
From: Peter Droege
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Stop pandering to developers with group living
Date: Friday, August 28, 2020 1:00:37 PM

Andrew,
Developers could care less about the quality of life in Denver neighborhoods so stop
pandering to them with group living. When they heard that a recovery house had ten people
paying $1,500/month ($15,000/month) that was all they needed to hear. They are going to
make a fortune and you are taking the lead to help them.

Stop ignoring the people of Denver. This is a DEMOCRACY which means that our votes
count.

I am a resident of southwest Denver and would be glad to talk. I used to run a residential drug
recovery program and can share what it would be like to have ten unsupervised alcoholics or
drug addicts in a house. Not compassionate for anyone involved.

Peter

Peter Droege
303-519-9533

mailto:pjdroege@gmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org


From: nate
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Community Planning
Date: Monday, August 31, 2020 5:53:52 PM

Hi Andrew. I’ve been a property tax payer to the city of Denver for over ten years. I oppose
the group living rules updates and whoever came up with the idea. Denver needs more people
having equity in their community, instead of more absentee landlords. New housing stock
desperately needs to be built, and this could be accomplished by allowing buildings with much
smaller units, ditching outdated parking requirements, and not being frivolous with
developers. I think a lot of residents of Denver neighborhoods are already at their limits of
how much crime, noise , and drugs they are willing to live around. Absentee landlords running
Airbnb party houses, neglected houses with group renters cycling though, and halfway homes,
are a recipe for taxpayer base moving to the suburbs.

Respectfully,
Nate

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.

mailto:nateinco@protonmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://protonmail.com__;!!M87Ej6RJKlw!H2sxTFs0zkgn7KN9ZGnKXxoMaREWepvCfkzSU-0GxWahObb76wf7UKcbRZbebrDik7CCjw$


From: Mimi Pomeranz
To: Mayorsoffice
Cc: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior; City Council District 5
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Covid and the Group Living Proposal
Date: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 3:25:21 PM

Dear Denver city council members and Mayor Hancock,

The Center for Disease Control has issued a moratorium on rental evictions until 2021 due to grave concerns about
the spread of Covid.  Our national government is concerned that, by people being evicted and  living in more group
situations, the virus will rapidly spread, negatively affect, and even kill citizens.

The current Covid health crisis, alone, should be grounds for Denver city council to postpone  its vote on the Denver
Group Living proposal until after January, 2021.

How can Denver defy the national concerns of this virus and advocate for more than tripling the number of persons,
per domicile, at this very critical and dangerous time in our country?

What up until now has been a very ill advised and politically driven agenda for The Denver Group Living Proposal,
has become a potentially deadly situation for Denver and its residents. 

If Denver city council does not postpone voting on this measure until the virus is contained, It will be an act of gross
negligence on each and every member’s part, and the public will judge him or her accordingly. 

Respectfully,

Mimi Pomeranz, M.A.
Certified Parenting Coach
MSP Peaceful Parenting Coaching
Mpomeranz@comcast.net
303-941-9546
MSPpeacefulparentingcoaching.com

mailto:mpomeranz@comcast.net
mailto:mayorsoffice@denvergov.org
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
mailto:DenverCouncil5@denvergov.org


From: Debra Roth
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] denver group housing
Date: Sunday, August 30, 2020 11:34:16 AM

Not for this at all! 

mailto:debra.roth57@gmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org


From: klnunn802@aol.com
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] DENVER ZONING CHANGES
Date: Sunday, September 06, 2020 12:03:01 PM

OPPOSED TO ZONING CHANGES --2020
We are bought our house as a new build in 1983 in the Glenbrook subdivision which is in District 2.

We are very much OPPOSED to the current proposed changes to the zoning in Denver neighborhoods.
We have raised our family here and take pride in keeping it remodeled to maintain current property
values.   

The current zoning already includes 2 unrelated people to live together and this includes unlimited
children and other relatives for each of the 2 people.  Family dynamics have changed with soaring rental
property costs the younger generation can’t afford to move out.    Extending the number to 10 unrelated
people will completely destroy our neighborhoods.  We are ready live with streets lined with cars and we
don’t need people turning their front lawns into parking lots!

Denver already has a large number of group homes used for prison reform, sober living homes and/or
homeless shelters throughout District 2.   Our neighborhood is not close to any facilities for counseling for
individuals let alone Police presence.  It appears that you are trying to move the problem from downtown
Denver to the suburbs so that Denver doesn’t appear to have a problem if it spread throughout the
city.  This is not the way to handle the situation.

Kathleen Nunn – Glenbrook 

mailto:klnunn802@aol.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org


From: Tonia Wilson
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Cc: Black, Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Feedback for 9/1 LUTI Meeting - Opposition to Group Living Proposal
Date: Monday, August 31, 2020 5:01:51 PM

Hello, Andrew.

My letter below, which I submitted on August 28 at 8:28 am, did not appear in the comment
packet for tomorrow’s LUTI Meeting. Please add it.

Thank you,

Tonia

Begin forwarded message:

From: Tonia Wilson <toniawilson@hotmail.com>
Date: August 27, 2020 at 8:28:37 AM MDT
To: "christopher.herndon@denvergov.org"
<christopher.herndon@denvergov.org>, "districtone@denvergov.org"
<districtone@denvergov.org>, "Black, Kendra A. - City Council"
<Kendra.Black@denvergov.org>, "district9@denvergov.org"
<district9@denvergov.org>, "paul.kashmann@denvergov.org"
<paul.kashmann@denvergov.org>, "Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org"
<Jamie.Torres@denvergov.org>
Cc: "Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor" <Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org>
Subject: Feedback for 9/1 LUTI Meeting - Opposition to Group Living
Proposal


LUTI Committee Members:
 
I am writing to oppose the Group Living Proposal. The proposal is not an acceptable
solution to the affordable housing issue in Denver.
 
The proposal is a break in the social contract between Denver government and
Denver residents. When making a choice about where to live either as renters or as
homeowners, Denver residents consider a number of factors, such as access to public
transportation, proximity to parks and trails, schools, and overall safety. Denver zoning
rules protect the character of neighborhoods so that would-be residents feel secure in
their housing decisions and generally know what to expect in their surroundings. The
zoning changes presented in this proposal pulls the rug out from under residents who
moved into Denver’s “suburban context” neighborhoods based on the original social
contract that provided quiet, safe neighborhoods. Regardless of the perceived origins
of the zoning code, current residents (some who bought just last year, some who have
been renting for a decade, and some who bought 40 years ago) will be harmed by the

mailto:toniawilson@hotmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
mailto:Kendra.Black@denvergov.org


elements of the zoning proposal.
 
The 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 LUTI 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.
 
The revised proposal does not go far enough to incorporate the community
feedback received: There are over 134,000 single family homes in Denver who would
be impacted by this proposal. Over 80% of comments submitted to the advisory
committee opposed the original proposal. For the revised proposal, Denver Community
Planning and Development skewed the summary numbers of feedback collected,
leaving out of their for/against count the 1500+ letters of opposition collected via
change.org while including the few hundred letters collected via the national YIMBY
organization.
 
The proposal in its current form does not adequately address the specific concerns
voiced in the original feedback sessions, during Planning Board meetings, and in letters.
In fact, the only word that comes to mind when I think about how community
opposition from all neighborhoods in Denver has been treated is “disdain.” GLAC
originally dismissed feedback that opposed the proposal, saying only old, white people
from Southmoor opposed. As more and more neighborhoods across Denver learned
about this proposal, residents of all ages and races are coming out in opposition. Don’t
believe me? Listen to the recording of the eight hour Denver Planning Board meeting
on August 19.
 
On a side note, dismissing feedback based on race and age is racist and ageist, neither
of which should be tolerated by Denver government. On this issue of age in particular, I
suggest you think instead about “life stage” instead of focusing on a number. People
have different needs in different life stages and Denver should have neighborhoods
that best meet residents’ needs based on where they are in life. Where someone is in
life is not about age but about mindset, which means anyone can be at any life stage
regardless of their age. A one-size-fits-all model that fits the narrative of people in one
life stage is not appropriate for others who are in a different life stage.
 
Communication about the revised proposal and the new input process was not
clear: The most recent round of changes up for discussion was not as well publicized as
the original proposal. The communications that were sent stated that there would be a
“30-day comment period,” but those communications did not include the start date of
the comment period nor the end date. The communications also failed to tell citizens
that any comments submitted before the start date of the new comment period would
not be included in the new packets to Zoning Board members and city council



members for consideration. The Next Door post put up by the City of Denver for this
latest revision did not have an enabled comment feature, which is not a standard
procedure for other City of Denver posts on this site. I asked multiple times about this
and was told it was not a priority for the Community and Planning Development
communications team. In fact, I was told specifically that “we’re not going to reach
everyone and that’s not our goal.” (direct quote from the Director of Communications)
 
Advisory committee lacks adequate neighborhood representation: According to your
website, “The committee represented a broad cross-section of community members,
registered neighborhood organization (RNO) representatives, group-living service
providers and clients, elected officials, design professionals and other stakeholders, to
ensure a public process that included multiple perspectives and walks of life.” A review
of the committee members reveals that the balance of neighborhood representatives
versus group-living service providers, elected officials, and design professionals is
skewed heavily towards the latter (65% from for-profit or non-profit businesses, 18%
from Denver government, and 19% from neighborhoods). Neighborhood input should
be equally balanced when making decisions that directly impact homeowners and
others who have chosen to live in specific neighborhood classifications.
 
Recent analysis of GLAC and the Denver Planning Board further reveals the self-interest
of the committee and Board members:

Members of GLAC who also are on the Denver Planning Board: After seeing this,
I’m no longer surprised that Denver Planning Board approved the proposal.
Members of GLAC and Denver Planning Board who are members of the YIMBY
non profit organization
Members of GLAC involved in specific areas of real estate investing who stand to
profit specifically from these changes moving forward
Members of GLAC working for for-profit businesses that stand to profit from
these changes moving forward
Members of GLAC who spoke during the community input session at the Denver
Planning Board meeting while presenting themselves as “regular citizens” rather
than revealing themselves as member so the very committee that created the
proposal

The advisory committee lacks diversity: Making decisions on issues meant to improve
the lives of certain populations requires involvement from those populations. A review
of the advisory committee reveals a lack of diversity among the committee members,
which is ironic given the current talking points used by the committee. How can the
committee say it is working in the best interest of those populations if individuals from
those populations aren’t represented on the advisory committee?
 
The proposal lacks actual financial analysis to demonstrate the viability of the
proposal. Not much more to say here other than taxpayers should not bear the burden
of a lack of thorough analysis. Something that may seem to work in one city is not
reason enough to say (a) it actually works and (b) it would work in Denver.
 
Housing community corrections in the same neighborhoods as vulnerable
populations is unsafe: Of greatest concern is the proposed consolidation of
community corrections into the same zoning category as other group/residential care



housing, many of which are protected by the Fair Housing Act. First, community
corrections is not a protected use under the Fair Housing so should not be “hidden” in
zoning alongside other, protected uses. Next, placing an extension of the prison system
in the suburban neighborhood context within homes zoned as single family is not
appropriate at all, particularly given that our single-family neighborhoods include
vulnerable populations, such as children and the elderly. Also unacceptable is the
proposal’s lack of spacing, density, and community information meeting requirements
for the Type 1 classification. In essence, this would allow a community corrections
operator to buy up multiple units within a neighborhood, which certainly would have a
negative impact on the surrounding community, including homeowners whose largest
personal investments are, in most cases, their homes.
 
My personal story: Several years ago, I was the victim of a crime committed by
someone who was on parole at the time. When they finally caught the criminal, the
police were able to positively match the criminal to the crime scene on the exact date
and time due to the data collected by the ankle monitor he was wearing while
committing the crime against me. Because of that experience, the thought of having a
group of convicted criminals who are still serving out their sentences living in my
neighborhood terrifies me. DPD frequently reminds citizens that most crimes
committed are “crimes of opportunity.” This proposal opens up all Denver
neighborhoods as potential opportunities for criminals who have proven already that
they choose to not live by society’s rules. A community corrections house across from a
school? A community corrections house next to the home of an elderly widow? A
community corrections house overlooking a park playground? A community corrections
house in the neighborhood of someone who has already been a victim once and
replays that day in her head every day? Unacceptable.
Regards,
 
Tonia Wilson
8101 E Dartmouth Avenue #41
Denver, CO 80231
 



From: Susan Williams
To: Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor; Clark, Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council; Webb, Andrew -

CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Amendment
Date: Saturday, September 05, 2020 8:29:09 AM

Dear Mayor Hancock, Councilperson Clark, and Andrew Webb:

As you know the CDC has recommended that a moratorium on evictions be in effect for many
more months to protect people and communities from Covid 19. Also office buildings,
businesses including restaurants and all manor of retail, schools from preschool and daycare to
colleges, medical facilities and the list goes on and on have implemented social distancing
space plans. It is counterintuitive at this time in our economy and our environment to consider
an amendment that would increase the number of legal residents in a single residence.

I implore all of you that have legislative power to vote no on this amendment and to turn your
attention to building a safe Denver, a sound Denver, and a more beautiful Denver. In the
meanwhile, the planning department should focus on the development of an all encompassing
zoning code that covers 100% of the city and allows for neighborhood input and participation
all along the way. 

Sincerely,
Susan Williams
-- 

 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203
 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937
 susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com

mailto:susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com
mailto:Michael.Hancock@denvergov.org
mailto:Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
mailto:susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com


From: L Bell
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living Proposal
Date: Wednesday, September 09, 2020 11:37:38 AM

Hello Andrew, 

My name is Laurie Bell, a voting constituent in Denver. I am writing to express my
disapproval of the proposal to change the number of unrelated individuals living in a home in
Denver to 10.

I appreciate proponents' intent to use this proposal as a means of tackling income inequality
and housing issues. Sadly, I can say from personal experience that this does not alleviate the
economic or housing issues for the persons intended.

I witnessed rents increasing and building maintenance decreasing, along with crime spikes as a
result of similar programs from where I used to live (San Jose, Ca).   Within five years, we
could no longer afford the rent hikes, or tolerate the below code/dubious living conditions and
declining neighborhoods, and were eventually priced out of our town and state.

I do appreciate Denver's efforts at trying to keep up with being the fastest growing non-coastal
metro area, however, if it follows similar efforts to those of my hometown's, I do not see it
boding well financially for the city or its residents.   

Thank you kindly for taking in and forwarding my comments to the appropriate parties.

Sincerely,
Laurie Bell

mailto:laurieannbell@gmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org


From: lynne bruning
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living: PSH for reentry justice involved should be classified as Residential Care
Date: Friday, September 04, 2020 7:00:13 AM

September 4, 2020

Denver Planning Department,

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) for reentry justice involved should be classified as Group Living Residential Care
because:

An entire PSH project may be utilized for reentry justice involved renters. These facilities have full time employees that may
provide the residents with on-premise treatment and oversight in a similar manner as halfway homes and transitional housing.
If classified as Residential Care then developers are required to host a community outreach meeting providing the neighbors
the facts, a direct line of communication and the ability to negotiate a Good Neighbor Agreement.

PSH projects serving reentry justice involved renters should be factored into the spacing of community correctional and
transitional housing. The architectural requirement of a locking door on each living unit doesn’t make a the inhabitants any
different than any other ex-convict. A locking door may simply be a more cost effective way to eliminate spacing and density
requirements which should be both equitable and accountable across all neighborhoods.

PSH developers claim that 30% AMI residents don’t have the money to afford a vehicle therefore no parking is required.
However, PSH service plans reflect that projects hire full time staff, security and maintenance workers. These employees
require on-site parking.  Additionally, residents may have regular and frequent visits from personal caregivers and parole
officers. Failure to provide parking to employees, visitors and some residents results in undue burden upon the street parking
for surrounding neighbors and businesses. If classified as Residential Support these projects would be required to provide
parking. 

PSH provides on-site treatment, supervision and protective oversight similar to halfway homes and transitional housing. The
nature of the project and the clientele these projects serve is essentially the same. Regulations for community outreach,
density, spacing and parking should be tied to the project use not to a residents choice of going to a meeting or not.

PSH for reentry justice involved is not  what community members consider multifamily housing and the neighbors shouldn’t
be kept in the dark as to what’s being constructed on the adjacent parcel with taxpayer money. Residential Care projects that
provide housing and services for 10 - 40 or more reentry justice involved renters impact the neighbors use, enjoyment and
future development of their parcels. 

Please classify Primary Supportive Housing for reentry justice involved as Residential Care. 

Regards,
Lynne Bruning
720-272-0956
lynnebruning@gmail.com

mailto:lynnebruning@gmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
mailto:lynnebruning@gmail.com


From: Gwen P
To: Flynn, Kevin J. - CC Member District 2 Denver City Council; Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living/Group Homes Rezoning
Date: Thursday, September 10, 2020 8:54:48 PM

Hello Kevin and Andew:

Please consider my points as you consider this very important issue:

1.  The unlimited members of each of the 5 unrelated people IS NOTHING BUT
CRAZY.  WHY SET UP SUCH A HORRIBLE SITUATION FOR PEOPLE TO TAKE
ADVANTAGE OF -- AND YOU KNOW THEY WILL.  THE UNLIMITED PROVISION
SHOULD BE STRICKEN.  

2.  Parking should be considered - its downrirght ridiculous to be adding more
people to a location without considering parking.  Why should existing residents
pay for this????

3.  Without considering these two issues, you are catering to people who have
moved to Denver without a thought to the cost of living in lieu of the residents
who would like to expect to live in peace.

4.  10-20 people living in a 1600 sq ft house is so ridiculous that as a Planner
Andrew, you should be embarrassed to even pose this as an option.  What
planner in your office would like to live anywhere near this house with 20
occupants?  

5.  If people can't afford to live in Denver, let them move to North Platte,
Nebraska, or maybe Trinidad, Colorado - both nice towns.  Also, some great
towns in East Tennessee.   I should not have to alter my lifestyle because people
make foolish decisions and decide they can't afford it here.  I bet these same
people are spending money on skiing, cigarettes and possibly drugs.   

Thank you for your help in advancing citizen input.  

Life is Beautiful
Gwen Paton
5350 S. Jay Circle, 8H, Littleton, CO
423-480-9016-cell
303-728-9173-home

mailto:gwenp888@gmail.com
mailto:Kevin.Flynn@denvergov.org
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org


From: DiscoverTheSelf
To: Mayorsoffice
Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to Group Living Zoning Code
Date: Friday, September 11, 2020 12:31:55 PM

       Dear Mayor Hancock,

You were elected to represent the constituents, not developers.
No one I know of in Bear Valley wants group living units in this neighborhood.
Please stop this action now.
You are robbing us of the peace and security home ownership affords as well as
disregarding the civil rights of determination.

David Hoefer 
2836 S Joslin Ct 

mailto:hoeferman2@gmail.com
mailto:mayorsoffice@denvergov.org


From: Marissa Metcalf
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Group Living Changes
Date: Saturday, August 29, 2020 10:22:12 AM

Andrew Webb,

I want to voice my support for Denver’s group living changes. I value the right of my neighbors and community members to live in 
families or groups of their own choosing. I believe this proposal is an important and much-needed step toward creating more inclusive, 
affordable housing. Enacting the proposed changes is especially critical in light of the COVID-19 pandemic; the COVID-19 Eviction 
Defense Project estimates 100,000 Denver residents could face the prospect of eviction by the end of this year. Please vote to pass this 
proposal. 

Thank you,
Marissa Metcalf 

mailto:marissa.a.metcalf@gmail.com
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org


From: Susan Williams
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Cc: Hancock, Michael B. - MO Mayor; Clark, Jolon M. - CC Member District 7 Denver City Council
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning Amendment
Date: Thursday, September 03, 2020 10:10:55 AM

Dear Andrew:

I have recently learned that you are the heading of the zoning amendment project regarding
group living. I am opposed to this amendment and have written to both Mayor Hancock and
City Councilperson Jolon Clark a number of times to express my concerns.

I just learned that since 2010 it has been a priority of your department to create a
comprehensive zoning plan for Denver that includes 100% of the city, and that under Chapter
59, only about 20% of the city is included. I would agree that this is a priority and should be
accomplished before any other zoning amendments are passed. Especially with regard to
Group Living. I am totally opposed to this and believe it will lead to the total destruction of
Denver's character and it's opportunity to be a "great" city. We are handling our growth and
development without regard to our historical precedents, and we seem to be on a path of
destruction not dissimilar to what happened in the 60's and 70's when ugly apartment buildings
replaced the beautiful large homes that were built in Capitol Hill in the late 1800's and at the
turn of the century.

I have also recently read that Denver Planning is trying to adopt a plan based on Portland,
Oregon's rezoning. Has this been vetted by the citizenry? Who decided upon this approach? I
feel the fate of the city is in the hands of a few who are not talking to the citizens.

Also reported, is that you have tried to rush this re-zoning amendment through without
involving neighborhood groups, somewhat taking advantage of the Covid stay at home orders.
This is wrong. Zoning involves property owners and citizens and we should be involved in this
process.

Please explain yourself.

Sincerely,
Susan Williams

-- 

 400 E. THIRD AVE., SUITE 308  |  DENVER, CO  80203
 O 303.777.0107 | C 303.563.9937
 susanmorrisonwilliams@gmail.com
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From: Corey Patrick
To: Mayorsoffice; Flynn, Kevin J. - CC Member District 2 Denver City Council
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change/ GLAC
Date: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 3:47:57 PM

To Denver city council,

I have recently been made aware of the full zoning plan changes Denver plans to make
from BV president Richard Saiz. My wife and I are just aghast at the proposed changes.
What "good" could possibly come out of this. Putting the public at risk was bad enough with
increasing the occupants in housing but making "correctional homes" all over Denver is very
bad planning. My wife came from a city in another state where this was implemented over
20 years ago and it was a disaster. I moved to Bear Valley because I grew up in a high
crime area of Denver and didn't want my spouse and myself to have to deal with this in our
later years.

For the people who say: "This put us in the 21st century" This is just plain wishful thinking
and virtue signaling. Moving people around into other neighborhoods who need homes or to
be in halfway home doesn't get rid of the problem it only shoves those in need into other
areas. To every council member: why not step up to the plate and invite these people in
need into your own home to stay long term and tell me how that worked out 10 years from
now.

Signed,

Mr. Corey Hesterman

mailto:cph80013@yahoo.com
mailto:mayorsoffice@denvergov.org
mailto:Kevin.Flynn@denvergov.org


From: Ginger Stookesberry
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Cc: Ginger Stookesberry
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning changes
Date: Saturday, August 29, 2020 7:12:58 AM

August 28, 2020

Dear Mr. Webb,

I do not support the zoning changes for Denver that you are proposing.  Denver’s
neighborhoods are what make this city strong.  Neighbors know each other.  They look out for
each other.  Stability is the key component of a desirable neighborhood.  Your amendment
will create instability in our communities.  

Owning a home in a desirable neighborhood is a dream for many people, realized through hard
work.  A home is often a family’s biggest investment and their nest egg for the future.   What
right do you have to come in to our city and propose outlandish changes to help our out of
control homeless situation.  Your proposal (created by a board that had very little
neighborhood association representation) proposes putting criminals in our midst, adding on-
street parking to our already very dense neighborhood and destroying our sense of community.
 

We moved to the Cheesman Park neighborhood for the beauty and diversity of this
neighborhood AS IT IS NOW.  Yes, there is room for change:  Smaller, well-thought-out
incremental changes targeted to commercial or transitional areas.  There is no reason to write
such a drastic change in our zoning code for our entire city.   

For the record, I strongly oppose your Group Living Zoning Amendment.  

Sincerely,
Virginia Stookesberry
745 Franklin Street
Denver, CO  80218

Ginger Stookesberry
Creative Copy
ginstookes@comcast.net

mailto:ginstookes@comcast.net
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org
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mailto:ginstookes@comcast.net
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Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior

From: Corey Patrick <cph80013@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 3:48 PM
To: Mayorsoffice; Flynn, Kevin J. - CC Member District 2 Denver City Council
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change/ GLAC

To Denver city council, 
 
 
I have recently been made aware of the full zoning plan changes Denver plans to make from BV president 
Richard Saiz. My wife and I are just aghast at the proposed changes. What "good" could possibly come out 
of this. Putting the public at risk was bad enough with increasing the occupants in housing but making 
"correctional homes" all over Denver is very bad planning. My wife came from a city in another state 
where this was implemented over 20 years ago and it was a disaster. I moved to Bear Valley because I 
grew up in a high crime area of Denver and didn't want my spouse and myself to have to deal with this in 
our later years. 
 
For the people who say: "This put us in the 21st century" This is just plain wishful thinking and virtue 
signaling. Moving people around into other neighborhoods who need homes or to be in halfway home 
doesn't get rid of the problem it only shoves those in need into other areas. To every council member: 
why not step up to the plate and invite these people in need into your own home to stay long term and 
tell me how that worked out 10 years from now. 
 
 
Signed, 
 
Mr. Corey Hesterman 



From: noreply@fs7.formsite.com on behalf of tracysport01 at gmail.com
To: Mayorsoffice
Subject: Contact the Mayor request confirmation
Date: Thursday, September 10, 2020 3:49:56 PM

Name tracy brisch

Email Address tracysport01@gmail.com

Zip Code 80214

Select a topic Other

Agency/Department Other

Comments 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.

This email was sent to mayorsoffice@denvergov.org as a result of a form being completed.
Click here to report unwanted email.
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From: Proofpoint TRAP
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Group Living is a Scheme to Defraud
Date: Wednesday, September 09, 2020 5:52:19 PM

Message has been released from quarantine: 
This email has now been released from quarantine by Proofpoint Threat Response based on the
IT Email Security policy. 

From: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 8:08:09 PM
To: Proofpoint TRAP <ProofpointTRAP@denvergov.org>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Group Living is a Scheme to Defraud
 
Message has been quarantined: 
This email has been quarantined by Proofpoint Threat Response based on the IT Email Security
policy. 

From: Charles Dickinson <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Saturday, August 29, 2020 6:02:02 PM
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior <Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Group Living is a Scheme to Defraud
 

Andrew Webb,

The Denver "Group Living" zoning change proposals are a cleverly designed campaign to
open the door to profiteers hoping to place community corrections and addiction treatment
homes into established Denver neighborhoods, something that they cannot do under the
existing zoning regulations. The issue is being disguised by commercial interests as an
affordable housing issue to gain sympathy and support. I urge you to limit the number number
of unrelated people living in a home to no more than 4, and to enact legislation to prevent
unregulated commercialization of Denver neighborhoods.

Charles Dickinson 
dickinsonc@gmail.com 
4003 S Rosemary Way 
Denver, Colorado 80237

mailto:ProofpointTRAP@denvergov.org
mailto:Andrew.Webb@denvergov.org




From: Weigle, Elizabeth K. - CPD City Planner Senior
To: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Reality Check- EAP and Group Living
Date: Thursday, September 10, 2020 3:26:39 PM
Attachments: image001.png

FYI.

 

Elizabeth Weigle, AICP | Senior City Planner
Community Planning and Development | City and County of Denver
p: (720) 865.3073 | elizabeth.weigle@denvergov.org
DenverGov.org/CPD | Twitter | Instagram | Take our Survey

CONNECT WITH US | 311 | pocketgov.com | denvergov.org | Denver 8 TV | Facebook
 

 
Community Planning and Development is doing our part to support social distancing
recommendations. Please help us in this effort by doing business with us online instead of in
person: www.denvergov.org/cpd.
 

From: Erik Stark <er.ik@comcast.net> 
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 5:26 AM
To: Weigle, Elizabeth K. - CPD City Planner Senior <Elizabeth.Weigle@denvergov.org>; Upton, Curt C.
- CPD City Planner Principal <Curt.Upton@denvergov.org>; Herndon, Christopher J. - CC Member
District 8 Denver City Coun <Christopher.Herndon@denvergov.org>; Sawyer, Amanda - CC Member
District 5 Denver City Council <Amanda.Sawyer@denvergov.org>; kniechatlarge
<kniechatlarge@denvergov.org>; Ortega, Deborah L. - CC Member At Large Denver City Council
<Deborah.Ortega@denvergov.org>
Cc: District 9 <District9@denvergov.org>; denvereastneighborhoodsfirst@gmail.com;
zoningplanning@denverinc.org
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Reality Check- EAP and Group Living
 

Reality Check
 

As I celebrated my 57th birthday the other day, I realized that Denver wasn’t the city I grew up in and
knew like the back of my hand.  The city I grew to love and appreciate more and more over time.  It
wasn’t the city that had hidden charm everywhere, beautiful parks that were returned to glory,
amazing old neighborhoods, mom and pop restaurants and haunts all over, or distinct communities
that were listened to by their City Council members.  It was a city that had become a diminishing
quality of life for all those who had lived here for years.  A city that was disappearing down its ever
growing bad decision-making process.  Taking stock of all this now as a Denver native, I look out and
see in an eye-popping short time, an unrecognizable city.  A city with more people, more cars, more
traffic, more congestion, more pollution, more flooding due to more impervious ground cover, more
heat island effect as climate change worsens, more scrapes, more gentrification, more homeless,
more government cronyism and corruption, more selling out to money, more expensive and
unaffordable homes, apartments, mortgages and rents, more and more expensive mass transit
systems, less parkland per capita and getting worse every day, less social and economic diversity,
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less affordability, less responsive and open government, less listening, less common sense, less
thoughtful decision making, less satisfaction, and less quality of life across the board.  One has to
finally ask- what are you doing?  Decision makers for Denver.  So-called Representatives.  What are
you doing??  You seem to be trapped in your own bad paradigms.
 
I am for change.  I am for adapting.  I am for growing.  I am for inclusion.  I am for thoughtfulness.  I
am for engagement.  I am for progress.  I am not for big money.  I am not an elitist.  I am not a
racist.  I am not a backward looking conservative.  I know the best is yet to come.  I know we have to
heal the past.  I know we have to make things better.  I know none of that is happening due to any of
the decisions being made for our communities by this Mayor or his Administration or most of the
City Council (there are a few welcome standouts).  This is the reality we are living in now.  For most
of you, we are no longer your constituents.
 
Your constituents are the people who are coming.  And the people who aren’t even here yet.  The
people who haven’t even voted for you yet.  They are your priority.  You plan for them.  You don’t
plan for us.  We’re treated like an impediment.  We’re in the way.  Old thinkers.  We’re not the ones
who actually helped make Denver a better, and such desirable place to live.  Who tended old yards
handed down to them from previous generations who also did the same with loving care.  We aren’t
those who inspired meaningful and sensible change in neighborhoods as the culture changed and
society developed along new and interesting lines.  Who managed to help create one of the most
desirable places to live in the country.  Who have been here perhaps even before you were.  We’re
aren’t anything to actually be valued or much desired.  We aren’t your constituents anymore.  Not
really.  We vote for ghosts, pretending they’ll represent us.  How you adopted this corporate value
system, devoid of your civic duty of responsible government, is beyond me.  Truly.
 
So now we have the East Area Plan.  The latest greatest plan without a plan.  We were told it wasn’t
being done really for more affordability.  We were told it wasn’t being done because of the BRT; it
would happen regardless of that.  So why was it being done?  Oh yea.  Density.  Because of the
housing shortage.  Tens of thousands of houses and apartments short.  If you build it, they will
come.  But why here?  We were told that density was supposed to go in along the transit lines.  They
even had a name for it.  Transit Oriented Development.  TOD.  But wait, we don’t, and won’t ever,
have a light rail line going through East Colfax.  But we do have the I-70 corridor, the I-25 corridor,
the I-225 corridor, the Santa Fe corridor, the East Hampden Ave corridor, the 470 loop, etc., that all
have areas of cheaper land, often with warehouses or other commercial uses, and all with transit
lines not affected by traffic sitting nearby.  Yet we have a housing shortage.  Why is that?  Because
even though these corridors have some development in some areas, developers know they really
want to build in the older established areas because that’s where people want to be.  They can make
more money, charge more money, build more money in the areas that are more “desirable”, and all
under the guise that that’s where people are going so we have to build more density there.  If you
build it, they will come.  Of course, affordability has never been a part of this contrived equation.
 
Since Denver has gone from about 470,000 to 730,000 in the last 30 years (over 50% increase) and
increased 130,000 in just the last 10, affordability has plummeted.  More and more people and less
and less affordability.  Prices have gone through the roof.  We’ve built up to the sky, mass
constructing multi-colored boxes everywhere and turning Denver into a giant Rubik’s Cube, while at
the same time scraping entire blocks of neighborhoods of old starter homes and replacing them with
boxes next to boxes on top of boxes, all costing as much or more than the home they replaced, while
devastating character, history, quality, craftsmanship, and the soul of communities, for the hierarchy
of money, density, and development.  What a terrible and colossal joke.  We’ve densified, stripped,
sterilized, and upzoned, with zero affordability across the city.  A true developer’s wet dream.  And
people still say with a straight face that density will help deal with affordability.  Really?  Show me
where that’s happened again?  I can show you everywhere that it hasn’t happened.  We have over a
dozen years of unplanned, unmanaged, reckless growth for communities to disprove most of the
notions still regurgitated by the City and its YIMBY adherents.  The pissant incentives devised to
encourage affordability never quite materialized into anything even close to adequate, while linkage
fees became a gimmick allowing developers to get out of building anything actually affordable. 
Other than a few stigmatized multi-unit low income boxes slapped up here and there, Denver is a
disgrace when it comes to how construction has been allowed to run roughshod over the concept of
affordability, all with the Mayor’s blessing and much of the Council’s as well.  And we’re supposed to
simply trust you now?



 
The latest gimmick is we must develop our last few remaining open spaces to finally have affordable
housing.  A concern that was never in place to begin with for the tens of thousands of other homes
and apartments built over the last decade.  Here yet another propaganda-based giveaway to
developers, who hold the carrot of affordable housing over the masses once more, if only they’ll give
them yet even more of the most desirable places to develop.  And all without a mandate, of course. 
If you want actual affordability, you have to mandate it.  Of course.  Like 20% of all developments
must be built at cost.  Houses, apartments, condos, townhomes, 20% at cost.  A 20% hit on profits. 
But you’d also have to change state law and piss off developers.  Oh well.  Can’t do that.  That would
take leadership, vision, bold steps, true answers, all which is lacking in this city government.  But we
still have plenty of useless “incentives” that don’t really amount to much and aren’t really designed
to anyway.  That’s the East Area Plan.  What’s also still missing from the East Area Plan, besides a
rational reason for actually needing to build more density right here when so many other areas next
to transportation lines haven’t been developed yet, is addressing any of the major concerns within
the proposal itself.  All those pesky things brought up by residents when they finally demanded
much larger, more open meetings with the city, still haven’t really been addressed.  The latest
proposal still lacks dedicated open space and park land, in an area that is truly deficient in both, in a
city that is also truly deficient per capita and getting worse in comparison to other cities, and all the
end result of jamming more people and development into the same space without also dedicating
with equal veracity more open space and park land to accommodate them.  Also missing from the
East Area Plan is any rock solid conservation of old, more affordable homes.  Developers will likely
find the “incentives” don’t add up to the cost of turning an old cottage or bungalow into a duplex,
and it would likely be cheaper and they’d make more money by scraping and putting in cheap
boxes.  Nothing really will prevent them from doing this if they want to, particularly if you upzone
the area.  They’ve only done this everywhere else in the city when given the chance.  And, of course,
the plan doesn’t address actual affordability issues since there’s no real controls on what can be
charged for anything built.  Just more “incentives”.  The plan still doesn’t consider what will happen
to the side streets through these neighborhoods if the BRT is actually built because no real studies
were ever done to address this, the naïve assumption that somehow the BRT will absorb the lost
auto lanes on a one for one basis.  The plan encourages ADU’s while failing to acknowledge that the
vast majority of ADU’s being built or used right now are being used for short term rentals because
that brings in a lot more money than long term rentals do.  Again, affordability or housing options
not really being helped because there’s no mandate to use them for longer term rentals or more
affordable housing.  There’s still scant acknowledgment that adding thousands of new residents will
clog the streets more, both with parking and travel, again the naïve assumption that somehow
people won’t bring as many cars to the neighborhood per capita as exists now, if there’s more
density.  Meanwhile, even with all the light rails, commuter rails, and buses existing all over the city,
ridership is down (and true pre-Covid) and driving is up, thanks in large part to one of the most
expensive mass transit systems around, and the lack of schedule reliability and timeliness in getting
from one area to another in less time than it takes to drive, even with the worsening car clog
everywhere.  I am highly pro-mass transit.  But the ineptitude running RTD and turning what should
be the best system around into what it is now takes massive amounts of talent.  Bad talent.
 
The East Area Plan is long on complicated plans and theories but short on specifics of how it’s
actually going to work.  That usually means there’s lots of loopholes for developers to get around
and do what they actually want to do, which is to mimic what has happened at Sloan Lake.  Boxes,
next to boxes, on top of boxes.  And still no affordability.
 
The Group Living proposal is another wonky plan devoid of common sense or concern for
neighborhoods, or people, really.  How can anyone say with a straight face that the average 3
bedroom 2 bath house should be able to have 8 to 10 unrelated adults living in it, not including any
number of other relatives that can also live there, and this is all rational?  8 to 10 unrelated adults
can easily become twice that with relatives including children.  What are the sleeping arrangements
in these homes?  Submarine bunk beds?  What are the hygienic conditions in a scenario like this,
especially for children and the elderly?  What happens if one person gets sick?  Can’t wait to see
how intimate relations are going to happen.  If only half the adults have cars (a number far below
average), that’s 4 to 5 cars per household.  Probably more like 6 or 7, per house.  Where do they all
park?  In the required “off-street” parking?  Good luck enforcing that.  Most will park on the city
streets.  I’m not against allowing more unrelated adults to live in homes.  That would help the
housing and affordability crisis in Denver.  But can any of this ever be done without going to such



incomprehensible extremes?  How about cutting the number in half?  That at least approaches
something more like rational thinking.  Perhaps the high numbers are really a roundabout way to
justify eventual upzoning of entire neighborhoods, a goal for some on Council (and certainly for
developers).  If people are spilling out of houses and the conditions in some homes are getting a bit
sketchy, clearly more dwellings on each lot to help divide them up better is the divine solution.  Yea,
sure. 
 
Along with all this are Residential Care proposals.  This includes shelters, community correction or
half-way houses, sober living, etc.  Yes, indeed, everyone does “deserve a second chance”.  But what
everyone also deserves is oversight.  Enforcement.  Proper staffing to ensure rules are being
followed.  Instead what it appears is neighborhoods must largely take on this role now.  To vastly
increase the number of eligible locations and facilities for all of these uses means it is highly unlikely
the City will stay on top of it as much as they should.  If you are going to move these types of
arrangements into neighborhoods of all types, you are now responsible to ensure they are following
all the rules and functioning properly.  You.  The City.  The City Council.  The Administration.  Not the
neighborhoods.  It doesn’t mean they can’t be welcome.  It does mean you can’t abrogate your
responsibilities out of “goodness” or “kindness” and lots of lofty pie in the sky notions, under the
grandest notion of all that it will just work out.  Fingers crossed and say a few Hail Mary’s.  Where’s
the staffing going to come from to ensure all of these types of facilities are in fact doing everything
they’re supposed to?  Where are the support systems for neighborhoods if things don’t go quite as
planned?  Do we blame the neighborhoods, and the neighbors, for not being welcoming enough? 
“NIMBY’s!”  What would be more reassuring is a requirement in the code that all facilities like these
moving into neighborhoods must have City oversight and including proper staffing to accomplish
such things as spot checks, unannounced visits, monitoring, rapid response to community concerns
or incidences, etc.  Not seeing any of that in the proposal anywhere creates just the tiniest amount
of concern.  Just bring it in… and hope for the best.  All under the notion that it’s the right thing to
do.  It could be.  But like all things the City proposes these days, it’s long on lofty ideals, but short on
specifics on how to intelligently, and realistically, bring it to fruition with the highest probability of
success and support of the community.
 
One final note to all of you, from a long time Denver resident.  All of the Council.  All of CPD.  The
Mayor.  His Administration.  All of you are pushing for these changes, particularly the EAP, at a time
when people are massively distracted.  That is in itself massively unethical, bordering on corrupt and
immoral.  So while people are distracted with real world concerns like COVID, job insecurities, the
economy, online schooling, the election (and probably the most important one in their lives),
protests against police brutality, etc., you decide to push a massive change to the living plan for
entire neighborhoods in east Denver.  You do it under the notion of how “important”, “urgent”, and
“necessary” it is.  What it actually is unconscionable.  One thing is clear.  When the dust settles and
people begin to understand what was passed when they weren’t able to give it the needed
attention, due to all the other things that absolutely required their full attention, you will likely be
called out.  People will be appalled that it just had to be pushed at this incomparably stressful time,
when people were dealing with things no one ever imagined anyone would have to deal with.  No
amount of justifications on your part will likely pass muster and people will instead probably see it
for what it is.  An end run.  I would hope you all have higher standards for your legacy, and indeed,
for actually representing your constituents.  Particularly those who elected you.
 
Erik Stark
Denver, CO
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Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior

From: Corey Patrick <cph80013@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 3:48 PM
To: Mayorsoffice; Flynn, Kevin J. - CC Member District 2 Denver City Council
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning change/ GLAC

To Denver city council, 
 
 
I have recently been made aware of the full zoning plan changes Denver plans to make from BV president 
Richard Saiz. My wife and I are just aghast at the proposed changes. What "good" could possibly come out 
of this. Putting the public at risk was bad enough with increasing the occupants in housing but making 
"correctional homes" all over Denver is very bad planning. My wife came from a city in another state 
where this was implemented over 20 years ago and it was a disaster. I moved to Bear Valley because I 
grew up in a high crime area of Denver and didn't want my spouse and myself to have to deal with this in 
our later years. 
 
For the people who say: "This put us in the 21st century" This is just plain wishful thinking and virtue 
signaling. Moving people around into other neighborhoods who need homes or to be in halfway home 
doesn't get rid of the problem it only shoves those in need into other areas. To every council member: 
why not step up to the plate and invite these people in need into your own home to stay long term and 
tell me how that worked out 10 years from now. 
 
 
Signed, 
 
Mr. Corey Hesterman 



From: Paige Burkeholder
To: Herndon, Christopher J. - CC Member District 8 Denver City Coun; amanda.sandoval@denvgov.org; Black,

Kendra A. - CC Member District 4 Denver City Council; Kashmann, Paul J. - CC Member District 6 Denver City
Council; Torres, Jamie C. - CC Member District 3 Denver City Council; CdeBaca, Candi - CC Member District 9
Denver City Council

Cc: Webb, Andrew - CPD City Planner Senior
Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOTE NO! Amendment #7
Date: Thursday, August 27, 2020 11:46:32 AM

Dear LUTI Committtee:

This letter is to ask you to send the Group Living Zoning Code Amendment #7 back
to Community Planning and Development (CPD) to start this entire process over
from the beginning.  

This letter outlines the numerous problems in the process to this point and why
there is a high level of distrust now existing with many Denver residents that
actually know and understand the many nuances of this proposed Amendment. 
There still are many Denver residents that are not even aware of the proposed
Amendment, due to lack of communication, lack of public dialog and media
presence.  Because off all the layers of problems in the process listed below, it
should be very easy for you to vote NO and send this back to Community Planning
and Development!

Here are the many problems and steps along the way that caused the zoning
amendment process to be very flawed:

This GL Amendment:
is too broad and complex trying to change too many items in one large
and difficult to understand amendment.  The document is about 180
pages long and difficult for RNOs and residents to interpret and fully
understand.
it is trying to change too many things in one Amendment.  This should
have been unbundled as recommend by INC.
increases the number of unrelated adults to 5 with a maximum of 10
PLUS all related relatives allowing still too many people in a residential
home.  
increases the number of unrelated adults to 11-40 plus related relatives
on 12,000 sq. ft. lots.  This again is way too many people in a residential
neighborhood home for a variety of reasons: change in neighborhood
characters, parking, noise, trash, infrastructure concerns, landlords
packing house for money vs. community of the neighbor, etc.  Those
issues have not been adequately addressed.  Parking allows a maximum
of 6 cars on a lot which could create gravel front lawns to park vehicles,
changing the character of the community.
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did not offer sufficient options to address over crowding, noise, trash,
etc. This will be placed on neighbors and the only solution offered was
calling 311.  Not an effective solution.
is changing Residential Care from Type of use to the Size of the
facility.lot - this just doesn’t make sense.  FIVE elderly women sharing
a home is just NOT the same as 5 college boys OR 5 homeless people
with addiction and mental health issues OR 5 convicted felons still in
the prison system! The issues that homeless folks and convicted felons
bring to a residential, family oriented community are just NOT the same
and should NOT be treated as such.

The Community Planning and Development process and methodology was
handled poorly and thus, this GL Amendment was not crafted for best
intentions for ALL Denver residents due to:

This initiative was started by the current administration and a couple of
city council members to address homeless and community corrections.
Group Living Advisory Committee (GLAC): 

was comprised of an overwhelming majority of special interest
folks either in the area of non-profit or for-profit concerns wanting
this type of change in the City of Denver.  How did this committee,
as created, represent ALL Denver residents?
only included 8 Denver residential homeowner representatives….a
very small percentage of the total committee!  Only one
representative, Mr. Bill Rutherford, met the characteristic of a
traditional Denver home owner and was present at the majority of
the meetings.  (Others were not!). It is interesting that Mr.
Rutherford was the ONLY person on the GLAC that voted NO in
moving this forward.  
did not include any minority neighborhoods into the discussion. 
Did you hear the several Montbello residents' passionate comments
at the Planning Board meeting and their very valid concerns?  Why
have those neighborhoods been ignored?
the GLAC included two City Council members (Ortega and
Kniech) that were the champions this initiative.  These Council
Members are At-Large and should represent ALL Denver
residents, but were instead representing their own personal
initiatives and those of a small following.
ignored all the hundreds of comments made submitted by Denver
residents.  Yes, we actually counted…over 80% of the comments
during this period were OPPOSED to the GL Amendment, yet only
small changes were made and this process continued forward.



Communication from CPD was limited and controlled with:
disingenuous communication without clearly stating the
Amendment was to put homeless shelters and convicted felon
housing in residential neighborhoods…that was NOT clearly
stated in email communication, presentations, Nextdoor
posts, email correspondence or on CPD's website.  
CPD scheduling only a handful of neighborhood meetings in
the City.  These meetings were held in the evening when it is
hard for working families to attend.  I think more people
would have attended if the communication about the meeting
included the significant changes proposed in the Amendment.
the meeting I attend had a tone of "we are going through the
motions" and people felt not listened to or heard by City
representative.  The presentation by Mr. Webb was longer
than the time allowed for comments and was  stopped exactly
at 8 pm even though people had more comments and
questions.  Residents attending were "talked down" to by the
moderator and city planners.  The moderator especially was
condescending in manner and talked to residents basically as
children.   No more CPD initiated meetings were scheduled
or planned for communities despite overwhelming questions
and concerns.
RNO’s either receiving a very limited amount of
communication or NO communication at all from CPD.  With
only a small percentage of RNO’s responding back to CPD,
one would think that CPD would reach out to see if
communication was received and if there were questions. 
CPD works for Denver residents and the follow up with
RNOs was severely lacking in the process.
emails, CPD posts to Nextdoor and public comment did not
clearly explain the community corrections and homeless
shelter component.  
CPD’s most recent post to Nextdoor did NOT allow for
public comment.  This did not allow robust for
communication by Denver residents across the City about the
Amendment during a period of limited in person interaction
or group gathering to Covid-19.  
INC’s comments and recommendations NOT thoroughly
addressed.  Only very limited answers or no answers were
provided back to the INC/ZAP letter.
Community Corrections NOT brought into the process. 
Community Corrections input to the discussion about placing
convicted felons in residential neighborhoods and potential



impacts should have been vital to be included in this
discussion.
Councilwoman CdeBaca tweeting on 2/26/28 that “Group
living meeting #3 in Southmoor Park adjacent to Cherry Hills
and there is literally not a single other person of color in
audience. Someone asked about how code change disregard
the resticitive covenants exclude certain pops which attracted
them to purchasing here.”  That is not correct as no one
stated that they did not want to live in a neighborhood with
people of color.  Councilwoman CdeBaca also tweeted
several more biased and incorrect comments in that thread
about SE Denver residents.  It is shameful that not ONE City
Council Member called her out publicly on this tweet!  The
SE Denver community is represented many races and ethnic
backgrounds. 

The Denver Planning Board Committee on 8/19/2020 continued to move this
process forward to LUTI when it should have been sent back to Community
Planning and Development due to the following:

continued to ignore the overwhelming NEGATIVE responses to the
Amendment.  CPD ignored the 1,581 petition signatures that were
submitted from Denver tax-paying residents plus the hundreds of
passionate, detailed and articulate letters from across the City.  There is a
small and consistent group of people that support this amendment, but
thousands that do NOT!
reduced the time that Denver residents could comment from 3 minutes to
only 2 minutes, but allowed Councilwoman Kniech to speak for a full 15
minutes prior and after citizen comment periods to promote her biased
agenda on this Amendment.
allowed two special interest GLAC committee members to speak on
their profitable cooperative without identifying that they were on the
GLAC.
this committee and subsequent vote was comprised of several members
that supported this initiative as participants on the GLAC.  That seems a
bit biased and shouldn’t be acceptable in the process.
Comments and recommendations by INC/ZAP, which were developed
by a much more broad based group of people reflecting the Denver
community, were not thoroughly considered and discussed in this
process.  These recommendations were basically ignored.

This has been made a race issue instead of what if really is:  a housing issue! 
It is unfortunate that it has been proposed to be about race at all.  Yes, there



were definitely wrongs made in the past in both zoning and lending, but that is
NOT true today and is not really what this Amendment is all about.  To say so
is disingenuous and just not true!  Many people, of all races, are tired of being
called racist and discriminatory when opposing this zoning Amendment.  If
this Amendment was truly about race, CPD would have included more people
of color and minority neighborhoods in the discussion from the beginning. 
That was just not done nor did not appear to be even considered. 
Councilwoman Kneich’s "Race and Zoning" Zoom meeting continued to
perpetuate this dialog to further divide our City during times of national
unrest.  People live where they CHOOSE to live based on the desire of a type
of community, amenities offered and funds available to spend on housing.

There has been discussion that Denver needs to plan for affordable housing. 
That is true, but Denver should just state the real truth:  That it created and
approved developer housing to support the exciting growth of business in
Denver and supported higher end housing and apartments to meet that need. 
Prior to the recent unrest and Covid-19, downtown Denver was an exciting
and thriving city that people enjoyed living, working and playing in.  The City
of Denver chose to support growth for the housing needs of businesses and
their employees.  Definitely not all employees.  And not this Amendment has
become a ‘bandaid” solution to remedy current situation of the lack of
affordable housing at the cost of tax paying citizens over decades that helped
to build this amazing City! 

Denver has so many unique and wonderful neighborhoods!  That is why so many
people choose to live and work in our wonderful City!  Changing the structure and
make up of Denver neighborhoods will permanently impact Denver in a negative
way and I am sure that this is not what you want for either your constituents and
your families.  

Please listen to the many thousands of voices throughout Denver that have voice
opinions, wrote letters and signed petitions asking for a NO VOTE on Amendment
#7.  Thank you!

Sincerely,

Paige L. Burkeholder
4022 South Newport Way
Denver, CO 80237
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