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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 

Deputy Chief David Quinones Denver Policy Department 

Marley Bordovsky Denver City Attorney’s Office 

Jude Del Hierro Community representative 

Sam Kamin University of Denver Sturm College of Law 

Kristi Kelly Marijuana Industry Group 

Dan Landes Business representative 

Fran Lanzer Mothers Against Drunk Driving 

Aubrey Lavizzo Community representative 

Amber Leytem 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 

 
 
 

 

 

 



Social Consumption Advisory Committee (SCAC)                                                                          
Meeting Minutes 
Meeting #3-February 22, 2017                                                                                      

Page 2 of 8 
 

 
2. Agenda 

a. Introductions  
b. Review/Summary of Comments from Meeting 2 

i. Proximity Restrictions – 1000 feet from where children congregate 
ii. Location Restrictions – Zoning 

iii. Unlawful acts – Storage and Processing, Quantity Limits, Visible Intoxication, Advertising  
iv. Application Requirements – Ordinance Requirements 
v. Operation Requirements-Visibility, Video Recording/Security, Waste plans, Odor Control Plans  

c. Discussion Topics  
i. Follow-Up on Data Requests/Questions Raised  

1. Additional information from Environmental Quality on Odor Control Options (for outdoor smoking)  
ii. Application Requirements – continued from previous meeting  

iii. Operational Requirements – continued from previous meeting  
iv. Community Support 

d. Public Comment 
 
3. Meeting Notes 
 

ITEM DISCUSSION 
1. Sec. 6-308. Application 

Requirements 
 
 

 The group discussed application requirements at Meeting #2. The group was presented with all of 
the requirements included in the initiated ordinance at the last meeting.  Additional suggestions for 
applications requirements include a requirement to have liability insurance and a requirement that 
a permit is issued to the person/entity and location on the application and would be non-
transferable.  These two items were postponed for discussion at a later meeting  

2. Sec. 6-310. Operational 
Requirements- 
standardized 
placard/signage 

 The group first discussed whether a Designated Consumption Area Permittee (“permittee”) should 
be required to have a standardized placard or sign to identify the designated consumption area 
(“DCA”). The Department explained that this concept came from a requirement for “coffee shops” 
in Amsterdam that allow marijuana consumption.  
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required to identify a 
location as a designated 
consumption area   

 Most members agreed that a sign identifying the DCA would be helpful to patrons, as well as non-
patrons. One member noted that a sign would encourage people to make informed decisions.  

 Some members wondered whether the sign would be provided by the Department, or whether the 
permittee would be required to make its own sign. These members noted that a regulation 
requiring the permittee to provide the sign should be clear about display requirements, so that 
businesses have regulatory certainty.  

 There is a requirement in the current ordinance language that requires the DCA be clearly marked 
with a sign stating “No Entry Under 21.”  One member suggested just adding language to the sign 
requirement to state there is a DCA within the business.   

 Other members wondered whether the sign should be temporary or permanent. Because the 
underlying business may be operating at different times than the DCA, these members suggested 
that the sign only be required during the hours of DCA operation.  

3. Sec. 6-310. Operational 
Requirements- all 
consumption not visible 
from a place where 
children congregate  

 The initiated ordinance prohibits outside smoking, occurring at street-level, from being visible from 
a public right-of-way or any place where children congregate. The group was asked whether this 
requirement should be expanded to all consumption.  

 One member suggested that high-school aged children may go to certain establishments (like coffee 
shops) to see marijuana being consumed, due to the novelty of marijuana consumption.  

 Other members suggested that regulations restricting the visibility of consumption should be the 
same as other regulations about product visibility in licensed marijuana facilities (product cannot be 
visible from outside of the licensed premises).  

 At least one member also commented that public consumption is still unlawful under state law, so 
prohibiting indoor consumption from being visible from a public place would be consistent with 
state law. 

 Some members suggested that prospective permittees would be able to comply with a regulation 
prohibiting consumption from being visible from outside of the DCA.  

 Other members wondered whether the regulation would prohibit “vapors” from being visible, 
regardless of the source. One member suggested that it would be difficult to enforce a regulation 
that prohibited any ambient smoke from being visible.  
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 One member clarified that the lounge itself should not be excluded from public view, just 
consumption.  

 Lastly, one member suggested that it would be easier to enforce a regulation that prohibited all 
consumption from being visible outside of the DCA, instead of a regulation that only prohibited 
certain kinds of consumption from being visible in certain places.  

4. Sec. 6-310. Operational 
Requirements - plan to 
address concerns about 
driving under the 
influence of cannabis  

 Members talked about their experiences with responsible alcohol service. These members 
explained that the training focuses on identifying signs of impairment, preventing over-
consumption, and intervening if the patron attempts to drive. It was suggested that these 
techniques could be adapted to marijuana because the training focuses on impairment and 
behavior, regardless of substance.  

 These members explained that the state does not require responsible alcohol training for liquor 
establishments. However, the state does see the training as a mitigating factor when liquor 
establishments are under disciplinary action. Other local jurisdictions do require responsible alcohol 
training for liquor establishments. Some members suggested that a similar type of training be 
required for DCA permittees and employees. 

 One member questioned if a required training would actually place an additional liability onto the 
DCA permittee.   

 Additionally, one member noted that training is important because dram shop liability may be 
difficult to prove for a “bring your own” consumption model. Generally, liquor liability under dram 
shop laws are premised on the idea that the establishment is culpable because they are providing 
the alcohol.    

 The group discussed the differences and similarities between marijuana intoxication and alcohol 
intoxication. Some members explained that, because the science is still developing, the primary 
guidance for marijuana consumption has been to “start low and go slow.” 

 The group clarified that a neighborhood organization that provides evidence of community support 
could also require the permittee to use a ridesharing service.   

 Some members suggested that permittees be encouraged to provide educational materials and 
signage regarding responsible marijuana use.  
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 Finally, other members clarified that there may be some ability to impose civil liability on 
permittees who allow patrons to become over-intoxicated and then leave. 

5. Sec. 6-310. Operational 
Requirements - 
Requirements for an 
age verification system  

 The group started by discussing the existing technology used for age verification. One member 
noted that state liquor laws do not require liquor or marijuana businesses to check ID using a 
specific technology. Existing technology in the industry includes black lights, scanners, ID 
verification books, and training.   

 Some local jurisdictions require liquor and marijuana licensees to use specific forms of technology 
for age verification.  

 Members clarified that the technology is not perfect, and especially for fake IDs, training is often 
required as a supplement.  

 Members discussed the merits of making it a requirement to card each individual entering a DCA 
versus relying on the license disciplinary process for compliance. Some members suggested that the 
fear of losing a DCA permit would be enough to encourage permittees to proactively ID all patrons, 
regardless if the rule requires them to.  

6. Sec. 6-301; 6-303. 
Definition of terms 
(Eligible neighborhood 
organization) and 
Qualifications of 
Licensure 

 After the ordinance language was reviewed, the group clarified that only one Eligible Neighborhood 
Organization (“ENO”) needs to provide support OR a letter of non-opposition in order for a 
permittee to submit an application with the Department. The initiated ordinance also allows that 
ENO to place restrictions on the permit prior to issuance.  

 Some members brought up the idea of a discretionary public hearing if the permit is opposed by 
members of the neighborhood. At least one member suggested that a public hearing would be a fair 
way to consider opposing viewpoints prior to granting or denying a permit.  

 Some members had questions regarding the withdrawal of community support. The City Attorney 
representative clarified that an ENO could withdraw community support, and disciplinary action 
may follow if community support is withdrawn.   

7. Sec. 6-304. Evidence of 
Community Support  

 The ordinance language was reviewed regarding what a neighborhood organization can require of a 
permittee.  One possibility is that an ENO can require guidelines, limitations or the prohibition of 
concurrent consumption of cannabis and alcohol.   

 The group then discussed issues related to the consumption of marijuana on a liquor licensed 
premises.  
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 Some members suggested that liquor insurance companies are concerned about marijuana 
consumption on liquor licensed premises, due to liability concerns. Some members suggested that 
attributing fault for liquor-related events may become more difficult because the bring-your-own 
marijuana model would blur the lines of causation for accidents that happen off of the liquor 
licensed premises.  

 Other members were concerned that the state rule prohibiting consumption on a liquor licensed 
premises, or any local counterpart, would unfairly exclude entertainment venues. These members 
would support a rule allowing liquor licensees to operate a DCA when liquor is not being served. 
These members suggested that liquor licensed facilities already have staff trained in recognizing 
impairment, so they are more appropriate for DCA Permits.  

 Some members questioned how compliance would be monitored if liquor licensees could only allow 
consumption when alcohol was not being served. The group again discussed the pros and cons of 
proactive compliance versus relying on the disciplinary process. Some members suggested that the 
fear of losing a consumption permit would be insufficient because of the low capital investment in a 
permit (i.e. the $1,000 application fee). Other members suggested that the capital investment 
would be much higher due to facility build-outs.   

 Other members felt that the issue of dual consumption of alcohol and marijuana at one business 
was too important and too large for the Advisory Committee or for Eligible Neighborhood 
Organizations, and City Council should address this issue. Other members felt this important 
regulatory issue is not something that should be the burden or responsibility of the ENOs to place 
on the permittees.  

 Other members felt that the state had already addressed the issue, and therefore the subject was 
not appropriate for the Advisory Committee.  

 The City Attorney representative clarified that if Denver was to pass a rule allowing marijuana 
consumption on a liquor licensed premises, as of the date of the committee meeting, the state rule 
would still override the conflicting Denver rule. However, Denver is able to add a rule for DCAs that 
would support State Liquor rule that prohibits liquor license premises from allowing marijuana 
consumption or that would prohibit them from occurring that the same time in the same location. 
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Public Comment 
Item Discussion 

Public Comment 
 

 Nick Philips (Denver Resident) – Mr. Philips explained that he had spoken with city representatives last 
week, and in his understanding, an odor control plan would have to be certified by an industrial 
hygienist, or an industrial engineer.  He questioned if that would be the case with DCAs if they were also 
required to have an Odor Control Plan.  Mr. Philips also stated that he would support a venue where 
people could consume both alcohol and marijuana on the same licensed premises, but perhaps a patron 
could not consume both at the same time. For example, he suggested that a wristband could separate 
alcohol-consuming patrons from marijuana-consuming patrons.  

 Justin Henry (Liquor Licensee) – Mr. Henry wanted to emphasize that the group should not worry about 
dual consumption because patrons who consume marijuana would not want to consume alcohol. In his 
experience, a liquor licensed establishment would probably sell less alcohol during an event which 
allows marijuana consumption. He also suggested that liquor licensees have invested a large amount in 
their liquor licenses, and therefore the threat of disciplinary action would be enough for compliance.  

 Kady Cravens (Compliance Director, Licensed MJ Facility) – Ms. Cravens wanted the group to address 
how licensed marijuana facilities could participate in consumption permits. She wanted to know if a 
licensed marijuana facility could bring marijuana product to a DCA location, or if a licensed marijuana 
facility could participate in an event or provide sponsorship.  

 Kaitlyn Hottle (Citizen) – Ms. Hottle wanted to express that she feels that true marijuana advocates 
would not jeopardize compliance by acting irresponsibly. She also suggested that permittees who have 
underlying businesses would not want to jeopardize their business reputations by irresponsibly running 
a DCA. Lastly, Ms. Hottle wondered how businesses would comply with the operational requirements 
from a monetary standpoint. She suggested that businesses may begin administering cover charges, or 
increasing the price of their underlying goods.  

 Some members supported prohibiting dual consumption due to the health concerns and safety 
risks.  It was also stated that the health and safety concerns are Citywide and therefore should not 
be left up to the ENO to decide.  



Social Consumption Advisory Committee (SCAC)                                                                          
Meeting Minutes 
Meeting #3-February 22, 2017                                                                                      

Page 8 of 8 
 

Public Comment 
 Pete Bialick (GASP) – Mr. Bialick suggested that the group look at the public health impact to people who 

do not smoke marijuana. For example, Mr. Bialick noted that the California EPA had identified thirty-
three (33) cancer causing chemicals in marijuana. Mr. Bialick also stated that marijuana vaporizing 
devices may have chemicals that are harmful to human health. Mr. Bialick suggested that the group look 
at how these products impact the people who are inadvertently exposed to marijuana smoke or 
vaporized smoke.   

 


