
 

   
 

Project: Unlocking Housing Choices (UHC) 
Subject: Advisory Committee Meeting #2 

Meeting Date: Wednesday, August 26, 2025 
Meeting Time: 4:00pm - 6:00pm 

Meeting Location: Wellington Webb Municipal Building Room 4G2; Microsoft Teams 

 
Meeting Notes 
 
Meeting Objectives 

• Review previous project meetings  
• Discuss adopted plan guidance 
• Discuss housing and infill issues related to the project 
• Discuss peer city approaches to enabling missing middle housing 

Attendance 
• All 26 committee members were present. 
• Denver Community Planning and Development staff members present included Rob Haigh, Andrew Webb, 

Alisa Childress, and Kyle Dalton. 

Welcome and Introductions 
• Staff opened the meeting and started a round of introductions for staff members and committee members. 

CPD Presentation 
• Rob Haigh presented the meeting agenda and a high level overview of the previous Advisory Committee 

meeting and Joint City Council & Planning Board meeting. City staff reviewed the current project timeline 
and acknowledged the potential for changes to the schedule due to budget and staffing changes.  

• CPD presented an overview of the relevant citywide plan guidance and the general themes of neighborhood 
and area plan guidance that the project will focus on implementing. 

• After a pause for questions, comments and discussion, Rob Haigh shared an overview of the issues 
identified as a part of the project initiation. These are the issues primarily identified by the adopted plans, 
public engagement, and other projects and findings from permit data. 

• After another pause for questions, CPD staff presented another high level overview of the peer city review, 
best practices and approaches other cities have taken during similar missing middle housing projects. The 
comment and discussion time for this topic continued until the end of the meeting.  

 

Advisory Committee Questions, Comments, and Discussion 
Advisory Committee members shared their thoughts on the project and each of the discussion topics introduced in 
the presentation. The committee also had several requests for additional data and information that would be 
helpful in advising staff on this project. The major themes comments and questions are paraphrased below, along 
with brief staff responses where warranted. For more detail on the comments, questions, and discussion, please 
watch the recording of the advisory committee meeting posted on the project webpage. 
 
Advisory Comments and discussion: 

• The city should ensure the project considers utility and infrastructure capacity and availability. 



   
 

   
 

• Equity should be central in developing strategies and the advisory committee needs a briefing on the city’s 
equity lens. 

• Despite being a citywide project, UHC needs different approaches for different neighborhood contexts. 
• When we talk about adding housing types in “neighborhoods”, we should consider how adjacent areas 

provide a range of options if we look at them together. 
• How will UHC address area plan guidance that does not support additional housing options in areas with 

low and low-medium future place guidance? 
o Staff response: UHC will have to carefully balance the citywide plan guidance with area plan 

guidance to try and achieve the goals of both plans. There may need to be compromise to allow 
additional housing types while implementing strategies or making changes to the zoning code to 
ensure that the underlying reasons for the area plan guidance can still be met. 

• UHC should have representation from the market-rate development community in addition to the 
affordable housing developers and community members that make up most of the advisory committee. 

• When we say areas are exclusive, we mean that areas allow exclusively one type of housing – single family 
homes – and this limits who can live in those neighborhoods. 

• Have our peer cities tailored building envelope or standards so that a single unit is allowed a certain 
amount of square footage, a duplex is allowed more square footage, and a triplex is allowed more than the 
duplex, and so on. 

o Staff response: Yes, our peer city research has shown that this type of regulatory tool is important 
in encouraging the development of these housing types. 

• We need to focus on the population who needs housing, rather than those who already have secure 
housing. 

• Allowing duplexes or additional residential density does not always result in greater affordability. 
• UHC should establish a goal, or a target number of units to gauge success. 
• The city eliminated the “slot home” building type, but we did not replace this housing type with something 

that was more palatable. 
• Walkability is inextricably linked to the success of a project adding additional housing types and residential 

density. 
• We need to be careful when we discuss “neighborhood character”. 
• Missing middle housing is able to provide more affordable housing options largely by dividing land costs 

between the units. To this end, duplexes may not be enough to divide land costs to the extent needed to 
provide more naturally affordable housing. 

• New construction is expensive. We have to talk about adding units to existing structures. We need to re-
legalize this option. 

• We need to consider impacts for affordability in individual neighborhoods in addition to the city overall. 
• We should carefully consider how effective our current zoning code regulates by minimum lot size. 
• Blueprint Denver highlights exploring Cottage Court building types 
• We do not want to abandon our area plan guidance. 
• UHC should develop a strategies that prevent a rapid change like what happened along Tennyson Street. 


