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Cherry Creek GID Feasibility Study — Client Summary Report
Prepared for: Councilwoman Amanda Sawyer and the District 5 Council Office
Date: October 27, 2025

Introduction

The Cherry Creek General Improvement District (GID) Feasibility Study was launched in January 2025 to evaluate
whether the creation of a GID could provide long-term funding and management for improvements in the Cherry
Creek Statistical Neighborhood (CCSN). The impetus for exploring the GID was rooted in addressing pressing
neighborhood needs identified by community—ranging from public safety and infrastructure needs to enhanced
mobility and environmental improvements—while creating a sustainable structure for managing services and
investments in Cherry Creek. A GID had previously been identified as a potential tool for the Cherry Creek
community in the 2012 Cherry Creek Area Plan and had been discussed at various points through the last decade as a
possible tool to create and leverage funding for projects and services. This report outlines the process undertaken to
assess the feasibility of a GID for the Cherry Creek statistical neighborhood, the findings from community engagement
and survey work, and the recommendations and conclusions that emerged from the work.

GID Feasibility Study Process

The intent of the Cherry Creek GID Feasibility Study was to explore whether forming a GID was a viable option to
provide sustainable funding and governance for neighborhood improvements in the CCSN, including identifying desired
projects, services and investments that the community felt were priorities, as well as whether they felt there was a
benefit to collectively funding these services. The CCSN boundary was the initial study area for the project —it is
bounded by 6t Avenue to the north, Colorado Boulevard to the east, the Cherry Creek to the south and University
to the west. It is inclusive of distinctive subareas including the Cherry Creek North Neighborhood, the Cherry Creek
East Neighborhood, the Cherry Creek North Business Improvement District (BID), the Cherry Creek Mall and the
soon-to-be-developed Cherry Creek West.

The following were the key elements of the Feasibility Study:
= Review of previous reports and studies, including but not limited to the 2012 Cherry Creek Area Plan, the
2018 Cherry Creek Area Greenway Implementation Plan, the 2024 Denver Moves: Cherry Creek Plan, and
the 2024 Cherry Creek Needs Assessment Survey and Analysis.
=  Analysis of data, including property data, voter data, and sales tax data which was used to understand the mix
of stakeholder types and to run assessment scenarios for a GID, as well as understand the total number of
possible electors/voters in the district
= Community engagement, including one-on-one meetings, small group sessions and community meetings
= An online survey designed to gather initial understanding of the GID and sentiments about it that generated
500+ responses
The intended outcome of this work was to establish a framework for what a GID could look like if advanced in
Cherry Creek.

Notably, as part of the initial engagement work, an additional area known as “The Triangle” was added to the GID
feasibility study. The Triangle is a small area adjacent to Cherry Creek East bounded by E Alameda Avenue to the
north, Colorado Blvd to the west and the Cherry Creek to the southwest. The Triangle was included in engagement
and surveying work conducted as part of this study.
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Community Engagement

Community participation was central to the GID Feasibility Study effort. Over the course of several months, multiple
public meetings, workshops, and listening sessions were convened with neighborhood associations, business groups,
and civic organizations. These included presentations to the Cherry Creek North Neighborhood Association, Cherry
Creek East Neighborhood Association, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Cherry Creek North BID, as well as
resident- and business-focused informational sessions, both online and in person.

In addition to these larger forums, one-on-one conversations were held with property owners, developers, and key
stakeholders to gather a more nuanced perspective on their priorities and concerns. To supplement this qualitative
input, a community survey was distributed in late May 2025 and remained open through mid-June 2025, attracting 506
responses. The survey’s intent was not to make a definitive decision on a GID but rather to capture a moment-in-time
snapshot of understanding and sentiments about community needs, GID understanding and support for/opposition to
a GID at a very early stage.

When asked about priorities for the community that could possibly be funded by a GID, residents and property
owners identified a range of services, and it was the first time in the study where distinctive differentiation between
the subareas of the study area became clear. In Cherry Creek North, the most pressing concerns were security
patrols, construction mitigation, neighborhood advocacy, pedestrian safety, and street lighting. By contrast, Cherry
Creek East prioritized street lighting, pedestrian safety, security patrols, cleaning and maintenance, and alley lighting in
that order. Cherry Creek BID residential respondents highlighted desires for an increase of services already being
funded by the BID, and a seat at the table to address neighborhood issues.

Write-in responses further emphasized these themes for each area while also highlighting general areas of interest
across the study area. Many respondents raised safety and security as their highest concern, pointing to the need for
patrols, cameras, and better lighting. Others highlighted pedestrian safety and traffic calming, particularly at high-risk
intersections. Construction-related disruptions were also cited, alongside calls for improved parking management, and
general beautification of the neighborhood.

The survey revealed a community that was engaged but cautious. Overall, 35 percent of respondents expressed an
interest in continuing the exploration of a GID at a very early stage in which a detailed plan and financial implications
were not yet available. 65 percent indicated opposition to the GID concept; however, many of those expressing
opposition asked for additional specifics and/or stated that their perceptions of the GID could shift once details were
provided. Importantly, more than 100 respondents volunteered to remain involved, signaling a meaningful base of
community members who were willing to help shape the process.

After assessing all the feedback, Centro made the recommendation to take an incremental next step in the GID
exploration process focused on developing working groups for each distinctive subarea, comprised of volunteers who
had stepped forward to be engaged. The intent of these working groups was to help shape both additional engagement
in the subareas as well as help shape the framework of a subarea GID plan.

An Opposition Campaign

Early learning and listening sessions yielded positive feedback on the GID, but as the conversations progressed within
the distinctive neighborhoods of the Cherry Creek Statistical Neighborhood — notably Cherry Creek North —a
campaign of opposition began to form. While the Council Office and Centro worked to engage with these
constituents to understand their concerns and discuss opportunities to address them, it became clear the resistance
was towards any sort of district tool being formed rather than the structure of it. Information that was untrue and/or
misleading infiltrated the neighborhood, creating a challenging environment in which to have a constructive
conversation about the viability for a GID. The discourse took a negative turn and permeated communications
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networks. Ultimately, increasingly intense neighborhood discourse and community meetings made it clear the GID was
not the right tool at the right time.

In mid-September 2025, the GID feasibility study was halted. Still, findings and information that were gathered
throughout the study will remain useful for the purposes of ongoing community advocacy and helping the Council
District 5 office understand more nuanced concerns about the study area. These findings provide opportunities to
explore other ways to achieve community goals outside the GID and are summarized here.

General Sentiments about GIDs

While the GID Feasibility Study has concluded, it’s important to highlight some key sentiments and takeaways that
emerged generally related to the structure of a GID that are helpful in understanding some of the pushback to the
GID mechanism. Those concerns include:

Assessment Methodology: When a GID feasibility study is initiated, very early estimates regarding how much
a GID could generate and what costs might look like for ratepayers are often generated utilizing the most
common form of special district assessment — a mill levy (property tax) based on the assessed value of
property. Many stakeholders voiced concerns about using property taxes as the sole basis for assessment,
given the volatility of property values and, in particular, related to residential property values. This early
analysis utilizing property taxes and values created fodder for misinformation and concerns that areas of the
district with higher property values would be subsidizing areas with lower values. Instead, there was interest in
special assessments that could be tailored by area and linked to specific services. The study concluded before
scenarios utilizing different assessment methods (e.g. lot size, building size, etc.) could be analyzed, but in
theory the idea resonated more with residents than a property value-based assessment did.

Governance: The concerns over governance came from a few different places. First, there was a lot of
concern over how people actually got appointed to serve on the GID Advisory Board. The GID statute is
unique in that it states that the City Council of the municipality in which the GID is created serves as the
Board of Directors. However, the City of Denver has long utilized a policy in which rather than the City
Council directly managing the GID, an Advisory Board is appointed to work in their stead as the day-to-day
managers of GID funds, overseeing all deployment of funding, budgeting and oversight. The City Council and
Mayor do not involve themselves in the day-to-day management of the GID, as can be seen in the operations
of the other five existing GIDs in Denver (Gateway Village GID, 14t Street GID, RiNo GID, Ballpark GID and
Sun Valley GID). Still concerns persisted that this GID formation was in some fashion a “money grab” by the
City and that the community would — once the GID was formed — have no oversight over how the funds were
deployed. While this is wholly untrue, that sticking point persisted. Second, there were questions about the
Advisory Board makeup itself and how people were appointed to it, what representation looked like and who
made decisions. GID Advisory Board formation — including the makeup of the board, the initial board
members and future processes to fill vacant seats — is up to the community and is codified in the GID Work
Plan and formation ordinance, but concerns persisted about how representation would be developed and who
got to make that decision.

The Use of Funds: How funds would be deployed across the district was also a big concern. This particular
issue also ties back to the assessment approach concerns that emerged. First, the subareas of the CCSN very
much wanted distinctive services and were concerned there would be no assurances that funds generated in
one part of the district wouldn’t be used elsewhere. Despite clarity that this could be achieved through a
variety of safeguards, the concerns persisted. Second, a misperception that the city could capture these funds
to backfill citywide budget concerns became a speaking point of the opposition campaign, despite assurances
to the contrary that—by statute—this is illegal. Regardless, the concerns continued, bolstered perhaps by the
announcement of significant City budget cuts by Mayor Johnston halfway through the GID Feasibility Study
process.

Fairness in Formation: The GID statute defines “eligible electors” for the formation of a GID as owners of
commercial and residential property, as well as residents who live within the district boundaries and are
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registered to vote there. This raised significant red flags for the community due to the fact that renters could
vote on an increase in property taxes that resident owners would have to pay. This was one of the more
challenging issues to overcome because it is established in statute and thus unchangeable. While an analysis of
resident owners vs. renters clarified that the ownership base was larger, resident owners remained concerned
that renters who would not be directly impacted by the tax increase (at least immediately) would be making
decisions on the financial implications of resident owners.

= The City’s Role: The City’s role in supporting the needs or Cherry Creek — or perhaps rather the lack
thereof — became a significant concern in the formation process. The CCSN has some of the highest property
values (and therefore taxes) in the city. In 2024, Cherry Creek generated 9.26% of sales tax revenue for the
City (the only area higher is Union Station). CCSN priorities have frequently been overlooked through the
city’s equity budgeting process and resident frustration with that is significant. Concerns ranged from anger
over the lack of the city “doing what it is supposed to do” to frustration that the highest tax contributing area
of the city was also one of the lowest recipients of City project funds, and that critical community investments
in things like pedestrian safety should not fall on the shoulders of residents to fund. Although throughout the
process it was made clear that the GID’s focus could and should be on doing work that the city would never
do (e.g. private security patrols, safety cameras, pedestrian scale lighting, etc.), frustration continued to emerge
over a lack of partnership with the City to achieve the overall goals and needs of the community.

Overall, a deep sense of mistrust with the City combined with current local, state and federal economic pressures
created challenges for the GID that went far beyond the typical formation concerns and skepticism. Some
stakeholders felt the process came as a directive from the City rather than a grassroots effort and were never quite
able to view the study for what it was — an opportunity to understand how or even if a GID could address needs and
desires that have been expressed for years as community priorities. At the same time, other stakeholders felt the GID
lacked a clear mission/objective statement —a “why” for the study — not recognizing that the feasibility study’s intent
was just this. These issues combined with an opposition campaign that sought to play on these fears created an
environment that did not welcome conversation and creativity, bringing the GID study to an end.

The information that was gleaned from the study in terms of neighborhood specific priorities, concerns and issues
remains a takeaway from this work and has been summarized below in hopes that each community can utilize this
information to collectively identify solutions together and with the City of Denver.

Overall Priorities for the Entire Cherry Creek Statistical Neighborhood

Amongst all survey respondents throughout the Cherry Creek Statistical Neighborhood and the Triangle, the top six
priority areas where stakeholders desire to see issues addressed are summarized below. Each of these issues was
ranked as a high priority by more than 50% of respondents:

Security patrols

Construction mitigation

Pedestrian safety

Neighborhood advocacy

Street lighting

Cleaning and maintenance

oA WN —

Each of these items are further elaborated on below where the issues by subarea are identified.

Cherry Creek North Neighborhood Observations
The following are the top five priorities identified by the Cherry Creek North neighborhood:
I. Security Patrols: Cherry Creek North stakeholders shared that the most valuable investment to the
neighborhood would be private security and/or additional patrols from off-duty police. Spikes in both property
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and personal crime were noted, and the efforts of nearby Country Club to hire private security was suggested
as a replicable effort. Notably the Country Club neighborhood has funded patrols through voluntary
contributions rather than a district.

Construction Mitigation: The impacts of construction within the Cherry Creek BID area are felt significantly
by the neighborhood surrounding it. The compounding of multiple construction projects happening at once,
increased traffic due to higher density projects and more residential, and cut-through traffic impacts in the
neighborhood were all mentioned. Residents discussed what “mitigation” might look like and called out a need
for a more comprehensive and strategic approach to permitting projects holistically (i.e. rather than one-off
allowances for street closures or blocked off parking, looking at an overall management system that requires
coordination between contractors). Also suggested were creating an established route for trucks (2nd and 3rd
were noted as major thoroughfares for concrete trucks in particular), addressing construction worker parking,
and ensuring that where dumpsters are set does not create field of vision issues.

Neighborhood Advocacy: Overall, the advocacy concerns align strongly with all of the concerns listed here,
and the desire for the community to have a stronger, more organized voice with the City on all matters.
Stakeholders overall shared that while communications are fairly strong (via both the Cherry Creek North
Neighborhood Association and online platform Next-door), advocacy and an organized voice to lobby the city
and other parties to address community issues was not as strong as it could be. Also noted were concerns
with a lack of noise enforcement in the community (in particular large cars speeding through the
neighborhood) and parking enforcement. Notably, residents also expressed significant frustration with the fact
that paid parking permits are required for guests, an impact that has come from a growing Cherry Creek
North and should be mitigated creatively through ways that don’t put an additional cost burden on residents.
Pedestrian Safety: Cars speeding through the neighborhood, a lack of stop signs and an overall lack of
enforcement on traffic regulations are all concerns that stakeholders shared related to the safety of
pedestrians walking around the neighborhood. The addition of Flock cameras was also noted as a possible
solution to address some of the persistent speeding traffic issues.

Street Lighting: Street lighting emerged as a priority for stakeholders who noted that while walking through
the Cherry Creek BID — with its decorative streetlights throughout — feels safe and comfortable, once you get
into the neighborhood it is dark. Desires for streetlighting were intermittent — spread through various
sections of the neighborhood.

Also of note in the Cherry Creek North neighborhood was engagement that occurred with businesses on 6t Avenue
from University Blvd. to Colorado Blvd. These businesses have attempted to informally organize to share costs on a
number of things, including a website to promote the area, some events and a few other things. They have discussed a
BID for themselves but the high cost of formation vs. the small revenue that would come just from that area do not
align with their overall goals. Continuing to engage these stakeholders on solutions to promote the small, but vibrant
and mostly local, business community is recommended.

Cherry Creek East Neighborhood Observations
The following are the top five priorities identified by the Cherry Creek East neighborhood:

l.

Street Lighting: Lighting was noted as a distinguishing factor of Cherry Creek East, but one that needs better
management. Lighting has emerged in a haphazard fashion throughout the neighborhood over the years as
larger scale development took place, creating a hodge-podge of lighting types, bulb colors and maintenance
(interestingly, several streetlights were wired directly into private properties meaning they pay for not only
the electrical but the maintenance, which frequently isn’t done). A mechanism to look comprehensively at
street lighting needs is desired but remains a challenge to untangle. Design Guidelines for Cherry Creek East
provide a framework for investment but a funding source and singular entity to manage it would be required.
Pedestrian Safety: One stakeholder in Cherry Creek East shared in a workshop: “I risk my life every day
walking my dog in the neighborhood.” Speeding on Alameda Avenue, cut-through traffic from Colorado
Boulevard, and the same racing traffic that concerns Cherry Creek North are all concerns of the Cherry
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Creek East neighborhood as well. Several stakeholders noted that cars don’t stop at stop signs and that other
mechanisms to slow traffic are needed. The addition of speed bumps was supported, and some stakeholders
shared that they had previously approached the City about this but the City was not supportive of speed
bumps at the time. Council staff shared that this sentiment is shifting and now may be a time to revisit speed
bump implementation. The addition of bright pedestrian crosswalks, bright pedestrian signs in the middle of
the street, flashing pedestrian lights and more 4-way stops (including at Garfield/Bayard, Madison/Bayaud,
Adams/Ellsworth and Garfield/Ellsworth) are areas of improvement that the neighborhood would like to
explore. Also noted was a desire to see trees around stop signs trimmed more regularly for visibility.

3. Security Patrols: Security patrols emerged as a priority in the survey but appear to be more focused on
addressing traffic safety than on personal or property safety issues, as noted by the Pedestrian Safety section
above. Some stakeholders mentioned the possibility of creating a local patrol/neighborhood watch approach
and there were questions about how to best get concerns to the Denver Police Department.

4. Cleaning and Maintenance: A number of cleaning and maintenance priorities were identified by Cherry
Creek East stakeholders. On the topic of landscaping and maintenance, stakeholders shared that
improvements to landscaping at the gateways of the neighborhood, perhaps augmented by neighborhood
signage, would create more appealing gateways, while others noted adding benches and trash cans throughout
the neighborhood would be a welcoming touch. Consistent snow removal was also identified as something the
community desired, noting that there are several HOAs in the neighborhood that provide the service while
there are other areas that do not, and having consistency would make it a more pedestrian friendly
neighborhood. Improvements to public areas including the Cherry Creek Trail and Burns Park were also
identified, including a desire to keep both litter free, add lighting, and improve plantings and beautification
overall.

5. Alley Lighting: Alley lighting — like street lighting — is also a priority, though a lower one than addressing the
street lighting needs of the community. Some respondents suggested that a campaign to encourage property
owners to add motion lighting to each alleyway would address concerns with property crime in the area.

Cherry Creek BID Resident Observations

Engagement within the existing Cherry Creek BID was focused on residential apartments and condos who are not
ratepayers into the BID (BIDs, by statute, can only assess commercially assessed properties, not residential). This
creates some unique challenges, since the BID delivers services that benefit residents even though it is completely
subsidized by commercial owners. Generally, Cherry Creek residential stakeholders were supportive of a continuation
and increase of services that the BID already provides, including more security patrols and increased cleaning and
maintenance (many noted that the increase of residents and dogs means a need for more cleanup). The mitigation of
construction issues is also a concern for Cherry Creek BID residents, and advocacy — the ability for residents to be
part of decision making and have a voice in the neighborhood — was also key. Transit and circulation also emerged
from BID residential stakeholders as a point of interest, both for movement around the neighborhood but also
movement between Cherry Creek and Downtown as well — something that one BID stakeholder who is also an office
tenant stated would be hugely valuable for office tenants too.

Notably the issue within the BID is a larger one that other parts of Denver with BIDs — including Downtown — are
experiencing, as once commercial properties become residential and are no longer assessed. The addition of
thousands of new 24/7 residents who create increased pressures on services but don’t pay in is also a concern. As one
stakeholder put it: “How will we keep the Cherry Creek we love as it is?” These are larger concerns for the future of
the BID and continued engagement with residential developers is warranted to ensure the vitality of the district,
perhaps through mechanisms other than a GID.
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The Triangle Observations

Engagement with stakeholders in the Triangle began later in the process as noted earlier in this report, but a small
survey and targeted stakeholder engagement did occur during the time of the feasibility study. The engagement
revealed the following priority areas of concern:

I. Lighting: Stakeholders felt that the addition of lighting would not only address some security concerns (see
item two below) but could also help to create an identity for the area. Lighting was noted as a particular
issue/need near the Cherry Creek, and one stakeholder wondered if the addition of lighting alongside Flock
cameras could help target some persistent crime issues in the area.

2. Safety: Addressing safety was a significant concern for Triangle stakeholders, in particular a desire for
targeted crime deterrence and addressing overnight crime. Mention was made of frequent shots being fired
from areas throughout the neighborhood. Residents shared concerns about an issue at Gables Vista that
occurred in June 2024 — a drive-by shooting that involved shots fired into the lobby with a bullet ricocheting
into a fourth-floor apartment, as well as ongoing issues with vehicle break-ins and package thefts.

3. Cleaning and Maintenance: Cleaning and maintenance was a general concern with residents noting a lot of
litter, and in particular broken glass, found around the district, something particularly concerning as it relates
to the large number of dogs living in the residential units there. A desire for increased cleaning and
beautification along Cherry Creek was also noted.

One other item of interest that emerged was a desire by residents to see more activities and activations within the
Triangle that create opportunities for connection — and help increase safety.

Cherry Creek Mall and Cherry Creek West Observations

Engagement with Taubman (who owns the Cherry Creek Mall) and East West Partners (who is doing the Cherry
Creek West development adjacent to the Mall) did not reveal a great deal of support for the GID. Taubman provides
many of the services to the mall that were identified as priorities in the GID study, and East West Partners shared that
the rezoning for their |3-acre site in the fall of 2024 brought with it requirements for a Community Benefit
Agreement that have them responsible for a number of services contemplated by the GID, including safety, cleaning,
and improvements to Cherry Creek in alignment with the 2018 Cherry Creek Area Greenway Implementation Plan.
These will all be funded through a master homeowners association (HOA) that covers the site. They are also
completing a number of public improvements as part of the investment — including at the |Ist and Clayton intersection
and the right turn lane on University.

Conclusions

The Cherry Creek GID Feasibility Study provided the community an opportunity to discuss their needs, desires and
concerns, and also contemplate how to see all of these realized. Despite organized opposition, support for exploration
of the GID existed throughout the study area. This report attempts to organize key information with the intent that
some items identified within can potentially be addressed by means other than a GID, while also offering
considerations for the future should the idea of a district percolate up as a priority in the future for parts of the
district as a tool to accomplish specific goals.
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