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1. Attendance 
 

Participant Organization 

Ashley Kilroy (co-chair) Denver Excise and Licenses 

Molly Duplechian (co-chair) Denver Office of Marijuana Policy 

Kendra Black Denver City Council 

Mary Beth Susman Denver City Council 

Andrew Howard Denver Policy Department 

Marley Bordovsky Denver City Attorney’s Office 

Jude Del Hierro Community representative 

Kristi Kelly Marijuana Industry Group 

Dan Landes Business representative 

Aubrey Lavizzo Community representative 

Michelle Holien Denver Public Schools 

Karin McGowin Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

Maureen McNamara Cannabis Trainers 

Rachel O’Bryan Protect Denver’s Atmosphere 

Jordon Person Denver NORML 

Emmett Reistroffer Denver Relief Consulting/Yes on 300 

Sonia Riggs Colorado Restaurant Association 

Margie Valdez Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation 

Kobi Waldfogel Event planning representative 
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2. Agenda 
a. Introductions  
b. Review/Summary of Comments from Meeting 5 

1. Public Hearings, including standards for denial and revocation 
2. Designated Consumption Area – Special Event Permits  

c. Discussion topics 
i. Summary of Proposed Rules and Regulations 

1. Presented table of summarized proposed rules and regulations 
2. Table also includes a high-level explanation of the policy for some of the proposed rules and 

regulations  
 
3. Meeting Notes 
 

 

Item 
 

Discussion 
 The Department began the committee meeting by explaining that the members would go through the proposed rules, using 

the corresponding ordinance sections as a guide.   

1. Sec. 6-300. Purpose and 
intent  

 No rules were proposed for the “Purpose and Intent” section. 

2. Sec. 6-301. Defined 
terms.  

 The Department explained each of the defined terms. 

 One member asked whether the Department would determine the “designated 
neighborhood” in a manner similar to that used for liquor licenses. The Department 
confirmed that it currently intends to use the same method.   

 One member asked if a “home” child care center is included in the definition of “child care 
center.”  

 The Department confirmed that home child care centers are licensed by the City, therefore 
they are included in the definition.   
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 One member was concerned that the requirement that the Designated Consumption Area 
(“DCA”) not be accessible to the general public would undermine the initiated ordinance.  

 The Department clarified that the proposed definition of “public place” includes the language 
“without restriction”, so the DCA would just require some level of restricted access which is 
more clearly identified in a later section of the rules.   

 It was also clarified that the proposed definition would not be as prohibitive as the status quo 
because it doesn’t include the exclusivity of membership. 

3. Sec. 6-302. Cannabis 
consumption permit; 
Designated 
consumption areas – 
Special event permit 

 One member wanted to clarify whether the ten-permit limit for special events would apply to 
each location or each applicant.  

 The Department clarified that the limit applies to the applicant.  

4. Sec. 6-303 through Sec. 
6-307 

 No additional rules were proposed for these sections. 

5. Sec. 6-308. Application   A DCA could be denied if accessible to the general public without restriction 

 One member stated they felt that this restriction went too far and made the DCA’s more like 
a private club.  

 It was clarified that the other requirements listed were sufficient to have the DCA’s be not 
accessible to the public without restriction, including restricting them to 21+, not visible to 
the public and requiring a waiver. 

Waiver Requirement 

 Some members requested clarification on the waiver requirement. 

 One member suggested that the waiver primarily serve as notice for patrons to be informed 
that they will be exposed to marijuana smoke, and they knowingly consent to that exposure.  

 Another member suggested that the waiver ensures that patrons acknowledge that they have 
to comply with all laws, that they agree to consume responsibly, that they will refrain from 
marijuana distribution and that they will not drive impaired.   

 One member suggested that the waiver requirement be deleted because it was superfluous 
while other members voice their support.     
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Separate Entrances 

 Some members felt that a DCA should be required to have separate entrances from the 
underlying business (if the business allows patrons under 21) or to require the permittee to 
restrict their whole business to 21 and over (not just the DCA) while the DCA is in operation. 

 These members felt that this was justifiable because medical marijuana centers (MMC) are 
required to have a separate entrance from a commonly owned retail marijuana store if the 
MMC serves patients between the ages of 18-21.  

 Additionally, these members noted that children are not currently exposed to marijuana 
smoke and any regulations that decrease the risk of second-hand smoke to children should 
be included.  

 Other members felt that a separate entrance would be overly prohibitive for businesses 
seeking a DCA. These members felt that this rule would unnecessarily deter applicants.  

 Additionally, these members noted that DCA layouts will be varied, and this solution may not 
be reasonable for all DCA business models. At least one member pointed out that the eligible 
neighborhood organization could withhold support if a business model was unreasonable.   

Compliance with Colorado Clean Indoor Air Act (CCIAA) 

 The committee primarily discussed whether all smoking should be prohibited indoors, 
including vaping.  

 One member suggested that prohibiting indoor smoking would increase outdoor smoking, 
and that would bother neighborhood residents. This member suggested that indoor smoke is 
subject to ventilation and therefore is easier to control.  

 Another member noted that indoor smoking has a variety of health consequences and the 
group should close any exemption in the CCIAA which would allow indoor smoking.  

 One member suggested that indoor smoking is sufficiently covered by the CCIAA. 
Odor Control Plans 
 One member suggested that the current language includes compliance with all of Chapter 4 

of the D.R.M.C. This member suggested that the language be amended and that DCAs should 
only be subject to the portions of Chapter 4 that include the Odor Control Plan to avoid all 
outdoor consumption being considered a nuisance. 
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6. Sec. 6-309. Unlawful 
acts.  

Possession limits 

 One member suggested that limit on the amount of marijuana that an individual can possess 
should include the equivalency standards adopted by the state for of marijuana concentrates 
and edibles.  

Dabbing and butane torches 

 Another member felt that “dabbing” should be removed from the list of prohibited acts. This 
member stated that a person can consume marijuana concentrate without the use of a 
butane torch, therefore, a restriction on dabbing is unnecessary.  

Dual consumption 

 The committee then discussed alcohol consumption within the DCA. Some members felt that 
this issue was more properly addressed by the state or by the discretion of the business-
owner or permittee.   

 One member stated the intent of the ordinance was to allow marijuana consumption inside 
of event venues that serve alcohol and to regulate something that is already occurring. 

 Most of the committee members, however, expressed concerns with dual consumption and 
felt it should definitely be prohibited.  One member stated that due to the risks associated 
with dual consumption the City had the right to prohibit it. 

7. Sec. 310. Operational 
requirements 

 Several proposed rules were discussed and two clarifying questions were asked.   

 The first question was to clarify that security personnel were only necessary while the DCA is 
operating.  This was confirmed.  

 The second question was to clarify that the security personnel did not need to be licensed 
merchant guards.  This was also confirmed. 

8. Sec. 311. Zoning, 
location, and setback 
requirements. 

 One member requested a map of locations where Cannabis Consumption Business Permits 
(“CCBPs”) may located under the proposed restrictions. This member was concerned about 
the availability of locations for CCBPs. 

 The Department introduced a map which included zone districts where medical marijuana 
centers and retail marijuana stores are currently allowed to locate. The Department 
explained that a map specific to CCBPs could be generated prior to the adoption of the final 
rules.  
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1,000 feet from Recreation Centers and Pools 

 One member supported the 1,000-foot buffer from city-owned recreation centers and 
outdoor pools. This member stated that children often go to these places and therefore this 
restriction was reasonable.  

 Another member felt that this would limit the available locations too much.  
500 feet from residential zone districts for outdoor consumption 

 The group discussed with concept and also discussed all consumption areas having a 500-foot 
setback from residential zone districts or being restricted from being located in a residential 
zone district. 

 Other members suggested that the requirements for neighborhood support and the public 
hearing requirement would sufficiently control for problems where smoking may occur too 
close to a residence.  

Cannot locate at the same business or event where a liquor license exists 

 Some members felt that a business should be able to have a DCA if alcohol was not being 
served at the business during the hours DCA operation.  

 Other members felt that a business should be able to have two separate licensed premises in 
one building or event. One premises where liquor is being served, and another where 
marijuana is being consumed.  

 Other members felt that all rules regarding dual consumption should be handled by the state 
Liquor Enforcement Division or left up to the discretion of the business owner.   

 Another member stated that for liability concerns they would not be able support dual 
consumption if the liquor is being served at all but could support allowing DCA’s on a liquor-
licensed premise if the liquor is put in storage.  

9. Sec. 6-312 through Sec. 
6-315 

 No additional rules were proposed for these sections. 

10. Sec. 6-316. Rules and 
regulations.  

Public Hearing 

 The Department began by briefly explaining the current public hearing process for marijuana 
and liquor.  
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Public Comment 
Item Discussion 

Public Comment 
 

 Jeff Wilson (Attorney, McAllister and Garfield) – Mr. Wilson felt that it was important for the committee 
to stay true to the will of the voters. Mr. Wilson stated that the voters wanted to allow cannabis 
consumption, and dual consumption is already happening in many public places.  Mr. Wilson noted that 
the committee should be realistic when thinking about setbacks, because if the committee is overly 
restrictive about where DCAs can be located, the regulations may increase instances of impaired 

 Some members felt strongly that the public hearing process should be included in the 
proposed rules. These members felt that the hearing requirement gives neighborhood 
organizations a chance to voice their opinion and negotiate with businesses before they open 
in the neighborhood.   

 Other members felt that public hearings should be discretionary for all types of DCAs (special 
event and annual licenses). These members felt that the public hearing process can be 
onerous and expensive, and may prohibit certain businesses from applying for a permit.  

 A proposed alternative was to waive a hearing if a Good Neighbor Agreement is included with 
the application. 

 One clarification was made that while Special Events would only be required to have a 
hearing if 10 signatures from interested parties were obtained, they would still be required to 
post and notify the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Standards of Denial 

 One member stated that they disagreed with the standard of denial that a permit could be 
denied if the Director felt that premise was public without restriction. 

11. Sec. 6-317 through Sec. 
6-319 

 No additional rules were proposed for these sections. 

12. Sec. 38-175, 32-222, 6-
206, 6-35 and 37-50 

 No additional rules were discussed for these sections. 
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Public Comment 
driving. Lastly, Mr. Wilson stated that the potential applicants for DCAs would comply with reasonable 
business practices because the applicants have the most to lose.  

 Pete Bialick (GASP) – Mr. Bialick stated that he has concerns about the small business exception in 
CCIAA which allows for a private business with three (3) or fewer employees to allow indoor smoking. 
Mr. Bialick explained that the exemption was intended to be made for very small businesses that have a 
single employee (for example, a realtor’s office that is not visited by the public).  Mr. Bialick felt as if the 
rules should prohibit all indoor smoking and any open flame.  

 Jonathan Cherkis – Mr. Cherkis wanted to express his disappointment in the committee because he felt 
the rules were overly restrictive. Mr. Cherkis stated that he voted for I-300 and that he supported the 
landmark achievement of allowing consumption clubs. Mr. Cherkis felt that the committee had been 
“hijacked by prohibitionists” and that he hoped in the future the peoples’ will would be respected.  

 Kevin Gallagher (Concentrate Company) – Mr. Gallagher wanted to caution the committee against 
passing rules that would include extreme distance restrictions, and prohibit vaping indoors. Mr. 
Gallagher noted that regulations should not be overly restrictive because that would impede the hard 
work that the committee had accomplished. He stated that the committee should focus on 
accomplishing the goal of decreasing public consumption.   

 Stacie Linn (Cannability Foundation) – Ms. Linn wanted the committee to keep in mind that DCAs are 
not only for recreational consumers of marijuana. Ms. Linn stated that DCAs may be a place where 
medical marijuana patients (including veterans, residents of subsidized housing, parents, and 
transients) can consume safely. Ms. Linn was primarily concerned with two rules. First, Ms. Linn stated 
that liquor licensees should be able to apply for and receive DCA permits so that fundraising events 
have more flexibility. Second, she felt that the committee should not prohibit “dabbing” indoors 
because butane is not required in order to consume marijuana concentrate.  

 Tim Morgan (Community Relations Manager for Dispensary and RNO Member) – Mr. Morgan felt that it 
may be premature to discuss rules regarding dual consumption. Mr. Morgan wanted to emphasize that 
the main problem in many neighborhoods is private marijuana social clubs that are currently operating 
without regulations. Mr. Morgan explained that the lack of regulation in these clubs causes a lot of 
problems for neighborhoods.  
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Public Comment 
 Nick Philips – Mr. Philips felt that the committee should continue to encourage potential DCA 

applicants to meet with neighborhood organizations. Mr. Philips disfavored a proximity restriction from 
residential zone districts because he felt that such a restriction would unfairly prohibit certain areas of 
the City from being able to have a DCA. Mr. Philips also stated that he was concerned that the proposed 
rules might deter businesses from applying for a permit.  

 Jennessa Lea (Denver NORML) – Ms. Lea wanted to voice her support for requiring separate entrances 
for DCAs that are located at an underlying business which allows patrons who are under the age of 21. 
Ms. Lea also wanted to voice her support for prohibiting dual consumption.  

 Courtney Barnes (Citizen, law clerk) – Ms. Barnes wanted the committee to know that the intent of I-
300 was not to limit consumption to private marijuana clubs. Ms. Barnes felt that prohibiting DCAs from 
being open to the public without restriction was unnecessary and confusing. Ms. Barnes felt that the 
rules prohibiting dual consumption were overly restrictive and caused the initiated ordinance to be less 
inclusive than it was intended to be.  

 Robert Chase (Citizen) – Mr. Chase felt that the committee should regulate the consumption of 
marijuana like the consumption of tobacco and that the committee was overly restricting DCAs. Mr. 
Chase also felt that state legislation needed to be changed.  

 Natalie Caplan (Citizen) – Ms. Caplan also felt that the proposed regulations were overly restrictive. Ms. 
Caplan worried that the committee was not solving the problem of public consumption.  

 Kayvan Khalatbari (I-300 Proponent) – Mr. Khalatbari wanted the committee to know that the intent of 
I-300 was to regulate marijuana consumption like alcohol consumption. Mr. Khalatbari noted that many 
of the opponents to I-300 have “a stake” in the alcohol industry. Mr. Khalatbari stated that the goal of 
the advisory committee was to have the initiated ordinance implemented as quickly as possible. Lastly, 
Mr. Khalatbari felt that the committee was trying to solve problems that hadn’t occurred yet, and noted 
that if the proposed regulations are enacted, underground private marijuana clubs will continue to 
operate. 

 Ridge Petersen (Denver Glass Academy) – Mr. Petersen wanted the committee to know that small 
businesses may have difficulty under the proposed regulations. Mr. Petersen noted that an odor 
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Public Comment 
control plan may not be plausible for small businesses, and he stated that he was not sure where 
smoking may occur in a DCA. Mr. Petersen also stated that while DCAs should be respectful to 
neighbors, the City currently needs a “structured place” for people to consume cannabis outside of 
their homes.  

 Kristin Karas (Dancesafe) – Ms. Karas stated that her organization does not condone or condemn drug 
use. Ms. Karas primarily had comments related to the committee’s discussion about dual consumption. 
Ms. Karas recognizes that polydrug use is riskier than single drug use, however she also recognizes that 
people continue to engage in polydrug use.  Ms. Karas stated that a “ban” on dual consumption may be 
more problematic from a health perspective because people would engage in pre-loading. Ms. Karas 
felt that such a ban would go against the intent of the initiative. 

 Cindy Sovine-Miller – Ms. Sovine-Miller felt that the proposed regulations would make it more difficult 
for DCA owners to help patients.  Ms. Sovine-Miller suggested that the committee follow the state rules 
on dual consumption. Ms. Sovine-Miller reiterated that prohibiting alcohol in any business that also 
holds a liquor license may remove certain events from being able to have a revenue stream. Ms. 
Sovine-Miller also stressed that the committee should recognize the spirit and intent of the initiated 
ordinance.   

 Joshua Kappel (Vicente Sederberg) – Mr. Kappel wanted the committee to know that the goal of the 
initiative was to prevent public marijuana consumption. Mr. Kappel stated that the ordinance 
authorized the Department to make rules and regulations, but that the rules may not frustrate the 
intent of the initiative. Mr. Kappel felt that restrictions on alcohol consumption were not an 
appropriate topic for rules, and he reiterated that the ordinance intended to set up a pilot program 
which would allow people to actually receive the sought after permits.  

 Becca Chavez (Citizen) – Ms. Chavez stated that she was concerned that public consumption would 
continue to occur under the proposed regulations. Ms. Chavez stated that “bars and restaurants” 
should be able to make decisions about where marijuana consumption occurs, and she was worried 
that consumption would continue to occur in neighborhoods under the restrictions. 

 Liz O’Sullivan (Citizen) – Ms. O’Sullivan stated that she supports the public hearing requirement for 
DCAs, and she supports restricting outdoor smoking to 1,000 feet from residential zone districts. Ms. 
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Public Comment 
O’Sullivan noted that many people do not enjoy the smell of marijuana. She stated that private 
residential smoking (which may dissipate) is not the same as an outdoor DCA operating in a 
neighborhood.  

 James Gould (SSDP) – Mr. Gould felt that the ban on dual consumption goes against the will of the 
voters. Mr. Gould noted that many citizens were under the impression that the initiative would allow 
smoking inside of bars, and that the committee should recognize that intent.   

 Elizabeth O’Donnell (Citizen, Park Hill) –  Ms. O’Donnell specifically wanted to address special event 
permits. Ms. O’Donnell noted that there are many businesses that sell marijuana on Colfax, and if nine 
(9) of those businesses were given ten (10) special event permits per year, she may have to attend 90 
hearings. Ms. O’Donnell suggested that the Department schedule all of the hearing for special event 
permits in one week, and have the hearings twice a year. Ms. O’Donnell suggested that would lessen 
the burden on the applicants as well as the neighborhood.  

 Stephanie Davis (Hoban law group) – Ms. Davis echoed many of the things that were said by Joshua 
Kappel, Courtney Barnes, and Jeff Wilson. Ms. Davis wanted the group to know that many of her clients 
in the marijuana industry are eager to go above and beyond regulatory requirements, and she expects 
the same from the businesses who apply for DCAs.  

 Jordan Deitrich (Citizen) – Mr. Dietrich noted that Colorado has many residents who consume alcohol. 
He noted that having a place to congregate and consume alcohol is an important part of Colorado, and 
he thinks it would be valuable to have similar places for marijuana. Mr. Deitrich felt that citizens should 
take pride in passing the initiative and that the committee should stay true to the regulations that were 
passed by the voters. 

 Ean Seeb (Citizen) – Mr. Seeb asked the committee to clarify whether the proximity restriction from 
liquor licenses would be judged using the first application received (i.e. if the consumption permit 
applies prior to the liquor license, it is exempt). Mr. Seeb noted that regulatory certainty is important 
for DCAs because no other city or state allows marijuana consumption. Mr. Seeb also noted that a 500-
foot distance restriction from residential zones is equivalent to over 1.5 football fields, which should be 
more than sufficient to allow dissipation for outdoor smoke.  
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Public Comment 
 Kady Cravens (Willie’s Reserve) – Ms. Cravens felt that the committee should leave regulations 

regarding dual consumption up to the state liquor enforcement division.  

 Lisa Tran (NORML) – Ms. Tran wanted to voice her support for the public hearing requirement. She also 
supported requiring separate entrances for DCAs that are located at an underlying business which 
allows patrons who are under the age of 21. Ms. Lee does not support the prohibition on dual 
consumption, and she felt that an “event space” should be able to allow marijuana consumption.  

 


