
Written Testimony of Don White regarding Council Bill No. 18-2021 

My name is Don White, and I am a co-owner of the American Motel, which is located along I-70 
and Kipling in Wheat Ridge. The American Motel has been in my family since 1986. It was a Ramada 
Inn back then and mostly empty. Just 17 of 137 rooms were occupied. Since then, we have re-branded 
and focused on providing a comfortable place to stay at an affordable price. We have enjoyed high 
occupancy, with about 90 percent of our rooms consistently reserved. Some guests stay weeks. Others 
stay months or even years.  

The reason is because of how we treat our guests. We are a small family business. We own four 
motels in Colorado, Kansas and Missouri. As a family and a business, compassion is our guiding 
principal. We treat all our guests as we would our own family—with compassion and respect. 

Our guests range from road tripping families to temporary workers and people experiencing 
homelessness. We offer them a comfortable room, a pool, laundry facilities, and ballroom that is 
frequently used for graduation parties, weddings and quinceañeras. We charge affordable rates because 
we believe everyone deserves to have a roof over their head.  

I believe the City’s hotel/motel licensing ordinance is misguided. But before I address my 
concerns with the ordinance, I want to dispel a few myths about the American Motel. 

Myth: The American Motel is in disrepair and the owners have not re-invested in it. 

Facts: The American Motel is a safe and comfortable motel and I am very proud of it! If you 
haven’t been to the property before, please stop by and take a tour or stay for the evening. We are 
constantly re-investing in the property, replacing furniture, updating bathrooms, installing new carpet, 
repainting, and replacing electronics (like televisions and refrigerators). We have invested $600,000 in the 
American Motel in the last two years alone. 

Myth: The American Motel allows unsafe activity to take place on its property. 

Facts: This could not be further from the truth. We have had consistent on-site management since 
1987. Our manager, Sandi, and her staff strictly enforce our policies against loud noise, disturbances, 
loitering, and criminal activity. They have taken the City’s crime free hotel/motel training program. 
Recently, we have made physical improvements to our property to make it safer, including by installing 
additional lighting and surveillance cameras. Recently, we approached the Wheat Ridge Police 
Department about hiring off-duty officers to provide private security. Unfortunately, the Police 
Department declined our request. Nevertheless, we hired private security (who are still on the job) for 
overnight shifts to prevent incidents from occurring or responding when they do.  

However, we can’t do it alone. In recent years, we’ve seen a marked increase in homelessness 
and loitering in the area. We are seeing a lot of people who suffer from substance abuse and mental health 
issues gathering in the area and on our property. We diligently ask them to leave, but they inevitably 
return. Requiring hotels and motels to receive a new license, and tying that license to the number of calls 
to service to the police, will not solve this problem. We need the City, police and social services to work 
with business owners like us to address the addiction and mental health issues that underlie a lot of the 
problems we see.  

While I now understand you have been studying this issue for some time, I was only recently 
made aware of this ordinance. Since learning of it in August, my team and I have reached out to the 
members of this council to discuss our concerns. I want to thank those of you who took the time to meet 



with me and your willingness to hear our concerns. These meetings have been very productive. I urge you 
to pause your consideration of this ordinance so we can continue this conversation with all the stakeholder 
groups at the table. The issues this ordinance seeks to address—which touch on homelessness, substance 
abuse, mental health, law enforcement, and private business operations—are too important and complex 
to rush. I urge you to vote to pause consideration of the ordinance so we can work together, as a 
community, to chart the best path forward together. 

If you do decide to take up this ordinance tonight, I believe there are a number of specific 
changes that should be made: 

1. Eliminating or modifying the calls-for-service rate.

As a business owner, I have grave concerns about this metric because it puts my staff at risk. Our 
long-time manager Sandi told me she will be less likely to call the police if there is a problem because it 
could jeopardize the motel’s license. Her reluctance could expose her and the staff to injury from an 
unruly guest or uninvited person on the property. Currently, the ordinance defines “calls for service” as 
“public initiated dispatched calls . . . generated by the community.” This should be clarified to exclude 
calls made by hotel staff so the hotel/motel is not penalized by having its staff call the police when it is 
needed. 

Second, the calls for service rate assumes that the business owner is at fault for and/or can control 
the activity on its property that generates the call for service. This just isn’t true in most cases. For 
instance, just weeks ago I was in the American Motel parking lot in my car. Suddenly, multiple squad 
cars arrived to arrest an individual (who was not our guest) who was outside the motel. He had allegedly 
committed a crime elsewhere in Wheat Ridge and the police found him outside our property. Would this 
call/arrest count against American Motel? It shouldn’t because we had nothing to do with his criminal 
behavior or even his presence on the property. 

Far from being the source of criminal activity, as the ordinance says, hotels/motels have often 
been a resource for law enforcement in Wheat Ridge. At the American Motel, we have had the police 
department deliver individuals to our front door when they have nowhere else to stay—in essence asking 
us to house individuals in crisis or experiencing homelessness. Now, unfortunately, this ordinance 
appears to penalize these hotels/motels if these same individuals generate a call for service. 

At the American Motel, many calls for service come because people are loitering in our parking 
lot. These people are not guests; they are transient individuals. And there are more of these individuals in 
the area than ever. Our staff will always go out to remove them, but they soon return. We also cannot 
prevent someone from standing on the lengthy sidewalks that encircle our parking lot. Inside our 
property, we frequently sweep the hallways and stairs to remove individuals who are not guests (they are 
typically looking for a warm or dry place to sit) who may, in some circumstances, be the cause of a call 
for service. American Motel is a five-story building with multiple entrances that cannot, under the fire 
code, be permanently shut. In these circumstances, I do not believe it is fair to penalize business owners 
such as us for a call for service generated by individuals who are not guests of our property. The “calls for 
service” definition should be further clarified to exclude calls for service generated in response to an 
individual(s) who is not a motel guest. 

Third, the calls for service rate in the ordinance (1.5 calls per room within 12 months of receiving 
a license) does not account for hotel vacancy or the problems (some of which I mention above) in using 
calls for service as a basis for depriving a hotel of its right to do business. I urge the City Council to factor 
in hotel vacancy rates and to raise the call for service rate to be greater than 1.5 calls per room. The 
reasons for these calls (like individuals in a mental health crisis who become violent) and the solutions to 



them are very complex. I believe it will take a while for hotel/motel operators, their staff, police, and area 
social service organizations to find appropriate solutions to these problems. Simply passing an ordinance 
will not automatically cause the calls for service rate to drop, though I wish it were that easy. We need 
resources and cooperation from the City. For these reasons, I urge you to adopt a higher rate—perhaps 2.5 
calls per room—and reduce that rate slowly over time as the impact of the ordinance (and work required 
to address the underlying problems causing the calls for service) becomes clearer. 

2. The ordinance’s definition of extended stay—anything more than 29 days—should 
be removed or extended. 

The ordinance’s restrictions on extended stays—anything more than 29 consecutive nights—will 
not help in reducing calls for service. It appears to be a solution in search of a problem. 

I assure you, the long-term guests at American Motel—and we have some who have stayed 
years—are not trouble-makers. They are stable, considerate, and wonderful people who have decided, of 
their own free will, to stay at American Motel for weeks, months or years at a time. I do not understand 
why the City is limiting a guest to staying for 29 days without the hotel/motel owner making massively 
expensive (and in some cases impossible) changes to its property. The changes the ordinance will impose 
will have two very harmful consequences. 

First, the ordinance will cause hotels/motels to fundamentally change how they do business just 
to maintain the right to operate in Wheat Ridge. American Motel relies on guests who stay for weeks or 
months as a significant source of its revenue. I was told that the ordinance was designed to make the 
hotel/motel more “livable.” I respectfully disagree. Guests do not need a kitchen or fitness center to be 
safe and comfortable. While the members of this council may personally choose not to stay in a standard 
hotel room for a month or two, our guests feel differently. Many do not have the means to pay for an 
extended stay room with amenities like a separate living room and full kitchen. Others do have the means 
but have other priorities—like a room with a lower cost compared to a more expensive room with more 
amenities. People are entitled to make that choice. Personally, I cannot cook and would have no use for a 
kitchen in an extended stay room. I do not think it is the place of this or any city council to tell an 
individual that he or she cannot choose to stay in a hotel of their choosing just because it does not have a 
stove, just as we would not tell that individual what to cook on that stove.  

Complying with the ordinance will cost us millions of dollars—if compliance is feasible. It will 
require gutting rooms, knocking down walls and installing new plumbing, electrical, fixtures and 
furniture. If we do these upgrades, we will have to significantly raise rates across the board (ordinary and 
extended stay). This will make our property unaffordable to our current clientele: those looking for 
economy rates. We would then need to change decades of marketing and start soliciting a new type of 
guest, who I am not sure exists in this market. This is a fundamental change of business strategy, which I 
do not believe should be forced onto hotel/motel owners through the passage of a licensing ordinance.  

Second, by requiring every guest to leave after 29 days—even if that guest has been a model 
citizen—the ordinance may cause greater housing instability for people who are trying to get on their feet. 
This could generate more calls for service by denying individuals or families a place to stay for more than 
29 days. In a way, then, the ordinance could cause more problems rather than solve them. 

I strongly urge the City Council to eliminate the extended stay license requirements or have it 
apply only to newly-constructed or renovated hotels or motels (i.e. adding a grandfathering provision). If 
a hotel/motel wishes to add these amenities to serve a certain clientele, market forces (and not a licensing 
ordinance) should dictate that decision. If the City Council elects to keep the extended stay licensing 
requirement, it should extend the limit on ordinary (non-extended) stays to 120 days and to adopt 



exceptions to this limitation applicable to individuals with a bona fide business purpose for the extended 
stay, who are experiencing homelessness or who are in transition between housing options. 

3. The extended stay amenity requirements do not have a public safety purpose. 

The ordinance limits the number of people (2) who can stay in an extended stay room. Under the 
ordinance, a typical family with two parents and two kids on a cross-country road trip would not be able 
to stay in the room, nor would a mother with two children who is trying to get back on her feet. I cannot 
see any public safety reason for this requirement, or many others in the ordinance. For instance, I do not 
see how adding a fitness center, conference rooms or wifi (which we already have) will reduce crime or 
the number of calls for service.  

As I already said, our long-term guests are not the ones who cause problems or generate calls for 
service. Limiting the capacity of extended-stay rooms to two guests or requiring us to add fitness centers 
and other amenities just to offer an extended stay does not appear to have an obvious public safety 
purpose. While these amenities may be appropriate in a newly-built hotel, it is unfair to impose them on 
long-standing properties. I urge the City Council to eliminate the capacity restriction on extended stay 
rooms and to remove the other onerous amenity requirements. 

In conclusion, I want to thank each of you for your time and attention and would like to 
specifically thank the city councilors and staff who have taken the time to meet with me and consider 
ways to make the ordinance better. I urge this council to pause its consideration of the ordinance so we 
can continue this productive conversation on how to make Wheat Ridge the safe and enjoyable 
community we all want it to be. I believe the hotels and motels in Wheat Ridge can be part of the solution 
to many problems facing the community. If you do decide to take up the ordinance, I strongly urge you to 
recognize the significant impact this will have on our business and modify the ordinance to reflect these 
challenges. 

Sincerely, 

Don White 
Co-Owner of the American Motel 


