me that this amendment should go forward. These are my concerns:

1. This Zoning Amendment allows for half-way houses, correctional housing and other supervised group 
homes to be allowed in largely single-family residence zoned neighborhoods. I believe that zoning for 
such housing should be approved on a one-by-one basis, based on very strict criteria, that includes 
approval by the RNO that will be affected.

2. This Zoning Amendment does not include the neighborhoods that are exempted by the earlier zoning 
codes, namely Chapter 59 and The Denver Zoning Code (from 2010?). It is my understanding that the 
exempted neighborhoods require that inspectors go building by building, home by home, to determine 
what kind of building it is and how many people that are related and unrelated live there, and ultimately 
how the building should be labeled. This should be done before an overarching code change such as the 
one before the council is considered.

3. This Zoning Amendment allows for too many unrelated people to live in residences by square footage. 
The number of people and their relatives allowed to live in 2000 square feet is simply too many for any 
neighborhood context, and all the services that would be required: education, greenspace, inspection, 
parking, sanitation, water. etc. will not be adequate.

4. This Zoning Amendment overrides zoning for single family housing. I am opposed to this. Denver has 
always been a very approachable and livable city. Adding so much density will denigrate neighborhood 
living and change forever Denver's livability quotient. I want single-family housing zoning to remain in 
place

5. Attached to this email are a series of photos of the house directly south of where I live, on 
Pennsylvania St. It is clearly a house that has been divided into a series of rooms and apartments, 
including a basement apartment. I have no problem with the revolving door of residents. They are 
friendly and I have never had concerns with them. I do have concerns that the owner does not take care 
of the property and I imagine that it is not legally subdivided. I wonder if the basement apartment even 
has the clearance required to have people living in it. I am sure there are no sprinklers in the event of 
fire. Mostly what I see is a lack of care for the property. The winter is worse, and probably illegal, 
because the sidewalk is never cleared of snow and ice and in the middle of bad weather can have up to 4 
to 5 to 6 inches of very treacherous ice. The owner/landlord never removes snow or ice. These photos 
depict what I believe will prevail if more and more houses become boarding style houses. Not a good 
direction to take, in my opinion. 



Please let me know where your thinking is heading. I am opposed to this amendment as are many of my 
neighbors at 400 East 3rd and in District 10, where I used to live.

Sincerely,
Susan Williams

-- 

 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203

 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com













From: girishcarol at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 12:04:38 (-0600)

Name Girish Bhargava

Email Address girishcarol@gmail.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments I have lived in Denver since I came here as a PhD student in 1970’s. I am 
from India but now an American Citizen. I have seen the problems of 
multiple families living together in small spaces. Increase in traffic, 
congestion, pollution, parking, trash, water use, noise, etc. Walking and 
biking will become more difficult. Please do not turn Denver into a 3rd World 
Country. It is too easy to do harm. Please say NO for me. Thank you

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Gail Lindley <denverbookbinding@gmail.com>

To:
Maricela <chervenym@comcast.net>; Sandoval, Amanda P. - CC Member 
District 1 Denver City Council <Amanda.Sandoval@denvergov.org>; 
Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Many Grandview neighbors do NOT want Group Living
Date: 18.09.2020 08:27:15 (-0600)

Good morning,

As confusing as city issues are presented, this article in my opinion is well written for the average 
person.  Many neighbors have approached me and they do NOT support this change.  It feels like, in 
many instances that the city ( and note this is a broad term) asks for opinions as a feel good gesture and 
then proceeds anyway.

Gail

https://www.westword.com/news/old-denver-zoning-code-would-exempt-part-of-city-from-group-living-
update-11794771?utm_source=BusinessDen+Daily+NewsFeed&utm_campaign=aa0ca673ef-
EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2020_09_18_12_48&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_e8b150
-- 

•

Gail Lindley
303-455-5521

1401 W. 47th Ave
Denver, CO  80211

I will not buy any more books until I've read the ones I've got. 
 Then I laughed and laughed....



From: Laurie Boyle <boylenboyle@gmail.com>

To:

mayorsoffice@denver.gov <mayorsoffice@denver.gov>; 
dencc@denvergov.org <dencc@denvergov.org>; 
Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; 
Councilwoman Kendra Black <kendra.black@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living
Date: 20.09.2020 14:01:25 (-0600)

Good afternoon,
Please note that we are 110% opposed to group living.    
Ten unrelated people and unlimited relatives in one home is not a viable solution for the city of Denver.  
 It is nothing but a terrible idea. If you have 8 individuals in a home and they each have a car - 
where would they park all of their vehicles?  In the middle of their yard?  Trash services for such homes 
would result in trash all over our beautiful Denver neighborhoods. Noise, traffic, safety and city 
infrastructure are all unaddressed issues.. This plan does not appear to be well thought out as this would 
seriously damage the value of our Denver homes.   We are disappointed this idea is even being presented 
to the community as it is clear that our community does not support the Group Living project.  By 
commercializing our homes please explain to me how is the city supporting the interests of neighborhood 
residents?  It appears that we the voters are not being listened to at all on this amendment.   We would 
like to know where we can pick up signs against this measure.  
Rather than changing zoning of existing homes, have you given any thought of developing the land near 
DIA/Pena Boulevard and zone this area for group living?  This location has mass transit, jobs and it can 
be built to accommodate the needs of the tenants.    
Denver can do better!  
Laurie and Randy Boyle  



From: mhruss at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 20.09.2020 17:02:56 (-0600)

Name Melissa Russ

Email Address mhruss@msn.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I disagree with the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. I fully concure 
with the guest commentary by Kendra Black and Amanda Sawyer published 
in the Denver Post on 9/16. I fully concur with this commentary as well as 
Lee Terry’s. I find the group living advisory committee’s proposals 
shortsighted and ill-timed now during the pandemic. And, it is preposterous 
for them to say that this will reduce homelessness and make housing more 
affordable. It will merely cram more people into houses and incentivize 
landlords a.k.a. slumlords to convert more rentals into high occupancy 
homes. The number of unrelated people (and their families) proposed to be 
allowed to occupy a house/townhouse is absurd and I submit will destroy the 
fabric of our fair city. 

I urge you and the City Council to reject the proposal. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: rnbdds4141 at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 21.09.2020 22:26:54 (-0600)

Name Dr. Ronald Brown

Email Address rnbdds4141@gmail.com

Zip Code 80237

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Please be actively AGAINST Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. This 
amendment will destroy the integrity of our neighborhood. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: scott at birdsallgarden.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 11:36:27 (-0600)

Name Scott Huston 

Email Address scott@birdsallgarden.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments As to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7, please, NO, NO and NO!

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Planningboard - CPD <planningboard2@denvergov.org>

To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: FW: Denver's Planning Board Comment Form #13273934
Date: 14.09.2020 14:13:56 (+0000)

From: noreply@fs7.formsite.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 13, 2020 3:33 PM
To: Planningboard - CPD <planningboard2@denvergov.org>
Subject: Denver's Planning Board Comment Form #13273934

Denver Logo

Thank you for submitting a comment to the Denver Planning Board. Your input 
will be forwarded to all board members as well as the project manager. For 
information about the board and upcoming agenda items, visit 
www.DenverGov.org/planningboard.

Name shawna crocker

Address 2017 s gilpin st 

City Denver

State Colorado

ZIP code 80210

Email shawna.crocker@gmail.com

Agenda item you 
are commenting 
on:

Other

Name of Project Group Living code amendment project

Would you like to 
express support 
for or opposition 
to the project?

Strong opposition

Your comment: I already live in an area supposedly zoned for unrelated adults. It is always being 
violated, to the detrement of the neighborhood. I spend lots of time and hard 
earned money taking care of my home and yard, only to have my property values 



declined and my peace disturbed by too many people and vehicles and parties and 
noise and weeds and trash and on and on...because of density. If this passes, I'll 
move out of Denver and sell my house for a fortune. Or rent it for a fortune. If I 
can't beat them, join them...

This email was sent to planning.board@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.

Click here to report unwanted email.



From: lindafpasquinucci at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 15:42:10 (-0600)

Name Linda Pasquinucci

Email Address lindafpasquinucci@gmail.com

Zip Code 80247

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I am adamantly opposed to the proposed Group Living Code Amendment. It 
is neighborhoods like Montbello that would be adversely impacted. It is not 
zoning that perpetuates racism but banks, lenders, real estate agents, 
mortgage companies etc. To me, this amendment is a form of racism. 
Neighborhoods where housing is somewhat affordable. People in these 
neighborhoods have worked long and hard to own a home and with this 
proposed amendment they will watch their property values decrease. This 
amendment opens the door for for profit companies to come into these 
neighborhoods and buy up houses for shelters, halfway houses, houses for 
the homeless etc. This can erode the neighborhoods, increase safety and 
parking issues, and diminish the overall property maintenance in the area. 
As far as I am concerned this has nothing to do with inclusivity. With the 
extensive impact this amendment would have on neighborhoods, residents 
should be given the opportunity to vote on this It is my opinion that 
residents suffer because governments inability to manage the housing crisis. 
Maybe more affordable housing needs to be built instead of all these luxury 
apartments that are multiplying. Maybe developers need to provide so many 
units of low income housing in these luxury apartments.

This amendment won't impact me as I am in an HOA but I do drive through 
Denver and can only see this amendment causing the city to look trashy, 
unkept and rundown. Please vote against this amendment.

I feel sorry for the hard working people who live in these neighborhoods see 
the equity in their homes decrease because of the neighborhood looking run 
down and high crime rates. 

Sincerely,

Linda Pasquinucci

1011 S. Valentia St. #22

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

am adamantly opposed to the proposed Group Living Code Amendment. It is 
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zoning that perpetuates racism but banks, lenders, real estate agents, 
mortgage companies etc. To me, this amendment is a form of racism. 
Neighborhoods where housing is somewhat affordable. People in these 
neighborhoods have worked long and hard to own a home and with this 
proposed amendment they will watch their property values decrease. This 
amendment opens the door for for profit companies to come into these 
neighborhoods and buy up houses for shelters, halfway houses, houses for 
the homeless etc. This can erode the neighborhoods, increase safety and 
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As far as I am concerned this has nothing to do with inclusivity. With the 
extensive impact this amendment would have on neighborhoods, residents 
should be given the opportunity to vote on this It is my opinion that 



residents suffer because governments inability to manage the housing crisis. 
Maybe more affordable housing needs to be built instead of all these luxury 
apartments that are multiplying. Maybe developers need to provide so many 
units of low income housing in these luxury apartments.

This amendment won't impact me as I am in an HOA but I do drive through 
Denver and can only see this amendment causing the city to look trashy, 
unkept and rundown. Please vote against this amendment.

Sincerely,

Linda Pasquinucci

1011 S. Valentia St. #22

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Virus-free. www.avast.com

Virus-free. www.avast.com

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Nicole Petrovic <petrovic.nicole4@gmail.com>
To: andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning Laws Change - Support
Date: 13.09.2020 14:23:46 (-0600)

Hi, Andrew!

I currently am a resident of Washington Park West and I support the change to the Denver Zoning Laws. 
Let me know if there are other ways for me to support these changes.

Thanks!
Nicole
-- 
Nicole Petrovic
BSc : Chemistry l University of Illinois at Urbana - Champaign (2018)
MPH Candidate : Epidemiology and Global Health | Colorado School of Public Health



From: Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com>

To: Clark, Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council
<Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org>

CC:
Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Rezoning Amendment
Date: 17.09.2020 16:40:18 (-0600)

Dear Jolon:

Thank you for sending the op-ed to me. Otherwise I might not know that it had been published, and that 
you co-signed it. I hope this indicates that you and the other four councilmembers that either authored 
the piece in The Denver Post or co-signed it are veering toward undertaking what the commentary 
suggests. More time. More study. More involvement of the people impacted.

I too agree that there is a need for change, but I do not want to see an end to zoning for single family 
housing, ever. I think there should be a simple process for a person with a large, mostly empty 
home, that wants to rent rooms to people to apply for such permission, or a married couple with a child 
that have found the means to purchase a home possible because they have developed a communal living 
plan with other adults, to have that ability. I do not want to see Denver further undermined by investors 
and group home providers that "take advantage of new rules." This will not make Denver a more livable 
city.

That said, I want a code in the zoning amendment specifically for group home providers and investors 
that has nothing to do with either single-family or multi-individual living. 

I also am one of the Denverites that find myself "reacting to what has already been produced rather than 
having authentic input in its formation."

In the last two days I have attended an information session hosted and chaired by Andrew Webb and 
another input session hosted by Chris Hinds in District 10.

I found Andrew Webb very knowledgeable and articulate, but at this point he is saying - very clearly - 
that DCP is finished with this code amendment. He says his department has submitted to the City Council 
what his department thinks is the best amendment. Even though, as pointed out in the op-ed, the 
advisory committee to DCP was heavily skewed toward supporting such change, didn't fully 
participate, and left out a large majority of Denver citizens from the process.

I found this to be true at Chris Hinds' meeting as well. It was very disappointing. He does not seem 
capable of representing the very divergent interests and neighborhoods in his district and then governing 
for all of the district. He seems to be only interested in playing to the Capitol Hill neighborhood. The 
people on his panel, that might represent my point of view, and those of many pro single family zoning 
neighbors and associates of mine, were simply absent.

Please keep me in the loop as this issue continues to be discussed and debated and most importantly, 
voted upon.

Thank you,
Susan Williams

On Wed, Sep 16, 2020 at 2:26 PM Clark, Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council 
<Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org> wrote:

Susan, 

Not sure if you saw the op-ed that I signed on to, but here it is in case you missed it.

I hope you are doing well and staying healthy!

https://www.denverpost.com/2020/09/16/denver-group-living-proposal-affordable-housing-guest-
commentary/

JOLON CLARK
Denver City Council District 7



Phone:(720) 337-7777
Email: jolon.clark@denvergov.org
Pronouns: He/Him/His

Sign up for the LD7 e-newsletter here

Dial 3-1-1 for City Services
Hablamos Espanol

Correspondence with this office is an open record under the Colorado Open Records Act and must be made 
available to anyone requesting it unless the correspondence clearly states or implies a request for 
confidentiality. 

On Sep 3, 2020, at 10:11 AM, Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com> 
wrote:

Dear Jolon: 
I have contacted you previously about my concerns over the Group Living Rezoning 
Amendment. I am further dismayed to learn that it has been a priority of the Planning 
Committee for 10 years to develop a comprehensive zoning plan that includes 100% of 
the city and that has not been done. Adding a layer of zoning (i.e. Group Living 
amendment) to an incomplete city zoning plan seems wrong. I am also disheartened to 
learn that the planning Community Planning & Development rushed this process and did 
not involve neighborhood groups. I know I have never heard of any meetings to hear the 
concerns of the West Washington Park neighborhood. Again, I ask you to please note no 
on this amendment. Below is what I wrote to Mayor Hancock this morning:

Dear Mayor Hancock:

I am very concerned about the flaws in the zoning amendment currently before the city 
council.

First and foremost, I do not understand why the rezoning study did not first amend the 
original zoning, I believe referred to as Chapter 59, to include the entire city. That is a 
stated priority and should be accomplished before starting to roll out an amendment to 
accommodate for group living. This proposed amendment has not been fully vetted by the 
citizens of Denver and is putting the cart before the horse.

Second, as I have watched Denver develop, I believe the greatest damage to the city has 
been in the over-development of land. Presently, I look out at a humongous development 
across the street from where I live. This is the monstrosity being built at Speer and 
Logan. Cherry Creek North is no longer a quaint part of Denver. There are no-design 
buildings resembling the gulags of Russia all over the city. Turning our back on our 
heritage, like we did in the 1960's and 70's, when so many of the turn of the century 
mansions were bulldozed, and adding even more population per square foot by changing 
the group living zoning to who knows how many people per 2000 sf, is an act that further 
defiles the city.

I have recently read that this vision to increase density is a vision that Denver wants. I 
don't know anyone that wants this, and wonder if this is the vision of a few.

I implore you to move against the group living amendment and to task the Planning 
Committee to develop comprehensive zoning  that includes 100% of the city and involves 
all neighborhoods in the process.

Sincerely,
Susan Williams

-- 



 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203

 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com

-- 

 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203

 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com



From: FRESQUEZ FAMILY <vrfresquez@msn.com>

To:
Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor <Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>; 
Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; Flynn, Kevin J. - CC Member 
District 2 Denver City Council <Kevin.Flynn@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] NO to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 14.09.2020 15:55:32 (-0600)

Hello,

I currently reside near Hampden and Lowell in Southwest Denver with my family. I encourage you 
to vote no on the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment, I worry about the effects it will have on 
my neighborhood. 

I absolutely recognize the attention that is needed with the homeless population that continues to 
grow in Colorado. In all honesty I am not sure what the solution is but as a homeowner the 
frustration that I have felt over the last few months due to the problems in the area has me 
thinking of moving out of a home that I love and have raised my children in.

Since Covid has taken place our extremely busy and on the go family has been forced to stay 
home, my husband works from home and the kids were home from school and were not able to 
keep their jobs. As for myself I continued to work as I am an office manager for a construction 
company and we are an essential business. Because we are a family that is involved with sports 
and school and recreation, we were at home looking for ways to fill our time. We started with 
taking care of our backyard that had been neglected for far too long and we completely upgraded 
our landscaping. Because we had started to spend so much time in the backyard, we unfortunately 
witnessed some horrible things. The issue starts with the U-Stor located at 3495 S Knox Ct, our 
backyard faces the storage unit. It quickly became apparent this 24 hour storage facility had 
people living in the units, when they didn't stay in the storage unit, they park on Hamilton Ave 
which is the street we are on the north side of and the storage unit the south side of. 

Maybe this has always been an issue, maybe it has gotten worse because of everything going on 
but today I am desperate for a solution. I feel like we are waiting until something terrible happens 
and then we will see the impact this has. We have had to call the cops numerous times, we've 
witnessed drug use, people urinating, people defecating, drug deals, sex acts, possible 
prostitution, homeless camps, domestic violence among the homeless. 

I'd like to share some of the worst things we've seen. We have been working on our home and 
yard and really tried to enjoy it, while sitting in our backyard around our firepit we will make 
smores, listen to music and spend time with our kids. There is a homeless man that lives in the 
storage unit and in his van behind our home, while we are outside, he pulls up about 9pm, rolls his 
window down and watches us while he is smoking, he just glares and eventually we will call it a 
night and go inside. He often gets out of his van and has no shirt, no pants or shoes on. My 21-
year-old daughter who was home from CSU stopped going outside because she was so afraid and 
freaked out by this man who just watches our family. Over about 4-6 weeks we noticed the same 2 
cars parked behind our house, the male gets out of his car and they both get in to the back seat of 
the female's SUV and have sex. This is in the middle of day, eventually when I was sure of what 
was happening, I started talking loudly so that they knew I was there, they got out half-dressed 
pulling up their pants laughing. I continued to stare at them so they were aware, I was confident 
they would not be back and was hopeful that my family could be in our own backyard during the 
day without worrying what we might witness. Two days later in the middle of the day they 
returned and did the same thing, I called the cops, they were caught and I am assuming ticketed. 
There is a woman who lives in the storage unit and parks on the same street, different cars pull up 
and get in to her vehicle, she has drapes and cardboard she puts up around her entire vehicle so 



you can't see in, after a few minutes the different males get out of the car and she waits for the 
next to arrive. I take my 4-year-old grandson on walks and there has been drug paraphernalia 
thrown behind my yard, it is alarming. A homeless camp was set up on the property of the U-Stor, 
they were seen urinating, defecating, drinking and using drugs. On a Saturday morning we could 
hear a woman screaming for help, my daughter came running in to our room saying something 
was happening outside. Right behind our house a woman was holding on to the fence and a man 
was punching her and trying to pull her off the fence. I called 911 and the police arrived, later that 
night the camp moved to our side of the street in a homeowners yard, I was delivering meals to 
family that were unable to leave and as I arrived back home the same homeless people along with 
others were in the middle of the street fist fighting, I could not get around them to turn on to my 
street. The next morning they were finally gone and all of the belongings. This is only a fraction of 
what we have had to deal with. A couple of Saturdays ago about 2am we heard glass breaking and 
a commotion, we looked out and 2 white SUVs pulled up behind our house they had lights they 
were facing towards our house and the houses next to us. We turned off the back lights and 
turned them on again so that they knew we were up. I called the police and tried to explain to the 
dispatcher this is an ongoing problem and what we've witnessed and we needed someone to 
come out, she asked if I actually seen anyone urinating that specific night, and I had not. About an 
hour later a cop car came to our house and put their spotlight in our front yard and left. While the 
2 SUVs were already gone there were approximately 5 vehicles behind my house with people 
sleeping in them and they would be up in the morning urinating or possibly passed out with their 
head falling out the window for hours from drugs they've taken. 

I have reached out to the HOA, city council, the police, the storage unit, what I can say is I was 
contacted by someone from the city councils office (Dana) and she was helpful and attentive, the 
police officer was great as well and every vehicle that was abandoned was taken care of, I believe 
he sent someone from the city to talk with the storage facility and possibly even fined them for 
allowing people to live there. But see here's the thing the cops can't be there all the time, these 
people are just parking later than usual. Last night there were 6 vehicles with people sleeping in 
them and while I try to tell myself they are just sleeping; I have witnessed so much more and it 
should not be happening and we are just waiting for something serious to happen. What I pay for 
a mortgage and property taxes should allow me to enjoy my back yard that we poured so much 
into without the fear we are feeling. 

If this amendment is passed, please explain if and when it doesn't work and there are problems. 
Whose job is it to oversee and police all of this, I feel terrible calling the police and could probably 
call them almost daily, but I have been dealing with this for months without a permanent solution. 
You will be inviting this and more in to our neighborhoods without the support and backup 
needed for success. The burden that is being put on homeowners and what you are asking us to 
deal with is too much, I see the need to help but at what cost? The police do not have the 
resources they need and deserve to work on these kinds of problems that have grown 
substantially over the last several months. 

I appreciate you reading this and taking it under consideration,

Thank you,
Valerie Passarelli-Fresquez



From: sunnyhas2be at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 13.09.2020 13:26:25 (-0600)

Name Julie Federico

Email Address sunnyhas2be@msn.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Dear Mayor’s Office,

I am not in favor of the density that would come to my neighborhood with 
the passing of this ordinance.
I am even more opposed to the Group living ordinance now that I learn 20% 
of Denver neighborhoods would be exempt.
The City council wants to ruin my neighborhood and standard of living yet at 
the same time protect 20% of residents.
How is this fair or in the best interest of Denver residents?
Julie Federico 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: jessica@bondimports.com <jessica@bondimports.com>
To: Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] NO to the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 23.09.2020 04:49:27 ((MDT))

Greetings:

I am writing to express my disapproval on the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment. Please vote NO.

Regards,
Jessica Bond
1745 South Logan Street



From: erblauriep at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 12.09.2020 10:46:18 (-0600)

Name Laurie erb

Email Address erblauriep@gmail.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I object strongly to the proposed amendment 7 which drastically increases 
the number of people who can live in a single family home(or other types of 
properties) in the Denver area. This allows way too many people to be in one 
home and will adversely affect the quality of living for people in the Denver 
area. Please stop this now. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: E J Lorimer <ejlorimer@aol.com>

To:

robin.kneich@denvergov.org <robin.kneich@denvergov.org>; 
ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org <ortegaatlarge@denvergov.org>; 
amanda.sandoval@denvergov.org <amanda.sandoval@denvergov.org>; 
kevin.flynn@denvergov.org <kevin.flynn@denvergov.org>; 
jamie.torres@denvergov.org <jamie.torres@denvergov.org>; 
kendra.black@denvergov.org <kendra.black@denvergov.org>; 
amanda.sawyer@denvergov.org <amanda.sawyer@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashmann@denvergov.org <paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>; 
jolon.clark@denvergov.org <jolon.clark@denvergov.org>; 
christopher.herndon@denvergov.org <christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>; 
candi.cdebaca@denvergov.org <candi.cdebaca@denvergov.org>; 
chris.hinds@denvergov.org <chris.hinds@denvergov.org>; 
stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org <stacie.gilmore@denvergov.org>

CC:
michael.hancock@denvergov.org <michael.hancock@denvergov.org>; 
christian.jimenez@denvergov.org <christian.jimenez@denvergov.org>; 
andrew.webb@denvergov.org <andrew.webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please say no to GLAC
Date: 25.09.2020 00:03:37 ((UTC))
Attachments: SUMMARY -GROUP LIVING WDCA SURVEY OF RNO'S.pdf (13 pages)

Dear Council Members:

By way of this email, I am personally and respectfully asking that Denver 
Council vote NO to GLAC. 

This broad-brush omnibus proposal at this time in our history is too much for Denver 
to handle correctly (i.e. the pandemic, budget cuts, staff reduction for enforcement 
and much needed attention to matters of greater importance to Denver.)  In 
short, Denver simply doesn't have the staffing to manage this well at any level right 
now; and this may be true perhaps into 2021, contingent on Covid vaccine 
development and access. 

There are concerns that not all Council districts were involved in the initial planning, 
only a handful of RNO's were on planning committee and clearly a majority of 
neighborhoods do not fully understand the impacts on every home unit in the 
city. See attached research my neighborhood did. While it may not be the best 
research, it sets up a hypothesis that the outreach has not been good enough. Even 
CPD's recent presentation indicated only 25 RNO's had the presentation. That mirrors 
our findings--not enough information to neighborhoods throughout Denver.

Corrections Communities are especially concerning because of existing policing issues, 
shortage of enforcement staff and lack of public understanding as it relates to how, 
where located and who enforces.  Our neighborhood recently learned that State and 
County DOC's work independently, so not only could Denver County insert corrections 
communities into neighborhoods, but also the State can do this. AND, the State 
apparently doesn't check zoning or whether or not a property is properly licensed 
before locating parolees into voucher-rental homes.

Increasing unrelated adults to 10 is not reasonable considering the added inclusions of 
who qualifies as a relative and can also live in a home unit.  This will not increase 
Denver affordable housing inventories. It merely creates crowded environments in one 
home.  A couple paying $2000 a month to rent will still pay the same amount 
regardless of how many crowd in.  The developers must love Denver- we just keep 
helping them make money.



INC submitted two Resolutions to slow this down and de-bundle. Both were supported 
by a strong majority of INC member RNO votes for both resolutions. Council and CPD 
has those in file. My neighborhood (Winston Downs) voted in favor of both and also 
submitted a letter to request Council to vote "no" on GLAC.

It is also alarming that GLAC is being paired with the pandemic as a reason to vote 
"yes." The pandemic will end, but the ordinance changes will continue. They are 
mutually exclusive events. There are extraordinary needs during the pandemic that 
need attention, but this ordinance is not about the pandemic.

It would be far more valuable for Council to work on:
1) Well designed policing reforms that demonstrate to all residents the changes being 
made, and to include metrics that prove the changes are working or ones that need 
more work- then publicize "catching DPD doing right things right". Demonstrating 
positive moves is one of the highest priorities this city must address in order to 
restore faith for so many.
2) Building affordable home units. The city spent the last 10+ years giving the 
developers a free pass to "gentrify" and build unaffordable luxury homes and condos 
where affordable homes used to be.  GLAC is not a fix for the glut of unaffordable 
home units.
3) Define and implement a decent transit system. Shoe leather, bikes and scooters 
are a ludicrous claim that Denver has multi-modal transit.

Define Denver's Vision - When is the last time questions were asked such as how 
many can reasonably live in Denver based on resources (water, police, fire, electric 
grid, etc.), what law enforcement image do we want, how do we value open space 
(the reason so many want to be here), what does our transit system need and how 
will it be addressed to reduce vehicle traffic, etc? The Denveright planning was done in 
silos as it seems was GLAC. There seems to be a huge disconnect when working in 
silos and patching the pieces together.

Once needed priorities are addressed and implemented and Covid19 is resolved, then, 
and only then may be the time to go back to GLAC and define what is idealistic versus 
what is feasible and realistic to implement/manage.

Again, please vote no ; it’s not well done "as is."

Respectfully,
E. Jane Lorimer
Denver Resident since 1967



Purpose

Methodology

25% response rate;  95%  Confidence level  with 12%+/- Margin of Error

28% response rate; 95% confidence level with 11%=/- margin of error

Questions:  winstondownscommunity@gmail.com 

See below for explanations about RNO's and INC

WDCA Wants to Know Your Perception of Proposed 

Group Living Zoning Changes

A short survey was sent by Winston Downs Community Association to email addresses listed as contacts under the Denver public list 

of Registered Neighborhood Organizations (RNO). The survey was left up for two weeks with one reminder to those who had yet to 

respond.

Not all respondents answered all questions.  53 different RNOs responded . 214 listed RNO names includes some HOAs 

and any business districts who apply as RNOs

To obtain an overview of how other Denver Registered Neighborhood Organizations (RNO) perceived the proposed zoning 

amendments called Group Living.

If HOA's are removed (they are able to determine how spaces are used via homeowner association rules) then the margin of error and 

response rate changes as follows: 192 Neighborhood organizations after condo associations and other groups such as City Council 

and garden groups are removed



About Registered Neighborhood Organizations in Denver

About Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation (DenverINC) www.denverinc.org

Reporting Group

RNOs are groups formed by residents and property owners within a neighborhood who meet regularly and whose organizational and 

contact information is kept on file with the City’s Community Planning and Development Department. Like all organizations active in the 

Denver community, RNOs are an important part of the fabric of the city and play a key role in the ongoing effort to make Denver a 

great place to live and work.  Please see this website for more information: 

https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/community-planning-and-development/registered-neighborhoods.html

Denver’s Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation’s mission is to advocate for Denver citizens by bringing together, informing and empowering 

Denver neighborhood organizations to actively engage in addressing City issues.

A member of the Winston Downs Community conducted this informal and independent survey.  The outcome from responses received 

is report without opinions of the outcome. This communication contains general information only, and Winston Downs, by means of 

this communication, is not rendering professional advice or services. 

http://www.denverinc.org/


Q1. Your RNO Name

Nbr 58 RNO Respondents

1 Hutchinson Hills/Willow point Homeowners

2 NEDfans  North East Denver

3 CHERRY CREEK NORTH NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

4 Mayfair Neighbors, Inc.

5 City Park Friends and Neighbors

6 Seventh & Ash Townhome HOA

7 Mayfair

8 Country Club Historic Neighborhood, Inc.

9 Point South Neughborhood Assn

10 Hampden Heights

11 East Evans Business Association

12 HH/WP  Hutchinson Hills/Willow Point

13 South Hilltop Neighborhood Association

14 The Bear Valley Improvement Association

15 Sloan's Lake Neighborhood Association

16 East Cheesman Neighborhood Assn.

17 Greens at Lowry Homeowners Association

18 SPGB RNO Stokes Green Bowers

19 Harkness Heights

20 BRUN-Berkley Regis

21 Golden Triangle Creative District

22 LUN; Lowry United Neighborhoods 

23 ESGBA-Elyria Swansea Globeville Bus. Assn.

24 southmoor park west

25 Grandview Neighborhood Association

WDCA Wants to Know Your Perception of Proposed Group Living Zoning 

Changes

Yellow highlight 
indicates more than 
one response from 
same neighborhood (5)



26 Brooks Tower Residences

27 Montbello 2020

28 West Washington Park Neighborhood Assoc

29 CPV-Auraria Central Platt Valley

30 Wellshire Home Owners Association

31 Green Valley Ranch Citizens Advisory Board

32 Park Forest HOA

33 West 38th Ave Neighborhood Association

34 Cherry Hills Vista Neighborhood Asso

35 Pinehurst Estates HOA

36 SLUGGS  Sloans Lake

37 Platt Park People's Association (3PA)

38 Capitol Hill United Neighborhoods

39 Chaffee Park Registered Neighborhood Organization

40 Cherry Creek East

41 Lowry United Neighborhoods

42 Baker Historic Neighborhood Association 

43 Pine Valley Estates

44 Alamo Placita Neighbors

45 Virginia Vale Community Association

46 City Park West

47 Cory Merrill Neighborhood Association

48 Cherry Hills Vista Community Assn.

49 Bible Park East

50 Washington Park East Neighborhood Association

51 Prefer not to answer (Opportunity Corridor Coalition of United Residents)

52 South Hilltop Neighborhood Assoc.

53 Stokes Place Green Bowers

54 Congress Park Neighbors

55 Platt Park People’s Association

56 Chaffee Park Neighborhood Association



List of responding RNO's continued

57 Winston Downs

58 Cranmer Park/Hilltop



Answer Choices % Resp # Resp

We had a presentation by CPD or Council representative 28% 16

We discussed this as a board or neighborhood 61% 35

We had no presentation 30% 17

We had no discussion (board or neighborhood) 25% 14

Of the 57 RNO's who answered this question, 30% had no presentation; 25% had not yet discussed

Q2. Has your RNO had a presentation on the proposed changes by the City and/or reviewed the proposal? 

[Check any that apply]

n=57

28%

61%

30%

25%

We had a presentation by CPD or Council
representative

We discussed this as a board or neighborhood

We had no presentation

We had no discussion (board or neighborhood)

RNO Presentation/No Presentation
n=57



Answer Choices % Resp # Resp

We are in favor of ALL of it 6% 3

We are in favor of SOME of it 28% 15

We are in favor of NONE of it 33% 18

We have taken NO POSITION 33% 18

100% 54

Of the 54 RNO's who answered this survey, only 6% favor the plan as presented; and 28% favor some of it. 33% favor none of 

it and 33% have taken no position

Q3. If your RNO has taken a position on this proposed change to the zoning code (GLAC) Please advise your 

position

6%

28%

33%

33%

We are in favor of ALL of it

We are in favor of SOME of it

We are in favor of NONE of it

We have taken NO POSITION

RNO Position on Group Living
n=54



If you answered in favor of Some of it, to which parts do you object?

21 Responses

VERBATIM

1

2 CCHN board is opposed to GLAC as written and did not take a position on the de-bundled issues.

3

4 All

5 We are in favor of the INC position.

6 We are aligned with BRUN

7

8 The LUN Board voted in support of the INC position.

9

10 Allowed number of non family members

11

12 We agree with the INC position. That would ensure that the commercial aspects are separated from the residential aspects. 

Resolved, that additional time should be given (with timing taking into account how the pandemic is affecting residents of 

Denver) for further consideration of the proposal in order to allow council members to make sure that their constituents are 

educated on the proposal and its implementation/effect, including specific outreach to communities of color;   Further 

Resolved, that this process should seek to incorporate compromise language offered to address constituent concerns;  Further 

Resolved, that provisions of the proposal should be unbundled to allow full consideration of each material aspect of the 

proposal and, when outreach and compromise is achieved to the satisfaction of council members, such portion should be 

adopted separately.

We are in favor of increasing the number of unrelated people in a SU zone area to a slightly higher number: say, 3, 4, or the 

number of bedrooms.  We are opposed to homeless shelters or community corrections going into SU neighborhoods.

we believe that the amendment should be broken into smaller pieces. We agree that the number of non-related adults can be 

increased but not up to 5. Also there should be limit on the total number of occupants within a home for fire code code 

enforcement purposes. We also believe that enforcement would fall upon the adjacent property owners instead of the City. We 

are opposed to the changes proposed for the community corrections housing within the residential housing  section

We have serious questions about what is being proposed. We have asked CPD to slow the process so that more community 

engagement can occur.

Concerned that this would be "experimental" with no other city to benchmark against except for places like Portland and CA. 

Concerned that there would not be adequate regulations re: who is actually related or "choosing" to live together, noise, health 

and safety. Not enough details around that.

CHUN has formally weighed in on the matter; held numerous meetings in the community; and recorded our vote as a board 

and registered it with CPD.  Concerns that broad brush does not fit all neighborhoods.



13

14

15

16

17

18 The current proposal doesn't address the potential for over-proliferation in any one neighborhood.

19 all

20 We are generally not in favor but have not been able to meet as a neighborhood. 

21

WPENA objects to the inadequate education of the residents of Denver about the Text Amendment before submitting the Text 

Amendment to the Denver Planning Board. WPENA supported the Formal Resolution submitted by INC. WPENA is also very 

concerned about potential health and safety problems which may arise because of unlimited relatives of the 5, up to 10, 

unrelated adults allowed to live in one household.

We do not support the changes as they are currently written.  We do support de-bundling the Household definition from the 

Group Living language, but do not support either language as currently written.

We supported the INC ZAP resolution to de-bundle and had concerns with the definition of household (basically unlimited), with 

enforcement, and impacts on the affordable housing stock in Denver (concern with investors acquiring properties knowing how 

many people they could rent to). We did not even get to discussion of other portions. So not sure how to answer this question 

really.....

We have no issue with raising the number of unrelated adults within a household, but we strongly disagree with the 10 

recommendation. Most of us feel that 6 is sufficient. The city either hasn’t done it’s homework on the effects of increasing it to 

that number (research Austin, TX) or it has been irresponsible in providing additional policies on managing the increase in 

trash, domestic incidents, noise management, and other equally important peripheral issues. Heck, they rarely enforce the 

existing law; they have not offered concrete ways to do it if the numbers are increased. 

Our annual meeting did not occur this year due to COVID. We have had some discussion via nextdoor. As President, I 

attended a townhall meeting to learn of the proposed amendment. 

Not in favor of increases in "household" sizes beyond 4-5, and all that would bring.  Not in favor of broad window for residential 

care sizes (11-40?), want neighbor notification for even small homes.   



Answer Choices % Resp #Resp

Yes 75% 43

No 25% 14

100% 57

Q4. Were you aware that Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation (INC) sent a Formal Resolution to City Council asking 

to de-bundle the residential care, congregate living and community corrections ordinances contained in the 

omnibus change document in order to give each segment further review and input?

75%

25%

Yes No

RNO Awareness of INC's Resolution Asking to De-
Bundle   n=57



Q5. Add any other comments you wish to make

33 Responses

VERBATIM

1 This whole thing needs to be slowed down, and the Chap. 59 zoned neighborhoods brought under the DZC.

2

3

4 We supported INC’s Resolution and Recommendations to debundle some elements for further review and input.

5 Hi, personally, was unaware of any of this.

6 I can speak personally but not for the group. These questions seem to to be directed for the whole group.

7

8

9

10 The Bear Valley Improvement Association is adamantly opposed to the Group Living Amendment.

11 Short term thinking can have long term effects.

12

13 Our ZAP committee and board are reviewing ways to educate residents within our boundary.

Letter and return postcard were sent to our 360 addresses.  130 responses were received, all but one opposed GLAC, and 

many of those opposed provided strong comments.

Not all of the neighborhoods are organized into a RNO and thus not represented. Most neighborhoods did not hear about the 

proposed changes until last spring. The idea that INC reflects the will of unaffiliated neighborhoods is incorrect, they represent 

only a small number of potential Neighborhoods within the City. 

Harkness Heights NA has not taken up the issue but since we also participate in the BRUN RNO we have taken our 

discussions to that forum.  BRUN has has rather active discussions on the subject.  Robert Schmid whom I believe you know 

has led this research and discussion for Berkley Regis UN

Thanks for INC's action and response to stop this wrong action and  their voice for right within single family 

neighborhoods!

There is support for increasing the number of unrelated people who can live together, but the perception is that the proposal 

allows too many people, creating problems for already stressed resources (such as trash, inspections, parking) and that there 

should not be residential care facilities in SU, TH and RH zone categories.  The draft should be revised to be more in line with 

pier cities studied.  Denver's draft is problematic, but some concepts should be implemented in a different way.

Please organize a ZOOM forum with the bill sponsors and opposing views.  I didn't understand what un-bundling  

meant in terms of the different components of this proposal.  Also, I grew up in a multi-generational household 

where it was not unusual for 7-10 ppl to live under one roof.  The cost of living in Denver is high by design to keep 

out or drive out working class families who help build the culture of this city.  



14

15 Many of the Grandview residents listened to the BRUN presentation and there has not been any resident that wants this.

16

17 We know there is a need, but needs to be done with wisdom and comprehensive understanding of the pros/cons. 

18

19

20 Thank you. Please share the results.     Leah Older   Park Forest HOA 

21

22 We encourage members to make their feelings known individually

23 The concept meets a need; the proposed execution is the problem. 

24 No evidence by the city that any of this would increase housing affordability or livability.

25

26 Agree with INC

27

28 Would agree that this is trying to fit too much into one update and one definition.  Appreciate the INC resolution mentioned 

above.

We are concerned the make-up of GLAC didn’t have good representation.  There seems to be many details avoided such as 

monitoring, parking, and neighborhood impact.

I, and neighbors that I have talked to, am most concerned about the horrendous parking problems that will come when many 

more cars need to be accommodated on the streets which are are currently experiencing crowded parking conditions.  The 

additional person permitted in  +200 square feet is excessive.  (I, Tom Carllon,  answered this questionnaire as an individual of 

the Green Valley Ranch neighborhood, Denver, and not affiliated as an officer or member of our RNO)

Our small RNO has only met virtually since February.  We have only had administrative items on our agenda.  I will bring up 

Group Living at our next meeting.  Thank you for this survey.

I really appreciate the INC’s efforts. The meetings felt like they were designed to be nothing more than venting sessions, and 

that the city reps were not engaged. I would like to see real, long-term solutions provided by the city that extend beyond 

packing people into homes like sardines. Thanks again!!!

City Council forgets that the majority of Denver neighborhoods DO NOT  want to live next door, across the street from large 

numbers of unrelated adults and children. This will be evident when those council members run for election.....They are 

supposed to represent the will of their constituents, if they don't, they will have a difficult time come election...

The density is a major problem.  The understanding of the number of people allowed in a single residence seems to be 

misunderstood.  The number is 5 adults with unlimited family members (relatives of any kind or age) for a smaller residence 

and 10 adults with unlimited  family members for a larger residence.  So basically, the number is unlimited. In addition, the 

correctional  component (convicts) and homeless portion of the proposal are completely unacceptable and unsafe.  The city of 

denver will not break this zoning proposal up regardless of how many residents oppose the enormous proposal with its many 

components.  This zoning proposal will eliminate our suburbs and single-family neighborhoods.

I am a Board member of West Wash Park NA but cannot answer this on behalf of WWPNA.  We have supported the 

debundling and may approve the reduction to 5 adults allowed in a household.



29

30

31 This needs to be postponed until in person meetings and presentations can happen.  

32

33

We would be interested in seeing more information about INC's de-bundling proposal.  It would be helpful is one of our major 

media outlets would cover INC's proposal.

These city-wide text amendments need a separate extended community planning engagement period and process that 

requires meeting with all neighborhood stakeholders.  The city is moving forward with many of these amendments that will 

change the fabric of our communities and few residents are aware how their property rights are being impacted.  These 

amendments are a simple pathway for the city to make far-reaching changes to zoning with minimal work.  It is my opinion this 

process is broken and the city has an agenda to remove all barriers to redevelopment throughout the city and few people are 

aware of it.

Debundling doesn't make sense.  Everything in this change works well together to enhance our alternative housing options... 

and yes that includes halfway houses. 

We urge Council to work on more important issues such as police reform and homelessness.  This is not the 

answer.



From: Teresa Lynne <teresalynne13@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment 
Date: 11.09.2020 23:25:32 (-0600)

If this Amendment is passed Denver will become a Slum.  These neighborhoods do not have the 
infrastructure let alone parking space for group living.  Bear Valley doesn’t even have street lights!

Homeless group homes? This is the best idea you people can come up with?  Shame on you! This should 
not be a decision that’s made by people who will not be affected.

GLAC is a BAD IDEA! I have worked too hard for you to come in and ruin my life!

Teresa Stoffel

720-373-7644



From: girishcarol at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 22.09.2020 12:04:38 (-0600)

Name Girish Bhargava

Email Address girishcarol@gmail.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments I have lived in Denver since I came here as a PhD student in 1970’s. I am 
from India but now an American Citizen. I have seen the problems of 
multiple families living together in small spaces. Increase in traffic, 
congestion, pollution, parking, trash, water use, noise, etc. Walking and 
biking will become more difficult. Please do not turn Denver into a 3rd World 
Country. It is too easy to do harm. Please say NO for me. Thank you

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Linda Moiseyev <linmois@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Amendment #7
Date: 21.09.2020 12:44:50 (-0600)

I vehemently oppose this amendment.
Please feel free to put a group living facility next to your own home...NOT MINE.



From: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>

To: b_egg@msn.com <b_egg@msn.com>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner 
Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>

Subject: Group Living Update
Date: 21.09.2020 15:45:37 (+0000)

Hello Barbara,

Thank you for sharing your comments, I have copied the program manager, Andrew Webb, so your 
comments can be recorded.  If you haven’t already visited the project website, I encourage you to Click 
Here For The Project Website as it has more information about what is proposed, upcoming hearings and 
form where you can sign up for e-mail notification of any updates.

I also wanted to let you know that I hosted a virtual meeting for the Group Living Update on August 14th, 
her is the recording if you would like to watch it Click Here. 

Stay well,

Amanda P. Sandoval
Councilwoman District 1
Denver City Council
City and County of Denver
p: (720) 337.7701
Pocketgov.com |Denver 8 TV | Facebook | Newsletter

From: noreply@fs12.formsite.com <noreply@fs12.formsite.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2020 10:31 AM
To: District 1 Comments <DistrictOne@denvergov.org>
Subject: Council District 1 Contact Form Result #11372948

First Name Barbara

Last Name Abegg

Email Address b_egg@msn.com

To better serve you, please share your 
address or nearest intersection.

35th & Oscepla

Comment or message Please do not support the amendment #7 Group Living 
Zoning Code.
This is not good for the residential neighborhoods and not 
fair to the long time residents this city



This email was sent to districtone@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: donbatt at earthlink.net <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 14:19:47 (-0600)

Name Don Batt

Email Address donbatt@earthlink.net

Zip Code 80207

Select a topic Neighborhood complaints

Agency/Department Development Services

Comments City Council,
This is to voice our opposition to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. 
Park Hill has long been zoned for single-family residences and should remain 
so. Residents of our neighborhood have worked their whole lives to be able 
to live in a peaceful area that provides the Constitutional promise of 
domestic tranquility. Although the stated purpose of this change is to provide 
living space to the disadvantaged, the history of development in Denver 
speaks otherwise. From the so-called “slot-homes” in the Highlands, to the 
multi-storied boxes in Capital Hill, development only benefits developers. 
Once these abominations are completed, the developers and investors 
gather their profits and move on, leaving behind congestion, trash, and a 
landscape vulnerable to floods and devoid of wildlife. Once-beautiful, tree-
lined neighborhoods devolve into heat traps, increasing climate change. We 
urge you to preserve our urban forest and preserve our residential 
neighborhoods.
Don Batt
2390 Eudora Street
Denver, C) 80207

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: rgberg at comcast.net <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 13:56:11 (-0600)

Name Robert Berg

Email Address rgberg@comcast.net

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Hi Mayor Hancock

I'm very much opposed to the new ordinance being proposed for Denver, the 
"Group Living Zoning Code Amendment 7".

It appears to have arisen from a sincere effort to address the housing crisis 
in our city, BUT it will cause more problems than it solves. 

The city already has legal tools at its disposal to facilitate shelters, halfway 
houses and other group living enterprises. Amendment 7 is not needed for 
that.

Amendment 7 will be a gift to small-time slumlords, people who want to buy 
houses and then pack them full with too many tenants. How many houses in 
residential neighborhoods actually have 10 bedrooms and space to park 6 
cars???

Amendment 7 will allow greedy property owners to jam their rental houses 
with bunks in each bedroom, living rooms converted to bedrooms, and 
substandard bedrooms in musty basements. It will allow them to gravel their 
rental house yards for tenant parking and it will allow them to profit from 
free parking on public streets. 

Amendment 7 isn't written to help the less fortunate among us - it's written 
to help greedy slumlords.

RB

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: dafairlamb at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 13:51:05 (-0600)

Name Diana Fairlamb

Email Address dafairlamb@gmail.com

Zip Code 80237

Select a topic Neighborhood complaints

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Gentlemen,

I received information that Denver is planning roup Living Zoning as to 
Group Living Amendment #7. I heartily disagree with the following: 
residential halfway houses for convicted felons, homeless shelters, sober 
living homes, unrelated adults each with unlimited relatives, 6 vehicles per 
property plus unlimited street parking. I don't want these in my 
neighborhood that has children in it, and I don't want these in our 
neighborhood due to older people. This is a terrible idea, and my hope is 
that the vote on these doesn't pass. It's not safe for us.

Thank you.

Diana Fairlamb 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: brian.breitenwischer at lfg.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 13:49:27 (-0600)

Name Bennett and Oliver breitenwischer

Email Address brian.breitenwischer@lfg.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I have read more about Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 and am 
firmly opposed to this amendment. I think it would create parking problems, 
lower our property values, create significant safety issues and compromise 
the quality of life in the neighborhoods we have chosen to live in.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: thecraftsmen at comcast.net <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 13:40:19 (-0600)

Name Dan Foster

Email Address thecraftsmen@comcast.net

Zip Code 80236

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Please voice disapproval of the 184 page group living amendments which 
aims to destroy our residential area. Or move from the exempt area you live 
in into the areas that will be affected. That way you could have some rapists, 
car jackers and thieves move in next door.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: mkirk at goldenmetals.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 07:17:38 (-0600)

Name Michael Kirk

Email Address mkirk@goldenmetals.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Mayor Hancock:
I recently became aware of Amendment #7. This amendment would be a 
detriment to our wonderful city and neighborhoods. Please vote NO on this 
issue. Who in their mind would conceive of such an idea?
Respectfully, Michael Kirk

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: kingmyr10 at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 29.09.2020 14:15:09 (-0600)

Name Myrna King

Email Address kingmyr10@gmail.com

Zip Code 80218

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments I am strongly 
against the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 Our quality of live will 
suffer greatly. Meanwhile the elites who want this amendment passed will 
not be affected. The elites will be okay. Don’t destroy the middle class.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: marypromoitems at aol.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 29.09.2020 12:27:04 (-0600)

Name John & Mary Prout Prout

Email Address marypromoitems@aol.com

Zip Code 80206

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Dear Mayor Hancock, My wife and I are totally against Group Living 
Amendment #7. It will destroy the beauty and appeal of Denver almost 
overnight if it is passed. Its passage would cause immediate exodus of 
prosperous Denverites OUT of the City, turning our neighborhoods into slums 
in short order. Denver will become a laughing stock, and it will rapidly 
descend into almost complete ruin as far as the appeal and beauty of the 
city is concerned. It will introduce an almost 3rd world scenario of drugs, run 
down properties, crime, litter, you name it. Has anyone considered the extra 
number of cars , both running and abandoned that will choke the streets? 
The negative senario is almost endless. PLEASE OPPOSE THIS VERY UNWISE 
MOVE. Thank you, John and Mary Prout.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: gardenbliss at comcast.net <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 26.09.2020 11:09:25 (-0600)

Name Mary Thompson

Email Address gardenbliss@comcast.net

Zip Code 80206

Select a topic Property information

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Do not pass the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. As a property 
owner, I do not think this Amendment will be good for Denver.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: mmbunch at comcast.net <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 26.09.2020 08:16:48 (-0600)

Name Marlene Bunch

Email Address mmbunch@comcast.net

Zip Code 80206

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Please do not allow Group Living Zoning Code Amendment to pass. It will be 
nothing but bad for the city of Denver and its' residents. Let's not become 
another Chicago or NY with citizens making a mass exodus. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: karenlynnfarver at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 25.09.2020 12:27:02 (-0600)

Name Karen Farver

Email Address karenlynnfarver@gmail.com

Zip Code 80206

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments We are strongly against the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
We do not agree with the changes to our neighborhood. Vote NO

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: StewardNazzaro at Hotmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 25.09.2020 10:46:53 (-0600)

Name Steward Nazzaro

Email Address StewardNazzaro@Hotmail.com

Zip Code 80206

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Vote NO on Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7. This benefits real 
estate investors and is a betrayal of homeowners throughout the city. 
Inevitably it will lower property values and livability of the city, essentially 
making it a slum. VOTE NO. Do not do this to your constituents!

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: DenisBensard at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 25.09.2020 08:56:12 (-0600)

Name Denis

Email Address DenisBensard@gmail.com

Zip Code 80218

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Dear Mayor Hancock

Please assist us in opposing City Council's effort to change Zoning - 
Amendment #7. At the very least this type of change should be put to the 
voters and taxpayers of Denver. Thank you

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: holly_flannigan at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 25.09.2020 08:35:30 (-0600)

Name holly d flannigan

Email Address holly_flannigan@msn.com

Zip Code 80220

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Arts & Venues

Comments Dear Mayor Hancock,
I am a Denver homeowner of 22 years. I am writing to express my 
opposition for the Group Living Zoning Amendment #7. This amendment will 
destroy this beautiful and vibrant city. 

Please look to New York City's Upper West Side as an example of this 
destruction. Mayor DeBlasio and the city council instituted a similar zoning 
change. After the zoning change many older hotels were converted to house 
the homeless and those recently released from prison. The streets went from 
clean, quiet and safe to a dumping ground for the most undesirable urban 
elements. Residents find human feces, used needles and sex acts performed 
by drugged out individuals. Property values dropped 50% on the Upper West 
side. 

Please do not allow destruction of Denver with this zoning change. Our 
property values will drop. As a single mom I cannot lose money in my single 
greatest investment. 

Sincerely,
Holly Flannigan

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Kevin.crespo at mac.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 24.09.2020 18:12:27 (-0600)

Name Kevin Crespo

Email Address Kevin.crespo@mac.com

Zip Code 80237

Select a topic Property information

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Hello Mayor
I want to put my 2 cents in on the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment. I 
thought Donald Trumps accusation that the Democrats are going to "destroy 
your suburbs" was another one of his ginned up fantasies. Apparently not. 
The changes in zoning are exactly that. It's difficult to wrap the mind around 
the numbers of folks that will be allowed to live in single family dwellings. 
And for sure Big Money will be looking to scoop up properties to turn in to 
slum dwelling shanties. I'm in the rental business and there are plenty of 
those already. Big Real Estate has plenty of undeveloped land that with 
some creative thinking could be used to help the homeless and others. 
Instead middle class folks are asked to bear the burden of homelessness, 
lack of mental health infrastructure and over crowded prisons.
Please support home owners and reject Amendment 7.
Thanks for listening 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: nick.pelliccia at gmail.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 30.09.2020 16:10:14 (-0600)

Name Nick Pelliccia

Email Address nick.pelliccia@gmail.com

Zip Code 80212

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Mayor Hancock,

I am writing to express my concern and opposition to Group Living 
Amendment Proposal. 

While this proposal has benefits, it comes with potentially severe 
consequences and as written does not protect the safety and concerns of the 
people already living in these neighborhoods. 

There are no provisions that prevent this proposal from being used to allow 
halfway houses and homeless shelters in neighborhoods that are not 
equipped with the proper resources to support the needs of those types of 
housing. 

There has already been significant resistance to this proposal from the 
citizens of Denver who you serve; please listen to us. Please listen to the 
input from the citizens and integrate this into your plans/ approach for this 
proposal. 

Best regards,
Nick Pelliccia

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: cdelavi at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 30.09.2020 15:17:26 (-0600)

Name Cheryl De La Victoria

Email Address cdelavi@msn.com

Zip Code 80231

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Dear Mayor Hancock:

I want to voice my STRONG opinion AGAINST Group Living Zoning Code 
Amendment #7.

I was born and raised in Denver and have seen many changes to this city 
but have yet to read anything as disgusting as this. I don't want my property 
value to tank and if this is passed, I will seriously be looking to move out of 
this city and state. 

This used to be a beautiful state and wonderful city, but it has turned into 
something I cannot be a part. I do not want my retirement years to be spent 
worrying about issues like this. 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: slelmacus at aol.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 30.09.2020 13:45:26 (-0600)

Name Steven MacDonald

Email Address slelmacus@aol.com

Zip Code 80209

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments Dear Mayor Hancock,

I represent 6 Denver voters (spouse and married children) who strongly =
reject Amendment #7. Please actively work to kill this amendment. =
Please bring some sanity into your planning department and protect our =
neighborhoods.

Thank you.

Steven MacDonald
1046 S. Williams St

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: ruby0314 at msn.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 01.10.2020 16:14:42 (-0600)

Name Ruby Meredith

Email Address ruby0314@msn.com

Zip Code 80206

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I am against Group Living zoning code Amendment #7. It will negatively 
impact my neighborhood, my city. Passage of this Amendment No. 7 will:
-overload our already crowded neighborhood schools, thereby effecting our 
young people’s futures.
-increase traffic, noise, trash and congestion
-over commercialization of our quaint neighbors
-put money in pockets of investors and operators, at the expense of my 
families safety and well being.
-strain our aging infrastructure.
- negatively effect mine, my families and my neighbors property values
-negatively effect my quality of life

Vote NO on Amendment No. 7, Group Living Zoning Code.

Ruby Meredith, Registered Voter
Denver, CO 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: donnacornstubble5386 at comcast.net <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 06.10.2020 15:36:13 (-0600)

Name William & Donna Cornstubble

Email Address donnacornstubble5386@comcast.net

Zip Code 80239

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments we have lived in our home since it was built.... 44 years... montbello high 
school is where our two daughters graduated... now you are letting them 
destory our neighbor hood... monbello was the last part of the city to ever 
get anything... now you are destory it just because it is monbello... the 
denver rescue mission is too close to downtown... so you are dumping it on 
montbello ... just like all the other mayors ... we do not want "group living 
Zoning code Amendment # 7... like any mayors denver ever had... William & 
Donna Cornstubble 

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: brandt at wpcomm.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 06.10.2020 12:12:02 (-0600)

Name Brandt Wilkins

Email Address brandt@wpcomm.com

Zip Code 80220

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments I received on my car windshield a flyer from Safe and Sound Denver. I do 
not agree with this group’s attempt to obstruct making Denver zoning and 
it’s neighborhoods more accommodating to all fellow citizens.

As your constituent, I would ask you to do everything to support diverse 
housing options in our city. I live on 6th Ave and I would love to see the 
neighborhood zoning and approach to letting all citizens benefit from living in 
the area.

I support the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment 7. We need a good 
range of housing options in all neighborhoods to uplift the entire city. And I 
do not support closing the gates to my neighborhood in fear of others.

Let’s welcome everyone.

Brandt Wilkins
4900 E 6th Ave Pkwy
Denver CO 80220

303.910.0822

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: gt3235 at mac.com <noreply@fs7.formsite.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: 05.10.2020 17:05:47 (-0600)

Name Greg Thomas

Email Address gt3235@mac.com

Zip Code 80210

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Community Planning & Development

Comments Group Living Amendment

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.



From: Kimberly Weiss <kweisshhk@gmail.com>

To:

City Council District 5 <DenverCouncil5@denvergov.org>; Doug Weiss
<dougweisshhk@gmail.com>; dencc - City Council <dencc@denvergov.org>; 
edson.ibanez@denvergo.org <edson.ibanez@denvergo.org>; Mayorsoffice
<mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; Rezoning - CPD <Rezoning@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 1055 N Locust St 20201-00062
Date: 29.09.2020 15:09:57 (-0600)

Hello, 

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the rezoning proposal for 1055 N Locust St. for the 
following reasons:

1. The nature of the intended residents (ie violent offenders, convicted felons, sex offenders, and those in 
treatment for substance abuse) is a potential danger to nearby residents.

2. Proposed transitional housing is in the middle of a family neighborhood with many young children. It is 
also within 1/4 mile of at least two elementary schools.

3. Proposed plan to erect a large 8 bedroom building in the midst of a single family neighborhood will 
hurt neighborhood esthetic and decrease nearby property values.

4. Proposed development will cause many more vehicles to be parked on street, creating traffic and 
safety problems.

Douglas and Kimberly Weiss
1035 N Monaco Parkway
Denver



From: E Greene <egreene400@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
CC: E Greene <egreene400@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Amendment #7 Group Living
Date: 04.10.2020 14:04:16 (-0600)
Attachments: Issue Notice - Safe & Sound 09-24-2020.pdf (1 page)

Mayor Hancock, 

I am writing as a Denver resident concerning Amendment #7.  

It is a startling proposal which would negatively impact the quality of living 
for neighborhoods across the city.  I respectfully request that you strike 
down this proposal due to the reasons listed below.

I am also including a Safe & Sound flyer which has been posted throughout our 
neighborhood.  

Thank you for you time and attention, 

Sincerely, 

Erin Greene 
400 Williams St
303-388-5955
311 Case# 405-0934

Reasons for eliminating Amendment #7 - Group Living

            - Increase density, overcrowding, added stress to communities

            - Middle and Upper middle class families with children will 
              move to other cities (suburbs) which will reduce the tax base, 

widen economic gaps, and diminish schools.

            - Unleashes a flood of new construction from out of state investors with 
               no concern for the community.  Over building impacts are permanent. 

            - Clogs streets with parking issues in a city with limited availability; 
              lack of mobility for those without transportation will increase foot traffic 
              within neighborhoods. 

            - Exacerbates the problem by creating an open invitation to out of state
              populations to migrate for benefits intended for the local population in need, 
              and further burdens Taxpayers.

            - Spreads the problem throughout the fabric of Denver communities, 
scatters homeless groups further distancing them from social services  

              providers, harder to manage, higher costs.

            - At-risk lifestyle will permeate throughout the community. 
              May encourage neighborhood youth to indulge in "at risk" lifestyle
              by seeing it first hand.    (Broken window syndrome)

            - Decreases safety across the city.  Increases crime, and places a greater
              burden on local police forces.  Creates an atmosphere of flouting the law.  
              Damages cohesive communities. 

            - Locals will feel vulnerable to transient influences, trash, graffiti, 
              solicitation of residents, panhandling, drug use (needles littering sidewalks).    
              Increased costs to current residents to upgrade home security (i.e. Video 
              surveillance, fencing, lighting, etc.). 

            - Lowers property values, spreads poverty into healthy neighborhoods. 
               - Erodes quality of life Coloradans have worked to maintain for generations.



               - Lowers living standards, creates slums, lack of maintenance of property, 
                 degrades civic pride. 

- Negatively impacts many more than it helps. 

            - Makes Denver more like undesirable cities such as Chicago, Los Angeles.

            - Doesn’t solve the core issues of addiction and homelessness.  Encourages a 
              dependent lifestyle. Provides a Band-Aid for unemployment/health issues. 





From: Nina McGehee <ngmcgehee@q.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Amendment 7
Date: 02.10.2020 17:21:58 (-0600)

I am outraged that the City Council and Mayor are once again considering ways to destroy 
Park Hill's neighborhood integrity by introducing Amendment 7. Once again, this will only 
benefit developers. Stop this and consider that Denver proper is made up of old 
neighborhoods with people like me that have been in our homes for 27 years. We don't 
want it destroyed by crime, over-crowding, traffic, trash and commercialization! Your 
continued service depends on our support as neighbors and you are losing all of the 
households I know.
Nina McGehee

-- 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use 
of the individual or entity to which they are addressed. If you have received this email in 
error please notify the system manager. This message contains confidential information 
and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you 
should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately 
by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your 
system. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, 
distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly 
prohibited



From: Claudia and Stan Humbargar <humbargars4@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Changing the Single Family Zoning
Date: 30.09.2020 21:18:11 (-0600)

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Claudia and Stan Humbargar <humbargars4@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 9:14 PM
Subject: Changing the Single Family Zoning
To: <mayorsoffice@denver.gov>, <dencc@denvergov.org>

Dear Mayor and City Council, 

We have great concern about the changing of the single family zoning code that you are going to be 
voting on soon. We love living in the city of Denver and we have been residents of Hampden Heights East 
over 40 years. We are concerned that allowing property owners or investors to convert their single family 
homes into a community corrections facility or into a homeless shelter for residents of 10 or more, per 
home, depending on the square footage would be a very big detriment to the city of Denver. 

We believe that since there is no way to control this zoning change, a greedy landlord would be more 
concerned about the money they are going to make by buying houses in Denver and converting them -- 
than truly being part of the neighborhood community that they own property in. We also have sober 
living homes not only in our neighborhood but also across Denver. They have a limit of 8 residents living 
in the house plus many strict rules. We would hate to see the numbers going up to 10 or more, with the 
increase in parking and trash in a residence initially built as a single family residence. I don't know that 
the homeless and corrections people would have the same strict rules as the sober living houses do. As 
homeless camps are removed from Denver all we hear about is the amount of used needles, trash and 
abandoned property left behind. Another concern is the amount of undesirable social issues, such as 
possible mental illness, that homeless residents may present in neighborhoods where young children are 
present. We don't feel that these facilities would be good to have in residential neighborhoods. The 
correction facilities are likely to have people being released from incarceration early and may become 
dangerous to those around them. 

Specific to the Hampden Heights neighborhood, it already has numerous multi unit apartment and condo 
complexes surrounding the entire subdivision, with many more already being constructed. We have a lot 
of cars parked on our residential streets from these multi unit buildings because apparently their complex 
owners only allow them to have limited parking spaces per unit, so the overflow of additional residents or 
their guest's cars ends up being parked on our neighborhood streets. 

We also have increased traffic flow on Hampden since we can no longer access southbound I-225 to get 
to southbound I-25 from Yosemite at I-225. Therefore, all that traffic from southeast Denver has to use 
either eastbound Hampden to I-25 or continue south to Bellevue to access southbound I-25. Additionally, 
since the placement of medians on Hampden from I-25 to Tamarac the traffic flow has deteriorated 
substantially. The number of U turns on this stretch of Hampden has become extremely dangerous. Also, 
we have witnessed, multiple times, emergency vehicles stuck in traffic because the vehicles in front of 
them have no way of pulling to the side to allow them to pass. With the additional traffic that these 
zoning changes would create the situation would only become worse. 

We just don't feel that it is a safe practice to allow community corrections facilities or conversions of 
single family homes into shelters to pop up anywhere. Overall we think it would decrease the desirability 
of people moving into Denver County when they can just go to the suburbs and not have to deal with the 
zoning changes that could potentially pop up next door. However, we understand that you have 
exempted your own neighborhoods. This is a concern to us that you would exempt certain or any 
neighborhoods if you feel this is really a good safe practice. So we think by your own actions it's telling us 
that you do not think this is good for everyone equally in the County of Denver. 

It is our opinion that it would better serve the homeless community or corrections people to be in a 
facility in more of a retail commercial zone. For example, the Kmart that is on Evans and Monaco which 
we understand is now under contract to be developed into an apartment complex, but that would have 
been a great place to purchase and set up a shelter of some sort with occupational and training, having 
ample parking and potential jobs nearby. Also, there are many rundown hotels and senior homes that are 
standing empty around Denver that might also work in some capacity as intermediate group homes or 
shelters. Hampden Heights already has a group home in the community and an additional one that is set 
up and run nearby.



There is a larger facility, run by the Volunteers of America, at the southernmost boundary of Hampden 
Heights East that seems to be well run and causing no problems within the community. The big difference 
there is that it is being operated by a commercial/professional entity, whereas the individual residences 
that may become correction or homeless residences would be owned by individuals, within residential 
blocks, with the owners not living in or caring for the surrounding residences.

In conclusion, we feel that this zoning consideration is not in the best interest of the Denver property 
owners and residents and should be denied. Thank you for your consideration of this very important 
issue.

Respectfully submitted,
Stan and Claudia Humbargar
3364 S Clinton Ct
Denver, CO 80231
Life long residents of Denver and 42 year residents of Hampden Heights East



From: Kathi Witulski <kwitulski77@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7
Date: 30.09.2020 09:10:57 (-0600)

Subject: Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7

Mayor Hannock -

We urge you to vote against the Group Living Zoning Amendment #7. Although we don't think it would 
impact our SE Denver neighborhood at this time, we don't feel it is necessary nor good for the whole of 
Denver.

Sincerely,

Dick and Kathi Witulski



From: Susan Williams <susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com>

To:

Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; mayorsoffice@denver.gov
<mayorsoffice@denver.gov>; Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor
<Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>; District 1 Comments
<DistrictOne@denvergov.org>; kevin.flynn@denverorg.org
<kevin.flynn@denverorg.org>; Torres, Jamie C. - CC Member District 3 
Denver City Council <Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org>; Black, Kendra A. - CC 
Member District 4 Denver City Council <Kendra.Black@denvergov.org>; City 
Council District 5 <DenverCouncil5@denvergov.org>; 
paul.kashman@denvergov.org <paul.kashman@denvergov.org>; Clark, 
Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council
<Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org>; Herndon, Christopher J. - CC Member District 
8 Denver City Coun <Christopher.Herndon@denvergov.org>; District 9
<District9@denvergov.org>; Hinds, Chris - CC Member District 10 Denver 
City Council <Chris.Hinds@denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge
<kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; Deborah Ortega - Councilwoman At Large
<OrtegaAtLarge@Denvergov.org>; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
<Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>; Lucero, Nathan J. - CAO Asst City Attorney 
- Sr <Nathan.Lucero@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Housing Amendment
Date: 25.09.2020 21:31:29 (-0600)
Attachments: Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.17.11 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 

9.17.32 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.17.45 PM.png (1 page), 
Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 9.18.00 PM.png (1 page), Screen Shot 2020-09-25 at 
9.18.27 PM.png (1 page)

Dear All: 

I am opposed to the Group Housing Amendment and urge you all to vote no on it as it exists right now. I 
have shared my views several times with Mayor Hancock, Councilpersons Clark and Hinds, and Planner 
Andrew Webb. I have also participated in zoom calls with Councilperson Hinds and Planner Webb. 
Nothing has convinced me that this amendment should go forward. These are my concerns:

1. This Zoning Amendment allows for half-way houses, correctional housing and other supervised group 
homes to be allowed in largely single-family residence zoned neighborhoods. I believe that zoning for 
such housing should be approved on a one-by-one basis, based on very strict criteria, that includes 
approval by the RNO that will be affected.

2. This Zoning Amendment does not include the neighborhoods that are exempted by the earlier zoning 
codes, namely Chapter 59 and The Denver Zoning Code (from 2010?). It is my understanding that the 
exempted neighborhoods require that inspectors go building by building, home by home, to determine 
what kind of building it is and how many people that are related and unrelated live there, and ultimately 
how the building should be labeled. This should be done before an overarching code change such as the 
one before the council is considered.

3. This Zoning Amendment allows for too many unrelated people to live in residences by square footage. 
The number of people and their relatives allowed to live in 2000 square feet is simply too many for any 
neighborhood context, and all the services that would be required: education, greenspace, inspection, 
parking, sanitation, water. etc. will not be adequate.

4. This Zoning Amendment overrides zoning for single family housing. I am opposed to this. Denver has 
always been a very approachable and livable city. Adding so much density will denigrate neighborhood 
living and change forever Denver's livability quotient. I want single-family housing zoning to remain in 
place

5. Attached to this email are a series of photos of the house directly south of where I live, on 
Pennsylvania St. It is clearly a house that has been divided into a series of rooms and apartments, 
including a basement apartment. I have no problem with the revolving door of residents. They are 
friendly and I have never had concerns with them. I do have concerns that the owner does not take care 
of the property and I imagine that it is not legally subdivided. I wonder if the basement apartment even 
has the clearance required to have people living in it. I am sure there are no sprinklers in the event of 
fire. Mostly what I see is a lack of care for the property. The winter is worse, and probably illegal, 
because the sidewalk is never cleared of snow and ice and in the middle of bad weather can have up to 4 
to 5 to 6 inches of very treacherous ice. The owner/landlord never removes snow or ice. These photos 
depict what I believe will prevail if more and more houses become boarding style houses. Not a good 
direction to take, in my opinion. 



Please let me know where your thinking is heading. I am opposed to this amendment as are many of my 
neighbors at 400 East 3rd and in District 10, where I used to live.

Sincerely,
Susan Williams

-- 

400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308 | DENVER, CO 80203

O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937

susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com













From: garytrentm@aol.com <garytrentm@aol.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Amendment # 7
Date: 26.09.2020 12:01:38 (-0600)

Mayor Hancock:

As 40+ year residents of Denver (@ 556 Franklin St for over 30 years) my wife and I want you to know we 
oppose Group Living Amendment # 7. We believe it is not the solution to Denver's housing concerns.

We do support the supervised camping ground project.

Gary Moore
garytrentm@aol.com
303-718-0470



From: JJ Gorsuch <jjgorsuch@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Amendment
Date: 28.09.2020 22:34:43 (-0600)

Hello Mayor Hancock-

Please stop pushing forward with this initiative. It really doesn’t seem well thought out and seems like it is just as likely to 
create inequities (and other problems) as to solve them. Bring the rest of Denver zoning up to date first. Try living up to 
the Game Plan before rezoning along these lines. (See esp, pg 123 of 
https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/Denveright/documents/Game%
20Plan/GamePlan_FinalReport.pdf and how that would interact with the proposed rezoning…we’d be only making the 
Park and Greenspace inequities greater! 

Please stop endorsement and go back to the drawing board!

Thanks and thank you for all that you do!

-JJ Gorsuch
1785 Kearney St.
Denver CO 80220



From: Andrea's personal email <seasonit@comcast.net>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living zoning code
Date: 24.09.2020 17:19:18 (-0600)

Mr Mayor,

I wanted to email in regards to the group living zoning code that will be voted upon in 
October. I am not in support of this change.

Andrea Tenenbaum
SE Denver



From: Carole Ibarra <cibarragrl@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Code Amendment # 7
Date: 05.10.2020 21:25:11 (-0600)

Hello, 

My name is Carole Ibarra and I am a voter living in the Park Hill neighborhood.  I am extremely 
concerned that the city is considering allowing group homes in all parts of Denver.  Please reconsider this 
initiative.  Destroying city neighborhoods that are family friendly does not strike me as a positive step for 
the city of Denver.  Are you actually trying to drive families to leave urban areas?  Please keep Denver an 
attractive option for middle class families.  Thank you.

Carole Ibarra
1925 Glencoe Street
Denver  80207



From: chariscraven <chariscraven@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living zoning code amendment #7
Date: 26.09.2020 16:08:04 (-0600)

Please do not pass this. A very bad idea for the integrity of our 
neighborhoods. There has been little information sent to us so you are doing 
this without our informed consent. 

I repeat we think this is a very bad idea.
Thank you for paying attention to a concerned citizen.
Charis Craven



From: wildrickdebbie@gmail.com <wildrickdebbie@gmail.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 - OPPOSED
Date: 26.09.2020 18:03:51 (-0600)

Dear Mayor Hancock, I am writing about Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7for which I am 
adamantly opposed.
I am not sure how this even got to a docket. Denver is a beautiful place to live. Certainly I can support 
programs for which help the homeless and mentally ill. BUT THIS IS NOT THE SOLUTION.
And, I won’t tolerate it in my neighborhood. I live in one of the oldest most valuable neighborhoods in the 
City, Highlands and particularly a historic district, Potter Highlands. 
I am wondering how you might think that this is good for this city. This is betrayal of Denver homeowners. 
Find another way to support the homeless and mentally ill. And, certainly, the convicted criminals. It’s not 
in our neighborhoods. And, it’s not to benefit planners, developers and organizations vested in their own 
gain….period.
Thank you for your support,
Debbie Wildrick
wildrickdebbie@gmail.com
214-912-1676



From: Linda Will <trustinginhim6@icloud.com>
To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living zoning code amendment #7
Date: 06.10.2020 13:25:32 (-0600)

> 

>> Dear city council members and Mayor Hancock:
>>

>> I am writing to you to express my extreme disapproval of amendment #7.  As a resident of Park Hill 
for over 60 years, I know that it will be a total disaster for one of Denver’s loveliest and oldest 
neighborhoods. When purchasing my property, I did so with the understanding that the zoning would 
remain unchanged. Now, however, if this proposal should pass, it would UNDOUBTEDLY mean the 
following:
>>

>> 1. Lower property values
>> 2. Greatly increased traffic, noise, trash and congestion
>> 3. Strain on aging infrastructure (water and sewer lines).  My home is over 100 years old!!

>> 4. Safety concerns for myself and my other family members.
>> 5. Increased crime
>> 6. Commercialization of single-family neighborhoods with investors and operators buying properties 
instead of owner-occupants.
>>
>> This threatens to erase the integrity of our neighborhoods, demolish property values and destroy the 
cultures that make our neighborhoods unique and desirable. We are well aware that this amendment is 
backed by planners, developers and organizations vested in their own commercial and political gain and 
not the interests of neighborhood residents!!!!!!!
>>

>> Please, please come to your senses and DO NOT PASS such a destructive ruling that will impact every 
resident of Park Hill, completely change the landscape of this neighborhood, and forever change the lives 
of residents who have worked so hard to live in such an historical area.
>>

>> Respectfully,
>>
>> Linda Will

>>
>>
>> Sent from my iPhone



From: Harold Wippler <harold.wippler@gmail.com>

To: Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>; dencc - City Council
<dencc@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group living zoning code amendment #7
Date: 06.10.2020 16:54:22 (-0600)

>>

>> Dear city council members and Mayor Hancock:
>>
>> I am writing to you to express my extreme disapproval of amendment #7.  As a resident of Park Hill 
for over 60 years, I know that it will be a total disaster for one of Denver’s loveliest and oldest 
neighborhoods. When purchasing my property, I did so with the understanding that the zoning would 
remain unchanged. Now, however, if this proposal should pass, it would UNDOUBTEDLY mean the 
following:
>>
>> 1. Lower property values
>> 2. Greatly increased traffic, noise, trash and congestion

>> 3. Strain on aging infrastructure (water and sewer lines).  My home is over 100 years old!!
>> 4. Safety concerns for myself and my other family members.
>> 5. Increased crime

>> 6. Commercialization of single-family neighborhoods with investors and operators buying properties 
instead of owner-occupants.

>>
>> This threatens to erase the integrity of our neighborhoods, demolish property values and destroy the 
cultures that make our neighborhoods unique and desirable. We are well aware that this amendment is 
backed by planners, developers and organizations vested in their own commercial and political gain and 
not the interests of neighborhood residents!!!!!!!
>>
>> Please, please come to your senses and DO NOT PASS such a destructive ruling that will impact every 
resident of Park Hill, completely change the landscape of this neighborhood, and forever change the lives 
of residents who have worked so hard to live in such an historical area.
>>
>> Respectfully,

>>
>> Harold Wippler



From: Rhonda Stroud <rjstroud78@yahoo.com>

To: Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor <Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>; 
Mayorsoffice <mayorsoffice@denvergov.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] NO to Group Living Zoning Code Amendment
Date: 30.09.2020 14:37:14 (-0600)

Please vote NO to the Group Living Zoning Code. 

Thank you, 

Rhonda Stroud
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