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Blueprint_Equity.pdf
Blueprint_displacement_strategy (1).pdf
40_Clayton housing ask.pdf
40_Clayton--Health Impact Ask.pdf
40_Clayton business and commercial ask.pdf
Continuation GES letter for 2535 40th St rezone.pdf
2535 40th St., letter to Council regarding rezoning proposal 3-31-19.pdf
evidence attachments for 2535 40th St. rezone.pdf

5/5/2019
Re: 2535 E. 40th St. rezone request

Attachments:  neighborhood “asks” to developers during the negotiation process, “area of change 
map” that was in previous evidence in the public record, excerpts from Comprehensive Plan 
2040/BluePrint Denver, previous evidence and letter from the original hearing

Dear Denver City Council Members, 

The GES Coalition, Unite North Metro Denver (RNO), The Elyria Swansea Neighborhood 
Association, Cross Community Coalition, and neighbors adjacent to the property in question decided 
collectively to oppose this rezone, due to the inequitable impact this development would have on 
neighbors, specifically worsening and quickening the displacement patterns that the City’s public 
investments in the 80216 area have exaggerated. GES Coalition committed to facilitate an equitable 
process, as much as possible in a short amount of time, that was open to all neighbors while 
centering the most vulnerable neighbors concerns around displacement. Overall, these organized 
groups and neighbors feel that keeping the I-A zoning would not accelerate displacement and could 
be beneficial in bringing jobs to the neighborhood.  The collective decision stated that the neighbors 
are more confident in the City’s ability to protect neighbors health in the current I-A zoning, more so 
than their ability to protect neighbors in the I-MX-3 zoning without any mitigation of displacement 
caused by the development. Without deliberate and strong actions from the City and applicant that 
address property taxes, rising rents, and deeper/additional affordable units at this large site, it is the 
collective conclusion that this rezone proposal to I-MX-3 will worsen health and wellbeing in the 
neighborhood and set a dangerous precedent for the GES neighborhoods and across the City. At 
this point in time, the collective coalition of neighbors feel like it is critical that the City pay close 
attention to what GES neighbors, in particular the most vulnerable and impacted neighbors, say 
about this process and desired outcomes.  As much as within your ability to lead and govern, we ask 
that you consider the moral questions in this process as to how vulnerable neighbors are 
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FUTURE CONCEPT LAND USE AND AREAS OF CHANGE MAP - INDUSTRIAL AREAS
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An Equitable City
A look at our changing city through the lens of equity.


While all of the vision elements are essential to Blueprint Denver, equity is especially important to the community. In recent years, 
Denver’s economic strength and population growth have benefited many, but not all. Today Blueprint Denver is integrating equity 
into planning in ways that Blueprint Denver 2002 did not. Without accounting and adjusting for important equity considerations, 
the forces of change acting on our city will prevent it from achieving its vision for inclusive, complete neighborhoods. 


Blueprint Denver offers three major concepts to consider for future policies and investments. Integrating these concepts into 
planning and implementation will help to create a more equitable Denver.


Each type of change has a relevant measurement, which is mapped across the city on the following pages. The maps show a 
snapshot in time in order to inform decisions that will guide change in years to come.


See Chapter 3, Plan in Action, for plan recommendations that advance the three equity concepts.


The city will use the equity concepts 
and their related measurements to:


•	 Tailor plan recommendations 
in Chapter 3, Plan in Action, to 
reflect the unique strategies and 
approaches needed for different 
areas and populations.


•	 Guide implementation actions, 
including regulatory changes, 
rezonings and major public 
investments


The city will update the measurements 
and maps every one to two years so 
that decisions are guided by current 
snapshots in time.


Using these concepts to guide 
implementation will require extensive 
coordination among city departments. 
For example, to ensure new city 
investments or regulatory changes 
address the needs of areas vulnerable 
to displacement, city departments 
leading capital projects must work in 
lockstep with city departments offering 
programs to mitigate involuntary 
displacement.


Community Planning and 
Development (CPD)’s primary 
tools for implementation are text 
amendments to the zoning code and 
map amendments (also known as 
rezonings). Large rezonings and/or text 
amendments that change the rules for 
one more zone districts will be the best 
way to implement strategies called for 
by the types of change. For example, 
a text amendment could create a 
zoning bonus for providing affordable 
housing in areas high for vulnerability 
to displacement or low in diversity of 
choice.  Larger-scale rezonings, which 
cover many properties and may be 
paired with a text amendment, enable 
us to address the needs of an area more 
holistically, instead of the piecemeal 
approach of individual, applicant-driven 
rezonings.


Because all of the measurements 
include data not available at the parcel-
level scale, and are intended to show 
patterns across large areas, they cannot 
be effectively applied to small-scale 
rezonings. Given the above, they are 
not intended to be applied to small-
scale rezonings.


How to Use the Key Equity Concepts


How Are the Equity Concepts Measured?
The inputs for each measurement range from parcel-level information to census-
tract and neighborhood-wide data. To create a common geography for all of 
the maps (except for jobs diversity, which use census block groups), the data 
was aggregated to 50-acre grid squares. This makes analysis at the parcel level 
impossible, but allows us to include data not available at the parcel level and to see 
the larger patterns across the city. See Appendix C for detailed methodologies and 
more detailed mapping by each indicator for all of the equity measurements.


Expanding 
Housing and 


Jobs Diversity 


Improving 
Access to 


Opportunity


creating more equitable 
access to quality-of-life 
amenities, health and 


quality education.


 providing a better and 
more inclusive range of 


housing and employment 
options in all 


neighborhoods.


Reducing
 Vulnerability to 


Displacement
stabilizing residents and 


businesses who are 
vulnerable to 
involuntary 


displacement due to 
increasing property 


values and rents.


While the measurements cannot 
be effectively applied to individual 
rezonings, the city should consider 
adjustments to the applicant-driven 
rezoning process to better address 
important topics revealed by the 
equity concepts—including housing 
choice, affordability and mitigating 
involuntary displacement. This could 
include developing a predictable and 
consistent process for applicants to 
commit to certain outcomes at the 
time of rezoning, such as developing 
a certain number of income-restricted 
units. Implementing these changes 
may require changes in the process and 
procedures and/or a text amendment. 


Equity is when everyone, regardless of who they are or where they 
come from, has the opportunity to thrive. Where there is equity, a 
person’s identity does not determine their outcome. As a city, we 
advance equity by serving individuals, families and communities in 
a manner that reduces or eliminates persistent institutional biases 
and barriers based on race, ability, gender identity and sexual 
orientation, age and other factors. See more about what equity 
means for Denver in Comprehensive Plan 2040. 


EQUITY DEFINED
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Advancing the vision for all Denver’s neighborhoods to be complete, 
with more equitable access to amenities and quality-of-life 
infrastructure throughout the city.


Improving Access to 
Opportunity


What is Access to Opportunity?
Access to opportunity reflects the goal for all neighborhoods 
to be complete with equitable access to a high quality of life. 
It is based on the vision for every Denver resident—regardless 
of income, race, ethnicity, age or ability—to live in a complete 
neighborhood of their choice with basic services and amenities. 
This includes equitable access to quality education.


Areas with low access to opportunity lack key components 
of a complete neighborhood and often exhibit low quality-
of-life outcomes—including life expectancy, educational 
attainment and income level—compared to the city as a whole. 
Unfortunately, many areas with low access to opportunity are 
also areas where the majority of residents are people of color. 
This pattern illustrates the need to improve equity across 
neighborhoods and to remove barriers to opportunity that 
negatively impact many communities of color. 


The Importance of Access to 
Opportunity
The vision for an inclusive city means the growing disparities 
between neighborhoods are reversed and all Denver residents 
have access to their daily needs and a healthy quality of life. 
The proximity of an amenity (including quality jobs, schools, 
parks, health care services and healthy food), the affordability 
of that amenity, and the safety and ease of access to that 
amenity are important elements of access to opportunity. 
Equitable access to opportunity strengthens our collective 
prosperity and improves outcomes for all. 


In areas with high access to opportunity, it is important to 
increase the range of affordable housing options so that 
residents of all income levels can live in these neighborhoods. 
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How is Access to Opportunity 
Measured?


The basis for measuring access to 
opportunity is the neighborhood 
equity index developed by Denver’s 
Department of Public Health and 
Environment. This index contains the 
following indicators: social determinants 
of health (including educational 
attainment and income level); access 
to parks and full-service grocery stores; 
access to first trimester health care; 
childhood obesity; and life expectancy.


In addition to the equity index, access 
to opportunity measures proximity 
to high-capacity and frequent transit. 
Today rail lines (light rail and commuter 
rail) represent the only high-capacity 
transit in Denver. But access will grow 
as the high-capacity transit corridors 
planned in Denver Moves: Transit are 
implemented.


This measurement also includes access 
to centers and corridors (from the 
future places map in Chapter 4), where 
residents are most likely to access jobs, 
basic goods and services, entertainment 
and shopping. See Appendix C for a 
more detailed methodology and for 
individual maps for each measurement.


The darkest areas are those with the least 
access to opportunity. In these areas, it is 
important to guide change in ways that 
will improve access.


Note: this measurement does not 
include access to quality education, a 
key component of access to opportunity. 
This is because there is not a clear 
method to determine which schools 
provide “quality education.” It is also 
difficult to measure access since physical 
proximity to a school is just one aspect of 
access, especially with the school choice 
program run by Denver Public Schools 
(DPS). Even though education is not 
included in this measurement, equitable 
access to quality education is essential 
and Denver should work with DPS to 
advance this goal.
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Measuring Access to 
Opportunity
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Where do we need to improve access 
to opportunity?
This map provides a current snapshot of the areas in 
Denver with more and less access to opportunity. The 
darker areas have the lowest access to opportunity. In 
those areas it is important to guide change in ways that 
increases access to basic goods, services and amenities to 
improve quality-of-life. Using this measurement is a good 
way to assess whether we are achieving the vision for 
every neighborhood in Denver to be complete.


Less Access More Access
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Denver residents value diversity, inclusiveness and opportunity for 
all. These values are threatened by the involuntary displacement of 
current residents and businesses.


What is Vulnerability to Displacement?
Denver’s recent rapid population growth brings many forces 
of change. One is the changing demographics of the city 
and its individual neighborhoods. This includes historically 
underserved areas where dramatic swings in income, racial 
and ethnic composition occurred in just the last decade. 


The term “gentrification” captures a complex group of 
neighborhood dynamics, some positive and some negative, 
that occur when an area experiences new investment and an 
influx of higher-income residents. Involuntary displacement, 
which occurs when residents or businesses can no longer 
afford to stay in an area due to increasing property values and 
rents, is a negative impact of gentrification that the city can 
take action to mitigate.  Mitigating involuntary displacement 
means deliberate action to keep current residents and 
businesses in place and providing equitable access to the 
benefits of economic growth for all residents and business 
owners.


Blueprint Denver gives particular consideration to how land use 
and transportation policies and investments should work to 
mitigate involuntary displacement. 


The Importance of Mitigating Vulnerability 
to Displacement
Involuntary displacement means Denver neighborhoods, 
and often the city as a whole, loses its long-term residents 
and businesses. As families and local shops and restaurants 
leave neighborhoods where they’ve been for years, it often 
decreases the diversity of the population and employment 
opportunities, reduces local school enrollment, weakens 
the longstanding social networks in the area and pulls at 
the threads of the rich culture that helps to make Denver 
neighborhoods unique and authentic.


If involuntary displacement is left unchecked, it means too 
many people who live, work and own businesses in an area 
today will not have the opportunity to be part of the future of 
that place or to benefit from Denver’s economic growth. 


The topic of involuntary displacement is complex and 
incredibly important. Effectively addressing involuntary 
displacement requires a variety of strategies that cut across 
many disciplines, plans and partners. The recommendations 
in Blueprint Denver supplement many other city plans, studies 
and programs to address this topic. You can find more in:
•	 Comprehensive Plan 2040
•	 Housing an Inclusive Denver, the city’s five year housing 


plan (2018)
•	 Gentrification Study: Mitigating Involuntary Displacement, 


a study by the Office of Economic Development on 
gentrification and involuntary displacement (2016)


Reducing Vulnerability 
to Displacement
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Measuring Vulnerability 
to Displacement


How is Vulnerability to 
Involuntary Displacement 
Measured?


We measured vulnerability of 
involuntary displacement with 
Denver’s Office of Economic 
Development’s vulnerability to 
displacement index, which combines 
three main data points:


•	 Median household income 


•	 Percent of renters 


•	 Percent of population with less 
than a college degree 


See Appendix C for a more detailed 
methodology and for individual maps 
of each of the components above.


While the index is an appropriate tool 
to understand this type of change at 
a citywide scale, it will be important 
to customize the approach to 
combating involuntary displacement 
at a much more local scale through 
neighborhood planning and prior to 
other localized plans and investments.


The intent of this map is to show 
areas where larger populations are 
vulnerable to displacement, which 
should help to guide policy decisions 
and large investments. It is important 
to note there are also residents 
vulnerable to displacement who live 
in neighborhoods that are shown as 
“less vulnerable” on this map. Any cost 
burdened-household (one generally 
paying more than 30% of their income 
on housing costs) is vulnerable to 
increasing rents or rising property 
taxes. Effectively mitigating involuntary 
displacement requires attention to 
all cost-burdened households. See 
the city’s housing plan, Housing an 
Inclusive Denver, for more about policies 
and programs to help stabilize  cost-
burdened households.
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Where are the areas more vulnerable 
to involuntary displacement?
This map provides a current snapshot of the areas in 
Denver where existing populations are most vulnerable 
to involuntary displacement.  Neighborhood planning 
and localized plans and investments should include more 
detailed analysis of an area to understand vulnerability to 
involuntary displacement and to shape the most effective 
strategies to mitigate negative impacts for that area.


More Vulnerable Less Vulnerable
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Ensure equitable planning processes 
and include underrepresented 
residents in plans and plan 
implementation.
G O A L S :  1 ,  1 0


Planning processes are the mechanism by which 
neighborhoods set the vision for their future. All 
members of the neighborhood must be included and 
feel comfortable participating in planning for the future 
of their community. The same is true for the processes to 
implement plans, such as writing new zoning, building 
new infrastructure, or just rezoning a property. In order 
to preserve and promote diversity in neighborhoods,the 
processes for planning and plan implementation must 
also reflect the diversity of the neighborhood, including 
race, ethnicity, economic status and age.


A.	 Include multilingual engagement in all public 
outreach.


B.	 Develop a guide to address equity in outreach 
and public engagement and planning.


C.	 Consider the creation of community engagement 
panels to build education resources about 
equitable planning.


D.	 Integrate equity and environmental justice 
considerations into plans and identify methods 
to measure and reduce inequities as part of the 
planning process.


E.	 Track the information necessary to understand 
disparities and to evaluate the equity impacts of 
public programs and projects.


F.	 Create tools to increase access to the rezoning 
process, especially for underrepresented 
communities.


Integrate mitigation of involuntary 
displacement of residents and/or 
businesses into major city projects.
G O A L S :  1 ,  2 ,  6


Major public investment, changes to the zoning code 
and large, city-initiated legislative rezonings have the 
potential to attract private investment and increase 
property values. In turn, residents and businesses 
vulnerable to displacement may no longer be able to 
afford to stay in the area. The city must better understand 
how future city-led rezonings contribute to involuntary 
displacement and, where relevant, look for opportunities 
to mitigate displacement.


A.	 For major city investments and projects—
including regulatory changes and legislative 
rezonings— analyze the potential for the 
involuntary displacement of lower-income 
residents and local businesses. Use the 
Vulnerability to Displacement measure in 
Chapter 2 to help identify areas most in need of 
these strategies. 


B.	 Where the potential for involuntary displacement 
is identified, evaluate and implement methods 
to mitigate displacement, such as incentives 
or requirements for on-site income-restricted 
housing and/or affordable commercial spaces.
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C.	 Until a citywide approach is implemented, 
individual rezonings of these sites may be an 
opportunity for more intense residential uses or 
limited neighborhood services to be provided 
if done in a way that minimizes impacts to 
surrounding character.


D.	 Establish a process to plan for the re-use of large 
campus sites. Unlike the embedded sites, these 
typically are zoned within “campus” zone districts, 
which are typically very flexible to reflect the 
needs of campus functions. When those functions 
leave, often it is not appropriate to continue that 
level of flexibility. Study potential revisions to 
the campus zone districts to better reflect the 
intent of these districts to apply to true, actively 
functioning campuses.


Implement zoning code revisions to facilitate compatible redevelopment of 
institutional sites within neighborhoods.
G O A L S :  6 ,  7 ,  8


Institutional uses, such as schools and places of worship, 
are typically embedded in residential areas and provide 
key services to surrounding residents. This also may 
include areas of privately-owned open space. When 
these uses leave a neighborhood, it leaves a site that 
previously housed a non-residential use in the middle 
of a residential neighborhood. These sites have the 
potential to provide additional neighborhood services 
and/or more diverse housing options without displacing 
existing residents. 


A.	 Revise the zoning code to ensure compatible 
redevelopment of institutional sites (including 
private open space) embedded in low and low-
medium residential areas. Examples of revisions 
may include more appropriate maximum building 
heights, revisions to bulk and massing and 
limitations on location of surface parking.


B.	 Consider changes to the zoning code that would 
allow greater land use flexibility for these types 
of sites that vacate, such as appropriately scaled 
higher-density housing or limited neighborhood 
services. This approach could require adaptive re-
use of existing structures in exchange for greater 
land use flexibility or requirements for providing 
community improvements such as affordable 
housing, open space or community-serving spaces. 








Ask to 2535 E. 40th Ave. Development as part of a Community Benefits Agreement 
Affordable Housing components to address displacement 
 
Define the Area Impacted by Displacement Pressures 
The impact of development on neighborhood displacement for low-income renters and homeowners should be 
measured within a 1.5 mile radius of the site.  
 
Define Mitigation Action Points that Alleviate Displacement Pressures 
Mitigation of displacement pressures should include the following three areas: 
 


1. Support for renters impacted by displacement pressures 
Contribute to a Community Defense Fund ($200 dollars/market rate unit to fund) 


a. Process to develop and leverage fund will be coordinated by the GES Coalition with partnership 
from other organizations and offered to impacted families within 1.5 miles of the site. 
 


2. Support for property owners impacted by displacement pressures 
Contribute to a Property Tax Relief Fund ($200 dollars/market rate unit to fund) 


a. Commitment to involvement in a process with stakeholders, the assessor's office, NEST, and 
other developers in the area to determine the best process to provide low-income homeowners 
with support for rising property tax costs. 
 


3. Affordable Housing Development  
Give priority to sell affordable land or units (that meets City development agreement requirements) to 
community-led non-profit partners in order to meet affordability requirements and deepen affordability 
based on extraordinary neighborhood need. 


a. First right to buy land to do affordable homeownership and/or rental on the 2535 40th St. site 
would go the GES Affordable Housing Collaborative (AHC) (a partnership incubating the 
GES-Community Land Trust) that has an established resident-led board and diversity of 
affordable housing partners (Colorado Community Land Trust and Brothers Redevelopment) 
that can both maintain the land affordable in perpetuity via the Land Trust and steward either 
affordable rental or ownership for the developer.  


b. The AHC would take this opportunity to leverage and deepen the affordability through this land 
to acquire affordable housing funds with the goal of adding more affordable units, if possible, 
and deepen the affordability.  CCLT and Brothers Redevelopment would manage the 
affordability applications for funding and mechanism to qualify renters/homeowners. 


c. The Developer would not need to manage affordability compliance or an affirmative 
neighborhood marketing plan because that would be the responsibility of the GES Affordable 
Housing Collaborative. 


d. The GES AHC would not accept the parcel adjacent to the railroad track to develop housing.  
 
OR if the GES Affordable Housing Collaborative/ GES Community Land Trust is not involved: 
    1.) Develop 20% affordable units (140 of 700) that are at 80% AMI and below, and that half of those units 
(70) are available between 30-50% AMI. 
    2.) A Neighborhood Affirmative Marketing Plan for all affordable units to be initiated 135 days before units 
become available, allowing neighbors 45 days to apply for units before units are advertised city-wide & online. 
    3.) Show mechanism in place to maintain affordability of units in perpetuity.  








Ask to 2535 Development as part of a Community Benefits Agreement 
Health components to address disproportionate health impacts for neighbors 
 


1. Impact of Development on Community Health 
a. Before the Site Development Plan is approved, commit to align with the 


existing Health Impact Assessment (HIA) and share information to the 
cumulative HIA starting to be conducted.  The HIA includes the following 
areas of focus: 


i. Assessment and mitigation of noise, air quality, soil quality, and odors 
1. Sharing any environmental studies, such as the Phase II 


Environmental Assessment, done with community as requested 
and with the Cumulative Health Study 


2. Get a baseline measurement of noise impact from train to 
potential residents from distance where housing is projected and 
proper mitigations/site planning in place to address the noise 


3. Assessment and mitigation of odors before residents move in, 
possible contribution/advocacy to mitigate marijuana grow odors 


4. No permanent uses that would contribute to poorer air quality, 
construction equipment mitigations to improve air quality--follow 
best management practices during construction 


ii. Community-led assessment done of any “community assets” on the site 
and their use, including open space (see below), with the ability for 
community to influence those assets 


iii. A plan to attract businesses/services that address neighborhood health 
iv. Action points for mitigating impact/stress of construction 


 
2. Open Space 


a. “Publicly accessible open space” should have consultation with community as far 
as any play equipment, community uses, and design/accessibility 


b. Keep and add trees to the property (per tree protection ordinance but also adding 
on to this commitment), minimal destruction of existing trees, addition of more 
trees and plants to area that mitigate air quality 


c. Inclusion of uses for middle and high school children (given proximity to 2 middle 
and High Schools) created with participation from those youth 


d. Active recreation uses in line with what is needed in the neighborhood, according 
to neighbors 


e. Land used just as a stormwater facility with no park use should not be counted as 
open space 
 


3. Impact of Development on Traffic and Construction 
a. Before the Site Development Plan is approved, commit to and complete a 


study of the impact of Traffic and Construction, that is shared directly with 







community and community groups, and includes the following areas of 
study: 


i. Expand the area of the existing traffic study to look at overall impact to 
Elyria-Swansea neighbors, including: 


ii. Impact on increased traffic from existing development (I-70, NWC, etc) 
iii. Impact on increased transportation time to work and school 
iv. Impact on neighborhood exit and entry points  
v. Impact on train congestion from Union Pacific and commuter rail “A-line” 
vi. Impact on access to public transportation and pedestrian routes 
vii. Impact on neighborhood access to local business  
viii. Action points for mitigating impact/ stress of traffic 


 
 








Ask to 2535 Development as part of a Community Benefits Agreement 
Business and Commercial uses components to address displacement 
 


1. Affordable commercial space for local business​- maintain 20% of commercial 
spaces for reduced cost for local businesses/efforts. Local business preference 
encourages and supports local vendors, something good for both the community and the 
economy overall. 
 


2. Preference for local businesses-​ provide neighborhood businesses first right to lease 
affordable space. If none are interested or timeline does not align, promote available 
retail space to locally-owned small businesses in metro Denver.  Work with the Center 
for Community Wealth Building to help notify local businesses.  
  


3. Prioritize office space for non-profits​ that provide services to neighborhood residents 
and surrounding communities. 
 


4. Work with Community​ to identify services and retail that they are interested in ongoing, 
have intentional services that support the health of local residents. 


 








5/5/2019 
Re: 2535 E. 40th St. rezone request 
 
Attachments:  neighborhood “asks” to developers during the negotiation process, “area of change 
map” that was in previous evidence in the public record, excerpts from Comprehensive Plan 
2040/BluePrint Denver, previous evidence and letter from the original hearing 
 
Dear Denver City Council Members,  
 
The GES Coalition, Unite North Metro Denver (RNO), The Elyria Swansea Neighborhood 
Association, Cross Community Coalition, and neighbors adjacent to the property in question decided 
collectively to oppose this rezone, due to the inequitable impact this development would have on 
neighbors, specifically worsening and quickening the displacement patterns that the City’s public 
investments in the 80216 area have exaggerated. GES Coalition committed to facilitate an equitable 
process, as much as possible in a short amount of time, that was open to all neighbors while 
centering the most vulnerable neighbors concerns around displacement. Overall, these organized 
groups and neighbors feel that keeping the I-A zoning would not accelerate displacement and could 
be beneficial in bringing jobs to the neighborhood.  The collective decision stated that the neighbors 
are more confident in the City’s ability to protect neighbors health in the current I-A zoning, more so 
than their ability to protect neighbors in the I-MX-3 zoning without any mitigation of displacement 
caused by the development. Without deliberate and strong actions from the City and applicant that 
address property taxes, rising rents, and deeper/additional affordable units at this large site, it is the 
collective conclusion that this rezone proposal to I-MX-3 will worsen health and wellbeing in the 
neighborhood and set a dangerous precedent for the GES neighborhoods and across the City. At this 
point in time, the collective coalition of neighbors feel like it is critical that the City pay close attention 
to what GES neighbors, in particular the most vulnerable and impacted neighbors, say about this 
process and desired outcomes.  As much as within your ability to lead and govern, we ask that you 
consider the moral questions in this process as to how vulnerable neighbors are being 
protected through this massive injection of public and private development in Globeville 
Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods​--composed of families of modest means who have built and 
held up this City over generations.  
 
Agreement process with the developer since the April 8th hearing 
The negotiation process the last month was generally civil and we appreciated the time and 
recognition from the applicant through this process.  A breaking point, however for the neighborhood 
groups and representatives, was when the applicant did not show up at a “small group” meeting that 
the mediator had requested, and that neighborhood members had coordinated time away from work 







to be at. This action did not only lose momentum in a very short time-limited process but also lost 
faith from neighbors that the applicant indeed cared about this process or take/plan on taking the 
neighborhood seriously or respect neighborhood feedback in the future.  Neighborhood feedback 
specifically included the feeling that both the developer and the City are “laughing at” our ability to 
influence this process; and generally it was felt that both the developer and City do not recognize/do 
not care about the impact that this project is multiplying as far as the displacement of neighbors 
surrounding the site.  


● “Soft promises” were not enough, neighbors felt like they had no guarantees moving forward 
and that any of the asks that could address displacement would be followed through on. If 
negotiations don't come out well, what commitments do we have to deeper affordable, 
neighborhood preference affirmative marketing, additional affordable units, or mitigation of 
rising property taxes? 


● The proposed “Displacement Impact fee” (a $200/per market rate unit fee) was taken out of the 
agreement even as a consideration for having a “conversation around”. 


● The agreement was written by the applicant, not by the mediator or in collaboration with the 
neighborhood participants. The neighborhood party was barely given time to edit what was 
presented by the applicant and were only able to get a couple extra statements or word 
changes in the final document. 


● The “Community Benefits” that were offered by the developer that are taking a significant 
amount of capital were not identified nor asked for by the neighbors. The new things that were 
added in, per the asks of the neighborhood were very small and non-committal. 


○ It is still unclear what the benefit to having Wonderbound in the neighborhood is, yet 
they are the beneficiary of the biggest benefit of this project 


○ The community did not ask for community gardens, a cooperative space, or work-live 
units for artists--these were “benefits” identified by the applicant. 


○ The neighborhood affirmative marketing plan for the 70 units, deeper affordability to 
match the need in the neighborhood, or selling of land to the GES CLT for permanent 
affordable AND neighborhood accountability are only given as considerations. 


○ Additional affordable units were never considered. 
○ The “sharing of the traffic study” is the first step to what we hoped would be a 


comprehensive evaluation of traffic and construction impacts in the area that would also 
include the City during this critically construction heavy time (no response from a 
request to NDCC specifically to lead this) and would include action points to reduce 
impact to neighbors. 


 
Collective process organized between a coalition of neighbors and neighborhood 
organizations 
The collective process that was organized between neighbors and GES Coalition, Project Voyce, and 
three neighborhood RNO’s after the April 8th hearing started with the formation of a mediation group. 
A diverse group of 18 neighbors attended two mediation meetings with the developer and the 
mediator at Bruce Randolph school. This group (and all groups after) included a balanced mix of 
youth and elderly, renters and homeowners, English speakers and Spanish speakers, low-income 
and middle-income earners, and new arrivals to the neighborhood and neighbors who have been 







here for generations. About half of the 18 neighbor participants live within 200 feet of 2535 E. 40th 
Ave. Following these two meetings, a smaller group of 3 neighbors was organized as the mediation 
group, which included one neighbor who lives across the street from 2535 E. 40th Ave, one neighbor 
from GES Coalition, and one neighbor from an RNO. During this month of negotiation, neighbors 
simultaneously organized to knock on doors of all homes within 500 feet of 2535 E. 40th Ave on three 
different occasions. The first time knocking on doors was to give an update on the April 8th City 
Council Public Hearing, the second time to invite neighbors to the negotiations with the developer, 
and the third time knocking on doors was to invite neighbors to a Community Reporting about the 
Good Neighbor Agreement offered by the developer, which was held on May 2nd. All neighbors 
within 500 feet of 2535 E. 40th Ave were invited to participate in this community reporting and vote. A 
diverse group of 30 neighbors attended the Community Reporting on May 2nd, and included 
representation and membership from three Elyria-Swansea RNOs. GES Coalition provided language 
interpretation, child care, meeting space, and dinner. This Community Reporting meeting was spent 
reviewing the offer from the developer in the context of the neighborhood plan, and hearing diverse 
neighbors share diverse opinions about the offer from the developer and the overall proposal to 
change the zoning of the property. At 9pm, a motion was raised to not sign the offer from the 
developer, and to not support the zoning change at 2535 E. 40th Ave. The motion passed with 12 
votes to not sign/support, 7 votes to sign/support, and 4 votes that abstained. (Six neighbors had to 
leave the meeting before the motion was called, nearly 1.5 hours after the meeting was scheduled to 
end.) GES Coalition’s role in the community organizing and collective process has been to provide an 
organizing platform for neighbors who are interested in getting involved around equitable 
development. GES Coalition also provides analysis and reporting to neighbors on issues related to 
equitable development, and provides resources that make it possible for neighbors to attend these 
collective meetings. Since the April 8th hearing, more than 75 unique and diverse Elyria-Swansea 
neighbors joined the collective process about the proposed zoning change of 2535 E. 40th Ave, and 
nearly half of these neighbors live within 4 blocks of the site. 
 
Ongoing Concerns from neighbors, and neighborhood groups 


● The precedent that is set from this case could encourage similar private development in the 
area without commitment to equitable development; diverse neighbors are concerned of the 
cascade effect (see areas of change map attached and in the previous report in the public 
record) that could happen, in particular in GES where there is a major transition of industrial 
properties that could transition to IMX3 if text amendments and process changes are not 
implemented immediately.  GES, and other vulnerable neighborhoods urgently need an equity 
implementation overlay that would inform large rezones and development efforts. 


● From dis-invesment in GES to hyper-multi-billion dollar public investment, is now driving 
private investment. This rate of investment does not allow neighbors to catch up with it and is 
harmful to the most vulnerable neighbors.  


● Failure of the City-- our City let us down in this process, and showed an utter breakdown in 
communication between departments and efforts.  Our ongoing communication (over the last 4 
years) with the City about equitable development seemed to have no relevance when it 
actually came to private development in Swansea.  Neighbors feel “sold off” by the City and do 







not feel protected by the City. The utter lack of trust in the City’s ability to protect and defend 
vulnerable neighbors is a major factor in this decision. 


● Neighbors in GES described this as a “lose-lose” situation.  When properties are sold to the 
highest bidder, the neighborhood having any “wins” feels like the last consideration. 


● Neighbors are expected to participate without compensation for their ideas or contributions as 
neighbors are treated as an obstacle, not a resource.  


● Ongoing lack of an inequitable process-- is Council willing to continue to accept unresolved 
proposals in GES that lack equitable process and lack outcomes that the neighborhood 
actually contributed to or agree with​?  ​Globeville had a similar experience of feeling a lack of 
process and input on decisions made in their neighborhood, mostly due to a lack of equitable 
process. ​What is going to break this pattern of lack of respect for neighborhood voices? 


 
Reiteration of rezoning criteria and values in the new ​Comprehensive Plan 2040​ and ​BluePrint 
Denver​ adopted 2 weeks ago 


● Considering Public Health, safety and wellbeing of neighbors​ please deeply reflect on the 
impacts of involuntary displacement.  In the original packet submitted to the public record by 
GES Coalition, the case was clearly made for the dangers of health and well-being without 
addressing the displacement this market rate housing project could accelerate. As stated in the 
Human Impact Partners ​article in the record, “​Community residents who experience financial 
strain and/or displacement, may experience a wide variety of chronic stress-related physical 
and mental illnesses, including anxiety, depression, hypertension, heart disease, obesity, 
diabetes, and sleep disorders.  Additional constraints on health-protecting resources and 
exposure to health- damaging environments such as substandard and overcrowded housing 
could further contribute to a variety of negative health outcomes.  Disruption of social networks 
can lead to additional health challenges, including exposure to fragmented social environments 
that have higher rates of violence and sexually transmitted diseases.​” 


● Consistent regulations for this zoning​-- neighbors are concerned about the precedent for this in 
“areas of change” in the ES Neighborhood Plan.   Half of the land in E-S could potentially be in 
this same category and without equitable development protections, the neighborhood will 
continue to face unchecked and unmitigated displacement pressures.  


● Consistency with neighborhood plans​-- as stated previously, while this zoning may match the 
zoning map, countless other parts of the E-S neighborhood plan were not considered in this 
process and the zoning map should only be applied in relation to the other parts of the plan as 
well.  Including but not limited to the need for a large development planning process with 
neighbors.  


● Circumstances in the neighborhood​--please consider the circumstances of massive amounts 
of construction, traffic and influx of public and private investment.  These circumstances merit 
equitable development.  


● Neighborhood context​-- this is the first private development ever done in the Swansea 
neighborhood of this scale.  The neighborhood is a single family home context and all recent 
rezones have had extensive community involvement and commitment to affordability. 







● IMX3 zone district purpose and intent​ is to buffer residential from industrial uses, yet this 
zoning could actually prevent this protection with a lack of buffering for incoming residents from 
the trains, and being limited to 3 stories only.  


● In the new Comprehensive Plan 2040, how will private developments actually be incentivized 
to do significant affordability or work in a shared vision with the neighborhood?  When will 
suggested text amendments to the code be changed and how can we address this case, now? 
Are we currently unable to influence private development toward truly equitable outcomes? 
That is a dangerous precedent right now in Denver.  It seems like the wrong questions and 
considering the wrong criteria if equity is not a real consideration. 


● What does “equity” really mean? Is 10% affordable at 60% AMI “equitable” in a neighborhood 
that is 88% 30-50% AMI?  Is telling neighbors what is beneficial to them “equity”?  Is a lack of 
commitment from the City to address the concerns around property taxes, deeper affordability 
or rising rents “equitable” as more and more vulnerable neighbors are displaced?  


● The values and statements in the 3 year Denveright process reflects Denver’s moral 
compass--where is the​ “deliberate action”​ and “​extensive coordination”​ to address 
involuntary displacement from the City in this circumstance? 


○ Denveright Blueprint Denver, Vision for an inclusive Denver 2.2 “Using these *(equity) 
concepts to guide implementation will require extensive coordination among city 
departments. For example, to ensure new city investments or regulatory changes 
address the needs of areas vulnerable to displacement, city departments leading capital 
projects must work in lockstep with city departments offering programs to mitigate 
involuntary displacement.”...“Mitigating involuntary displacement means​ deliberate 
action​ to keep current residents and businesses in place and providing equitable 
access to the benefits of economic growth for all residents and business owners.” (GES 
are the areas most vulnerable to displacement in the City) 


 
We appreciate your careful consideration of these points and ongoing commitment to the neighbors in GES 
moving forward. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
The Globeville Elyria Swansea Coalition, Organizing for Health and Housing Justice, its cooperative board, 
resident members, and staff 
 
 








 


03/31/2019 


Dear Denver City Council Members,  


Please see the below evidence, categorized under the rezone criteria, that supports the GES 
Coalition and Swansea neighbors position to “approve the I-MX-3 rezone ​with Conditions​” 
for the proposal at 2535 40th St..  The following are the ​conditions​ that we would like to 
see attached to this re-zone regardless of the owner:  1.) A Community Benefits Agreement 
is developed and signed with the GES Coalition and at least 1 Elyria Swansea Registered 
Neighborhood Organizations and the developer before the Site Development Plan is 
approved by the City (see outline of sample agreement in attachments) 2.) A full 
traffic/construction impact analysis reported on to the neighborhood before any 
construction is started on the site 3.) A “transformative project” process that includes an 
“anti-displacement action plan” in the neighborhood, led by the City, completed before Site 
Development Plan is approved to inform the site plan and design.  If adding these 
conditions is not possible, we feel the proposed I-MX-3 zoning would be harmful to the 
neighborhood and would ask that you do not approve of this change in the zoning code.  


Is the rezoning consistent with ​completed plans​? ​ (excerpts from the ES neighborhood 
plan are attached) 


● Neighborhood plans are no longer reflective of the needs in the neighborhood, 
especially in relation to housing as displacement started more drastically after the 
plan was completed. This specific ATT site was not discussed in the Elyria Swansea 
neighborhood plan process.  This 14 acre area merits a transformative project plan 
where uses are revisited with neighbors; similar sites were analysed in this way in 
the ES neighborhood plan.  


● Unfortunately, the ES neighborhood plan does not address or elaborate the concerns 
and realities of displacement of neighbors that other city plans and city-led analyses 
have since addressed (​Housing an Inclusive​ ​Denver​) and (Denver’s​ ​Gentrification 
Study​-- “Recommendation 2. Address the potential for involuntary displacement in 
neighborhood plans. Collaborate with CPD to ensure that neighborhood plans consider 
the potential for displacement in each neighborhood and include strategies to 
minimize involuntary displacement. Strengthen CPD and OED coordination on future 
neighborhood planning efforts to address the need for housing and business 
opportunity, and to include strategies to mitigate the negative effects of 
gentrification”). ​There is also an upcoming study on the impact of public investment 
where conclusions need to be applied to this development given the context of this 



https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/community-planning-and-development/planning-and-design/completed-plans.html

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Housing/HousingInclusiveDenver_FINAL_020918.pdf

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Housing/HousingInclusiveDenver_FINAL_020918.pdf

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Housing/HousingInclusiveDenver_FINAL_020918.pdf

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf

https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/690/Reports%20and%20Studies/GENT%20STUDY%20051816.pdf





 


site in the Swansea neighborhood,  and given how displacement pressures created 
by public and private investments have driven involuntary displacement pressures 
across Elyria-Swansea. As a neighborhood that has been historically divested from 
public spending, and now facing billions of dollars of public investment, it is critical 
that current realities of the neighborhood, risks to existing neighbors, and 
development without displacement in tandem with community partnership should 
have the sufficient time to be evaluated and considered as part of this proposal.  


● The amount of units proposed in this project is equal to nearly half of the existing 
units in Swansea, 40% in Elyria and Swansea.  This is the largest development ever 
proposed in Elyria-Swansea.  This type of development needs additional process as 
its impact is so huge on the neighborhood.  


● There is a lack of cultural relevance, affordability and neighborhood involvement in 
this project.  This counters (page 2) the Elyria Swansea Neighborhood plan in 
Councilwoman Montero’s letter (also in attachments) “Cultural relevance has been 
important during this process of neighborhood planning, and is also important in 
moving forward with implementation”....”I also want to address the fears around 
gentrification we have heard through the process.  Incoming development must not 
displace current residents.  It’s imperative that after centuries of living with minimal 
city services, finally when the neighborhood is getting investment, the current 
residents must not be pushed out.  Diverse resident involvement in implementation 
of this plan is critical.” 


● The plan clearly states the need for formation of an RNO, coordination of nonprofits 
with govt agencies, and the need for bilingual outreach and engagement (p. 18 
Elyria Swansea neighborhood plan (ESNP), also attached).  Yet none of these things 
were addressed by the City or the developer during this process.  


● There is a lack of neighborhood participation and hence, culture as part of the vision 
of this project---A.11 (p.21) from the ESNP plan recommends the incorporation of 
neighborhood culture and identity “for application into private development 
projects.” 


● There is a lack of diversity of units or units that are family size in this proposal 
where the neighborhood plan asks to (p.46 ESNP) “support the creation of family 
appropropriate affordable housing projects that include more bedrooms”... and 
“encourage(s) reference to and implementation of Housing Denver…” 


● Per the plan there is a need to develop and work with RNOs in the neighborhood 
which was not sufficiently done by the developer or City. (p.126 ESNP) F.4 







 


recognizes that the City Council and the mayor typically work with the RNOs to 
promote certain actions and outcomes in the plan.  


● (p. 85 ESNP) Recommendation 6-D37 was clearly not followed in this proposal.  It 
states, “​Strengthen Outreach on Development Projects,​ The City, private 
developers, and community partners should continue and strengthen bilingual and 
culturally-appropriate outreach and communication with residents about upcoming 
construction and development projects as these communities have historically 
experienced negative environmental impacts from previous decisions.”  


Does the rezoning further public health, safety and welfare?  


● This project, being mostly market rate, will worsen involuntary displacement of 
Swansea residents.  Market rate units are known to negatively impact surrounding 
low-income communities... “​the impact of new development in a neighborhood is 


usually the opposite because it increases demand (for that neighborhood) by more than 
it increases supply.” ​https://shelterforce.org/2016/03/10/why_we_must_build/ 


“Studies show that market-rate housing development is linked to the mass 
displacement of neighboring low-income residents (Davidson and Lees ​2005​, ​2010​; 
Pearsall ​2010​). Such displacement occurs even when low-income housing is not directly 
demolished and destroyed to make way for new development—because it operates 
through indirect and exclusionary means, such as “price shadowing” (Davidson and 
Lees ​2005​, ​2010​). Market-rate housing production causes significant price impacts in 
surrounding neighborhoods, raising area rents and real estate taxes (Oliva ​2006​; 
Pearsall ​2010​; Zuk and Chapple ​2016​). These price impacts have resulted in ​higher 
housing cost burdens​ for low-income residents, as well as their displacement (Davidson 
and Lees ​2005​, ​2010​; Pearsall ​2010​).” 
https://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-what-we-actually-know-about-market-rat
e-housing-development-and-displacement/ 


● Ongoing pattern of regional over local benefit in GES, Swansea continues to take on 
projects (National Western and I-70), (most saturated neighborhood with marijuana 
licences) and has to bear the burden of the impacts but not be able to define the 
specific benefits to the community.  Swansea should not also have to bear 
disproportionate amounts of development of housing for the entire City at the 
sacrifice of people in the neighborhood being displaced.  This shows the need for a 
Community Benefits Agreement to be committed to as a condition of this proposal.  
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● Impact of Displacement on health 
https://humanimpact.org/hipprojects/health-and-equity-impacts-of-the-proposed-
reef-development-project-in-south-central-la/​ (also in attachments) 


“Community residents who experience financial strain and/or displacement may 
experience a wide variety of chronic stress-related physical and mental illnesses, 
including anxiety, depression, hypertension, health disease, obesity, diabetes, and 
sleep disorders… Additional constraints on health-protecting resources and 
exposures to health-damaging environments such as substandard and overcrowded 
housing could further contribute to a variety of negative health outcomes. 
Disruption of social networks can lead to additional health challenges, including 
exposure to fragmented social environments that have higher rates of violence and 
sexually transmitted diseases.” (p. 2 of Executive Summary, attached) 


● A pattern of disrespect and lack of equitable process by the applicant (and lack of 
guidance from the city) with neighbors shows ongoing threat of disclusion to 
neighbors as part of this development.  See email attachments--developer decision 
to not do MOU with the GES Coalition after committing to one, extremely limited 
outreach to neighbors, lack of follow up or feedback taken from any neighborhood 
sessions (done at final hour), and rejection of request for additional time to work 
with the neighborhood. We feel this is why it is necessary to have conditions, as the 
developer has not shown they are able to proactively work with the neighborhood. 
Not a single interaction (back and forth) was had with Swansea neighbors until a 
news article came out after Council Land Use Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee and neighbors became aware of this project.  


● Environmental impacts make this site not ideal for a large amount of units.  See 
“Existing and proposed truck routes map” (p.58 ESNP) and “Railroad map” (p.52 
ESNP) that show this site is surrounded by 2 major truck routes on 40th and York 
and 3 major railroad crossings (heavy rail and commuter rail).  The site plans shown 
so far show housing extremely close to the rail.  Trucks and rail are 2 forces 
extremely hard to move or change.  


● The existing circumstances are already an extremely unsafe situation, where you 
have pedestrians (especially middle and high schoolers) and traffic that backs up 
from constant train traffic on Clayton and York.  There are limited ways (York, 
Clayton or Steele) to get through to 43rd St. and Clayton is the neighborhood arterial 
that is a very frequently used street by neighbors, crossing Dunham Park on the 
other side of the train tracks.  Adding units that equal more than 40% increase of 
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households in Swansea to this small, restricted-by-trains area will cause unsafe 
circumstances, especially for pedestrians. 


● I-70 construction is extremely heavy currently in the neighborhood, and set to last 
an additional 4 years.  Elyria Swansea neighbors are already heavily impacted by air 
quality, noise, walkability/bikeability, traffic, and overall quality of life.  The 
neighbors can’t handle another large scale construction project at the same time, 
especially when it has not been fully analyzed by the City/contractors as to how the 
construction projects will overlap.  


● Criminalization/Discrimination of young people, people of color and neighborhood 
people at this property.  A large private property on walking routes of 2 
middle/high schools in the neighborhood with “retail” and “open space” that may 
not really be open to young people of color is worrisome for the health and 
well-being of young Swansea residents and could create unnecessary arrests and/or 
conflicts.  With no neighborhood agreement in place, or commitment to local 
businesses there is additional risk to young people from this property rezoning. 


Are there circumstances that justify the rezoning?  


● Circumstances the applicant uses cite the public investment in the area (greenway, 
transit station) that are also factors in amplifying gentrification and displacement. 
The circumstances used in CLT/Brothers and Habitat rezones (used as precedents 
in this case) were specifically addressing the need for permanently affordable 
housing as needed due to public investments already raising the property values 
and causing displacement.  The circumstances merit equitable development (see 
attached collective ask). 


● The circumstances in the neighborhood now (involuntary displacement, 
construction) merit the conditions to have a Community Benefits Agreement  


Is the rezoning consistent with the neighborhood context?  


● The single family home character in Swansea is different than this proposal which is 
multi-unit, multi-story  


● There is no effort to be neighborhood or culturally relevant to the neighborhood 
● The most recent rezone cases in Swansea (Habitat, Brothers and ULC) used as 


precedent by the applicant all had extensive community outreach, buy-in, and deep 
equitable and affordability plans and commitments.  


 







 


Does the rezoning align with the zone district’s purpose and intent?  


● I-MX-3 zoning is supposed to be a buffer to industrial but it is actually putting 
housing directly next to rail, thus increasing resident proximity to industrial, not 
“buffering” it 


● While the IMX3 zoning is a low-level of density, if a full neighborhood process and 
equitable development process was done,  a potentially more creative set-back style 
of zoning could better accommodate the situation, get units away from the rail and 
incorporate more affordability. 


 


Would it result in consistent regulations for each property with the same zoning 
designation citywide?  


● We are concerned about the precedent this sets in neighborhoods that IMX3 zoning 
is intended for huge amounts of luxury housing.  Considering the “future concept 
land use plan and areas of change map” (p. 96 ESNP) for industrial properties map 
in the Elyria Swansea plan (also attached), this type of rezone could open the door 
for similar projects surrounding the residential core of Swansea and without 
equitable principles that would address displacement of neighbors.  This is 
extremely concerning to neighbors if ongoing change does not involve the 
neighborhood’s participation.  This puts over half of the land in Swansea in an “area 
of change” where this project could ​set a precedent of not involving the 
neighborhood and not doing equitable development/process moving forward. 
There needs to be an Equitable Development Plan for GES that guides all large scale 
development. 


● If conditions were added, they could be consistently added to rezones of a certain 
size that are proposing market-rate units in low income neighborhoods of a 
displacement-vulnerable population that is predominantly in civil rights protected 
classes. 


Ongoing Community Concerns:  


● Lack of outreach to Swansea community and surrounding neighbors; valid 
community concerns left unaddressed; no relationship formed with developer, no 
commitments or agreements with neighborhood. 


● “Benefits” not for Community; no relevance or alignment with community needs or 
culture. 







 


● Too much housing (equals 40% of existing units in E-S) in one area 
● Affordability/Gentrification/Displacement  
● Accessibility for neighbors (both to housing, commercial/retail spaces, open spaces)  
● Traffic; parking; impact to arterial roads 
● No General Development Plan; Development Agreement did not include neighbors, 


neighbors not included in Open Space Plan 
● Use of an outdated neighborhood plan; neighborhood plan used as the neighbors 


word without the neighbors 
● Lots of seniors and big families in area; majority of renters are extremely vulnerable 


to involuntary displacement 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Globeville Elyria Swansea Coalition Organizing for Health and Housing Justice  




































































































































being protected through this massive injection of public and private development in 
Globeville Elyria and Swansea neighborhoods--composed of families of modest means who 
have built and held up this City over generations. 

Agreement process with the developer since the April 8th hearing
The negotiation process the last month was generally civil and we appreciated the time and 
recognition from the applicant through this process.  A breaking point, however for the neighborhood 
groups and representatives, was when the applicant did not show up at a “small group” meeting that 
the mediator had requested, and that neighborhood members had coordinated time away from work 
to be at. This action did not only lose momentum in a very short time-limited process but also lost 
faith from neighbors that the applicant indeed cared about this process or take/plan on taking the 
neighborhood seriously or respect neighborhood feedback in the future.  Neighborhood feedback 
specifically included the feeling that both the developer and the City are “laughing at” our ability to 
influence this process; and generally it was felt that both the developer and City do not recognize/do 
not care about the impact that this project is multiplying as far as the displacement of neighbors 
surrounding the site. 

“Soft promises” were not enough, neighbors felt like they had no guarantees moving forward 
and that any of the asks that could address displacement would be followed through on. If 
negotiations don't come out well, what commitments do we have to deeper affordable, 
neighborhood preference affirmative marketing, additional affordable units, or mitigation of 
rising property taxes?

The proposed “Displacement Impact fee” (a $200/per market rate unit fee) was taken out of the 
agreement even as a consideration for having a “conversation around”.

The agreement was written by the applicant, not by the mediator or in collaboration with the 
neighborhood participants. The neighborhood party was barely given time to edit what was 
presented by the applicant and were only able to get a couple extra statements or word 
changes in the final document.

The “Community Benefits” that were offered by the developer that are taking a significant 
amount of capital were not identified nor asked for by the neighbors. The new things that were 
added in, per the asks of the neighborhood were very small and non-committal.

It is still unclear what the benefit to having Wonderbound in the neighborhood is, yet they 
are the beneficiary of the biggest benefit of this project

The community did not ask for community gardens, a cooperative space, or work-live 
units for artists--these were “benefits” identified by the applicant.

The neighborhood affirmative marketing plan for the 70 units, deeper affordability to 
match the need in the neighborhood, or selling of land to the GES CLT for permanent 



affordable AND neighborhood accountability are only given as considerations.

Additional affordable units were never considered.

The “sharing of the traffic study” is the first step to what we hoped would be a 
comprehensive evaluation of traffic and construction impacts in the area that would also 
include the City during this critically construction heavy time (no response from a request 
to NDCC specifically to lead this) and would include action points to reduce impact to 
neighbors.

Collective process organized between a coalition of neighbors and neighborhood 
organizations
The collective process that was organized between neighbors and GES Coalition, Project Voyce, 
and three neighborhood RNO’s after the April 8th hearing started with the formation of a mediation 
group. A diverse group of 18 neighbors attended two mediation meetings with the developer and the 
mediator at Bruce Randolph school. This group (and all groups after) included a balanced mix of 
 youth and elderly, renters and homeowners, English speakers and Spanish speakers, low-income 
and middle-income earners, and new arrivals to the neighborhood and neighbors who have been 
here for generations. About half of the 18 neighbor participants live within 200 feet of 2535 E. 40th 
Ave. Following these two meetings, a smaller group of 3 neighbors was organized as the mediation 
group, which included one neighbor who lives across the street from 2535 E. 40th Ave, one neighbor 
from GES Coalition, and one neighbor from an RNO. During this month of negotiation, neighbors 
simultaneously organized to knock on doors of all homes within 500 feet of 2535 E. 40th Ave on 
three different occasions. The first time knocking on doors was to give an update on the April 8th 
City Council Public Hearing, the second time to invite neighbors to the negotiations with the 
developer, and the third time knocking on doors was to invite neighbors to a Community Reporting 
about the Good Neighbor Agreement offered by the developer, which was held on May 2nd. All 
neighbors within 500 feet of 2535 E. 40th Ave were invited to participate in this community reporting 
and vote. A diverse group of 30 neighbors attended the Community Reporting on May 2nd, and 
included representation and membership from three Elyria-Swansea RNOs. GES Coalition provided 
language interpretation, child care, meeting space, and dinner. This Community Reporting meeting 
was spent reviewing the offer from the developer in the context of the neighborhood plan, and 
hearing diverse neighbors share diverse opinions about the offer from the developer and the overall 
proposal to change the zoning of the property. At 9pm, a motion was raised to not sign the offer from 
the developer, and to not support the zoning change at 2535 E. 40th Ave. The motion passed with 
12 votes to not sign/support, 7 votes to sign/support, and 4 votes that abstained. (Six neighbors had 
to leave the meeting before the motion was called, nearly 1.5 hours after the meeting was scheduled 
to end.) GES Coalition’s role in the community organizing and collective process has been to 
provide an organizing platform for neighbors who are interested in getting involved around equitable 
development. GES Coalition also provides analysis and reporting to neighbors on issues related to 
equitable development, and provides resources that make it possible for neighbors to attend these 
collective meetings. Since the April 8th hearing, more than 75 unique and diverse Elyria-Swansea 
neighbors joined the collective process about the proposed zoning change of 2535 E. 40th Ave, and 
nearly half of these neighbors live within 4 blocks of the site.

Ongoing Concerns from neighbors, and neighborhood groups



The precedent that is set from this case could encourage similar private development in the 
area without commitment to equitable development; diverse neighbors are concerned of the 
cascade effect (see areas of change map attached and in the previous report in the public 
record) that could happen, in particular in GES where there is a major transition of industrial 
properties that could transition to IMX3 if text amendments and process changes are not 
implemented immediately.  GES, and other vulnerable neighborhoods urgently need an equity 
implementation overlay that would inform large rezones and development efforts.

From dis-invesment in GES to hyper-multi-billion dollar public investment, is now driving 
private investment. This rate of investment does not allow neighbors to catch up with it and is 
harmful to the most vulnerable neighbors.  

Failure of the City-- our City let us down in this process, and showed an utter breakdown in 
communication between departments and efforts.  Our ongoing communication (over the last 4 
years) with the City about equitable development seemed to have no relevance when it 
actually came to private development in Swansea.  Neighbors feel “sold off” by the City and do 
not feel protected by the City. The utter lack of trust in the City’s ability to protect and defend 
vulnerable neighbors is a major factor in this decision.

Neighbors in GES described this as a “lose-lose” situation.  When properties are sold to the 
highest bidder, the neighborhood having any “wins” feels like the last consideration.

Neighbors are expected to participate without compensation for their ideas or contributions as 
neighbors are treated as an obstacle, not a resource.  

Ongoing lack of an inequitable process-- is Council willing to continue to accept unresolved 
proposals in GES that lack equitable process and lack outcomes that the neighborhood 
actually contributed to or agree with?  Globeville had a similar experience of feeling a lack of 
process and input on decisions made in their neighborhood, mostly due to a lack of equitable 
process. What is going to break this pattern of lack of respect for neighborhood voices?

Reiteration of rezoning criteria and values in the new Comprehensive Plan 2040 and 
BluePrint Denver adopted 2 weeks ago

Considering Public Health, safety and wellbeing of neighbors please deeply reflect on the 
impacts of involuntary displacement.  In the original packet submitted to the public record by 
GES Coalition, the case was clearly made for the dangers of health and well-being without 
addressing the displacement this market rate housing project could accelerate. As stated in the 
Human Impact Partners article in the record, “Community residents who experience financial 
strain and/or displacement, may experience a wide variety of chronic stress-related physical 
and mental illnesses, including anxiety, depression, hypertension, heart disease, obesity, 
diabetes, and sleep disorders.  Additional constraints on health-protecting resources and 
exposure to health- damaging environments such as substandard and overcrowded housing 
could further contribute to a variety of negative health outcomes. Disruption of social networks 
can lead to additional health challenges, including exposure to fragmented social environments 



that have higher rates of violence and sexually transmitted diseases.”

Consistent regulations for this zoning-- neighbors are concerned about the precedent for this in 
“areas of change” in the ES Neighborhood Plan.   Half of the land in E-S could potentially be in 
this same category and without equitable development protections, the neighborhood will 
continue to face unchecked and unmitigated displacement pressures.  

Consistency with neighborhood plans-- as stated previously, while this zoning may match the 
zoning map, countless other parts of the E-S neighborhood plan were not considered in this 
process and the zoning map should only be applied in relation to the other parts of the plan as 
well.  Including but not limited to the need for a large development planning process with 
neighbors. 

Circumstances in the neighborhood--please consider the circumstances of massive amounts 
of construction, traffic and influx of public and private investment.  These circumstances merit 
equitable development. 

Neighborhood context-- this is the first private development ever done in the Swansea 
neighborhood of this scale.  The neighborhood is a single family home context and all recent 
rezones have had extensive community involvement and commitment to affordability.

IMX3 zone district purpose and intent is to buffer residential from industrial uses, yet this 
zoning could actually prevent this protection with a lack of buffering for incoming residents from 
the trains, and being limited to 3 stories only.  

In the new Comprehensive Plan 2040, how will private developments actually be incentivized 
to do significant affordability or work in a shared vision with the neighborhood?  When will 
suggested text amendments to the code be changed and how can we address this case, now? 
Are we currently unable to influence private development toward truly equitable outcomes?  
That is a dangerous precedent right now in Denver. It seems like the wrong questions and 
considering the wrong criteria if equity is not a real consideration.

What does “equity” really mean? Is 10% affordable at 60% AMI “equitable” in a neighborhood 
that is 88% 30-50% AMI?  Is telling neighbors what is beneficial to them “equity”? Is a lack of 
commitment from the City to address the concerns around property taxes, deeper affordability 
or rising rents “equitable” as more and more vulnerable neighbors are displaced?  

The values and statements in the 3 year Denveright process reflects Denver’s moral compass-
-where is the “deliberate action” and “extensive coordination” to address involuntary 
displacement from the City in this circumstance?



Denveright Blueprint Denver, Vision for an inclusive Denver 2.2 “Using these *(equity) 
concepts to guide implementation will require extensive coordination among city 
departments. For example, to ensure new city investments or regulatory changes 
address the needs of areas vulnerable to displacement, city departments leading capital 
projects must work in lockstep with city departments offering programs to mitigate 
involuntary displacement.”...“Mitigating involuntary displacement means deliberate 
action to keep current residents and businesses in place and providing equitable access 
to the benefits of economic growth for all residents and business owners.” (GES are the 
areas most vulnerable to displacement in the City)

We appreciate your careful consideration of these points and ongoing commitment to the neighbors in GES 
moving forward.

Sincerely, 

The Globeville Elyria Swansea Coalition, Organizing for Health and Housing Justice, its cooperative board, 
resident members, and staff

On Mon, Apr 1, 2019 at 10:11 AM Nola Miguel <nola@gescoalition.com> wrote:
Dear Denver City Council Members, 

Please see the attached letter and packet of supporting documents that we are submitting to be part 
of the public record for the proposed rezone at 2535 40th St. in the Swansea neighborhood. 
It is the GES Coalition's position to “approve the I-MX-3 rezone with Conditions” for the proposal at 
2535 40th St..  The following are the conditions that we would like to see attached to this rezone 
regardless of the owner:  1.) A Community Benefits Agreement is developed and signed with the GES 
Coalition and at least 1 Elyria Swansea Registered Neighborhood Organization and the developer 
before the Site Development Plan is approved by the City (see outline of sample agreement in 
attachments) 2.) A full traffic/construction impact analysis reported on to the neighborhood before 
any construction is started on the site 3.) A “transformative project” process that includes an “anti-
displacement action plan” in the neighborhood, led by the City, completed before Site Development 
Plan is approved to inform the site plan and design.  
If adding these conditions is not possible, we feel the proposed I-MX-3 zoning would be harmful to the 
neighborhood and would ask that you do not approve of this change in the zoning code. Since we do 
not yet seen the "development agreement" with the City or any type of movement on an MOU; this is 
our best judgement as to a compromise that will give the neighborhood some confidences moving 
forward.

We would appreciate confirmation that this will indeed be added to the public record.
Thanks for your attention to this issue, 
Nola
-- 

Nola Miguel, MSW, nola@gescoalition.com
GES Coalition Organizing for Health and Housing Justice
https://www.gescoalition.com
Office: 3840 York Street, Denver CO 80205
Mail: PO Box 16132, Denver, CO, 80216
303-596-6425 cell
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-- 

Nola Miguel, MSW, nola@gescoalition.com
GES Coalition Organizing for Health and Housing Justice
https://www.gescoalition.com
Office: 3840 York Street, Denver CO 80205
Mail: PO Box 16132, Denver, CO, 80216
303-596-6425 cell
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