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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

AMENDED COMPLAINT

I.  INTRODUCTION

II.  JURISDICTION & VENUE 

III.  PARTIES 

 1.  Plaintiff Richard M. Haverty, proceeding Pro Se, brings this action to remedy a 

      sustained campaign of discrimination and "Institutional Silence" by the Denver 

      Housing Authority. This Amended Complaint introduces Exhibits A-W, proving that

      Defendant's conduct was not mere negligence, but a coordinated effort to obstruct the

      Plaintiff's civil rights and housing stability.

 2.  This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1343.3. Supplemental 

      Jurisdiction exists under 28 U.S.C. § 1367.4. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 

      1391(b). 

 3.  Plaintiff Richard M. Haverty is a resident of Denver, CO, and a "qualified individual 

      with a disability."

 4.  Defendant the Housing Authority of the City & County of Denver a/k/a the Denver 

      Housing Authority (DHA) is a public housing authority and municipal entity  

      receiving federal funds. 

Civil Action No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN 

Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se

The Housing Authority of the City & County of Denver 
a/k/a Denver Housing Authority (DHA), Defendant

v.
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IV.  FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

 5.  Upon relocating to Denver in 2019, Plaintiff was placed on Defendant’s housing 

      lottery list as a contingency applicant by ViventHealth Case Manager Supervisor, 

      Alison Schmidt-Tieszen.

 6.  ViventHealth provides specialized medical care, behavioral health services, and case 

      management advocacy for individuals living with HIV/AIDS; Plaintiff alleges this 

      contingency lottery placement was intended as a precautionary measure to preserve 

      housing stability if a need later arose.

 7.  Plaintiff alleges Plaintiff had no further interaction with this contingency entry until 

      Plaintiff was later informed by Defendant’s agent — during a call about a different 

      housing question — that Plaintiff had been selected in the lottery that day.

 8.  In April 2024, Plaintiff was selected for the Public Housing/Multi-Family Housing 

      Lottery.

 9.  Plaintiff picked up the application the same day as the drawing.

 10.  Plaintiff interacted with Lauren Agliata, a Denver Housing Authority employee, who 

        initially appeared to have no knowledge of the application or the lottery; Plaintiff 

        alleges Ms. Agliata later located the application and directed Plaintiff to the Section 8 

        Office toward the front of the building to turn it in.

 11.  Plaintiff alleges that, relying in good faith on instructions provided by a Defendant 

        employee acting within the course and scope of her duties, Plaintiff followed the 

        directions given.

 12.  At the Section 8 Office, a Defendant staff member and Plaintiff reviewed the 

        submission checklist and the “information needed” page; Plaintiff alleges the staff 

        member accepted the application, date-stamped the materials, and provided Plaintiff 

        a copy for Plaintiff’s records (Exhibit A).

 13.  Plaintiff alleges that at the time of submission, no deficiencies were identified and no 

        concerns were raised.
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 14.  Plaintiff alleges that, notwithstanding the foregoing, Ms. Agliata marked Plaintiff’s 

        application as incomplete and mailed the “incomplete” notice to addresses to which 

        Plaintiff no longer had access and at which Plaintiff was unable to receive mail 

        (Exhibit A).

 15.  Plaintiff alleges the stated reasons for incompleteness included: (i) Defendant’s 

        allegation that the application contained white-out; (ii) Defendant’s assertion that, in 

        lieu of a landlord questionnaire, Plaintiff was required to submit a personal reference; 

        (iii) Defendant’s assertion that Plaintiff was required to provide a homeless 

        attestation; and (iv) Defendant’s assertion that Plaintiff’s bank account information 

        was missing, along with other materials that Plaintiff alleges were not due until later 

        steps “subsequent to the completed application” submitted (Exhibit A).

 16.  Plaintiff alleges that, through an email exchange with Melanie LeBlanc, Occupancy 

        Supervisor, Plaintiff learned Defendant’s cited “incomplete” items would have been 

        addressed at submission if the application had been submitted to the correct office, 

        and Plaintiff alleges this confirms Plaintiff was misdirected at the point of 

        submission (Exhibit A & Exhibit G).

 17.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant made no other attempt to contact Plaintiff regarding the 

        alleged deficiencies — no phone call, text message, voicemail, or email — and relied 

        solely on mailing the notice to inaccessible addresses as purported notice and 

        opportunity to cure (Exhibit A).

 18.  Plaintiff alleges that due to misinformation, misdirection, and lack of 

        communication, Plaintiff — who submitted the application less than a week after the 

        lottery drawing and picked up the application before applications were even mailed

        — reasonably would have been the first, or among the first, applicants to submit; 

        nevertheless, Plaintiff submitted on April 26, 2024, and Defendant did not officially 

        begin processing it until June 11, 2024 (Exhibit A).
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 19.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s publicly stated policies and staff representations provide 

        that applications are processed in the order of receipt, and Defendant’s internal delay 

        resulted in later-submitted applications being processed and housed ahead of Plaintiff 

        (Exhibit A).

 20.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant utilized “backdated” notices of adverse action to 

        artificially shorten Plaintiff’s legal timeframe to respond and that Defendant also 

        engaged in improper service practices (Exhibit D).

 21.  Plaintiff alleges Exhibit A contains internal notes supporting Plaintiff’s contention 

        that Defendant’s agents used deliberate delay tactics, including mailing 

        time-sensitive notices to non-existent and/or inaccessible addresses despite allegedly 

        having Plaintiff’s correct contact information on file (Exhibit A).

 22.  Plaintiff submitted formal Reasonable Accommodation (“RA”) requests on October 

        12, 2024 and November 19, 2024 (Exhibit F).

 23.  On or about November 6, 2024, Plaintiff submitted a generic request for assistance 

        through the “Info” section on U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 

        main webpage.

 24.  Plaintiff alleges that within 48 hours, on Friday, November 11, 2024, Plaintiff 

        received a response from FPM Customer Service stating that HUD has jurisdiction 

        and oversight over public housing authorities receiving federal funding and 

        providing Plaintiff contact information for Jessica Born as the Portfolio Manager 

        then overseeing the Denver Housing Authority.

 25.  Plaintiff alleges Plaintiff’s interaction with Jessica Born was disappointing because 

        Plaintiff perceived Ms. Born to have only a single conversation with Defendant’s 

        Director of Housing Management and to have repeated Defendant’s talking points 

        without meaningful oversight, accountability, or intervention (Exhibit H).

 26.  On December 11, 2024, Defendant’s Section 504 Coordinator imposed an arbitrary 

        ten-day deadline for a medical provider response; Plaintiff alleges the deadline was 

        unreasonable given the clinical setting (Exhibit F).
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 27.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant failed to issue any response to a separate RA request 

        submitted by Plaintiff’s behavioral health provider on or about December 12, 2024 

        (Exhibit F).

 28.  Defendant denied Plaintiff’s requested accommodation on January 10, 2025 based 

        solely on the provider’s inability to meet the arbitrary ten-day deadline (Exhibit F).

 29.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s Section 504 Coordinator failed to engage in a good-faith 

        interactive process and improperly relied on an online biographical description of 

        activities Plaintiff enjoys “when able” to do them, treating it as dispositive evidence 

        about Plaintiff’s functional limitations despite it being unverified and, as Plaintiff 

        characterizes it, hearsay (Exhibit F).

 30.  Plaintiff alleges that in a follow-up inquiry to Plaintiff’s provider, Defendant’s 

        Section 504 Coordinator asked: “Based off this statement (the online biographical), 

        what is the nexus between that statement and Mr. Haverty’s disability?” and the 

        provider responded that Plaintiff “has significantly gotten worse over the last year,” 

        that “most of this is self reported,” and that Plaintiff “has stated he has troubles with 

        basic ADLs,” and that the provider’s last in-person visit was 06/06/2024 (Exhibit F).

 31.  Plaintiff alleges it is expected that ADL limitations are often self-reported because a 

        medical provider does not reside with the patient; Plaintiff further alleges that while 

        Plaintiff’s HIV/AIDS is under control, the standard of care involves only one to two 

        in-person visits per year; Plaintiff further alleges HIV/AIDS is not Plaintiff’s only 

        qualifying disabling condition, and Dr. Keoppe is not Plaintiff’s only provider 

        (Exhibit F).

 32.  On January 29, 2025, Plaintiff entered into a written lease with Defendant for the unit 

        located at 1710 North Williams Street, Suite #607, Denver, Colorado 80218 (Exhibit 

        B).

 33.  Plaintiff alleges the executed lease stated a $0.00 security deposit requirement, yet 

        Defendant subsequently demanded and accepted a deposit payment, which Plaintiff 

        alleges constitutes breach of contract and deceptive trade practices (Exhibit B).
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 34.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant maintained account statements and/or monthly statements 

        reflecting charges, balances, and credits that were inconsistent with Defendant’s 

        later-produced official Tenant Ledger, and that this inconsistency reflects 

        unauthorized charges (Exhibits C & E).

 35.  Plaintiff alleges the official Tenant Ledger produced on October 20, 2025 contradicts 

        monthly statements provided to Plaintiff and includes accounting discrepancies 

        documented in a comparative discrepancy analysis (Exhibit E).

 36.  On February 12, 2025, Defendant’s Section 504 Coordinator issued what Plaintiff 

        characterizes as a final approval/denial: approval for basic unit accommodations, 

        and denial of Plaintiff’s requested live-in aide; Plaintiff alleges the denial was based 

        on an asserted “nexus” issue and that no interactive process occurred (Exhibit F).

 37.  Plaintiff alleges this final response was issued months after Plaintiff initially 

        submitted RA requests and after Plaintiff was already housed — approximately nine 

        to ten months after lottery selection (Exhibit F).

 38.  Beginning in December 2024 and continuing thereafter, Plaintiff submitted 

        grievances to multiple HUD components, including HUD Region VIII, HUD’s 

        Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, and HUD’s Office of Inspector 

        General, and also to the Colorado Office of the Attorney General (Exhibits H & J).

 39.  Plaintiff alleges Plaintiff also sent communications and escalation materials to 

        Defendant via comprehensive correspondence records, including certified mail, and 

        maintained a master file of such communications (Exhibit G).

 40.  Plaintiff alleges that on or about June 11, 2025, a HUD component sidestepped its 

        oversight mandate and forwarded Plaintiff’s complaint to the Colorado Civil Rights 

        Division to have a Charge of Discrimination drafted against the Housing Authority of 

        the City and County of Denver (Exhibit I).

 41.  Plaintiff alleges that many grievances went unanswered, were opened and read 

        without response, or were deleted without being read (Exhibit K).
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 42.  Plaintiff alleges Plaintiff exhausted administrative remedies through HUD, the 

        Colorado Civil Rights Division, and the Colorado Office of the Attorney General, but 

        experienced “institutional silence,” including deletion of evidentiary submissions 

        (Exhibits H, I, J, & K).

 43.  Plaintiff alleges physical barriers to escalation were created when Defendant 

        provided a supervisor contact form where the supervisor’s email address was 

        obscured by a staple, preventing grievance escalation (Exhibit L).

 44.  Months after Plaintiff’s initial HUD-related interactions, Plaintiff was scheduled to 

        meet with Angela Fletcher on May 28, 2025; Plaintiff alleges Ms. Fletcher failed to 

        appear and claimed the appointment was not confirmed, and Plaintiff further alleges  

         she did not hold available time slots even briefly (Exhibit H).

 45.  Plaintiff and Ms. Fletcher ultimately met on June 5, 2025; Plaintiff alleges attendees 

        included Plaintiff, Ms. Fletcher (identified as Director of Housing Management), and 

        an individual Ms. Fletcher identified as her “deputy director,” whom Plaintiff 

        believed appeared to be Tim Briggs, Director of Audit and Compliance (Exhibit H).

 46.  Plaintiff alleges the June 5, 2025 meeting was performative, disingenuous, and a 

        waste of Plaintiff’s time, including an alleged statement by Ms. Fletcher that she and 

        her deputy director took time out of their busy schedules to “show face” (Exhibit H).

 47.  Plaintiff alleges that in multiple grievances and submissions to Defendant and HUD, 

        Plaintiff requested follow-up after the June 5, 2025 meeting, including Ms. Fletcher’s 

        takeaways and intended corrective actions, and Plaintiff alleges Ms. Fletcher stated 

        she would not be providing a “play-by-play” (Exhibit H).

 48.  Plaintiff alleges that to date, Plaintiff has received no follow-up communication from 

        Ms. Fletcher or Defendant reflecting any corrective actions or accountability 

        measures (Exhibit H).

 49.  Plaintiff alleges that Defendant engaged in retaliatory conduct and retaliatory 

        housing enforcement actions in response to Plaintiff’s protected filings and 

        grievances (Exhibits G, H, I, J, & K).
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 50.  Plaintiff alleges that on October 6, 2024, Defendant’s agents performed an 

        unauthorized entry and drilled Plaintiff’s lock without the 48-hour notice required by 

        the lease, characterizing the incident as an attempted constructive lockout (Exhibit 

        M).

 51.  Plaintiff further alleges that on September 12, 2025, a “notice for compliance or 

        possession” dated September 11, 2025 was posted on Plaintiff’s door asserting a lock 

        Plaintiff had changed violated the lease and providing ten days to cure (Exhibit D).

 52.  Plaintiff alleges that nearly a month later, on October 6, 2025 — shortly after a lapse 

        in federal funding and when Plaintiff alleges staff were told they could not work — 

        Defendant drilled out Plaintiff’s lock and entered Plaintiff’s unit (Exhibit M).

 53.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s personnel were already inside Plaintiff’s apartment 

        when Plaintiff got out of bed and walked into the front room, which Plaintiff alleges 

        Plaintiff inferred because a light Plaintiff never turns on was on (Exhibit M).

 54.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant provided no 48-hour written notice of entry as required 

by          the lease and that the prior “notice for compliance or possession” had already 

expired 

        by the time of the October 6, 2025 drilling/entry (Exhibits B & M).

 55.  Plaintiff alleges that under these circumstances Defendant attempted a constructive 

        lockout and violated lease terms and contractual obligations, and Plaintiff further 

        alleges this was not the first such violation and was not the last (Exhibit M).

 56.  Plaintiff alleges that while Plaintiff attempted to explain the lease violations and 

        alleged wrongdoing to Sadie Martinez, Property Manager, Ms. Martinez responded: 

        “I don’t have to talk to you!" and "Talk to Legal!” (Exhibit G).

 57.  After the lock-drilling/entry incident(s), Plaintiff experienced a bathroom leak and 

        called the emergency maintenance line; Plaintiff reported that a ceiling tile had 

        collapsed (Exhibit N).

 58.  Plaintiff alleges that approximately one hour later, Defendant staff called asking 

        whether the condition could wait until morning; Plaintiff stated it should be fine 

        while also alleging Plaintiff is not a plumber and the leak was initially slow (Exhibit 

        N). PAGE 12 OF 32

Case No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN     Document 60     filed 03/03/26     USDC Colorado 
pg 12 of 32



 59.  Defendant personnel arrived the following afternoon and stated Plaintiff was not the 

        only affected resident and that because water would need to be shut off for the 

        building, repairs would occur within the next couple of days (Exhibit N).

 60.  Plaintiff alleges the leak persisted for approximately one and a half weeks before it 

        was repaired and that repairs occurred only after the leak began leaking into a lobby 

        area near the center (Exhibit N).

 61.  Plaintiff alleges that during the entire period the leak worsened and no one took 

        timely action, and that after the leak was fixed Defendant used Plaintiff’s towels as a 

        poor excuse for cleanup, that black mold appeared, and no mold treatment was 

        performed (Exhibit N).

 62.  Plaintiff alleges that approximately one to two weeks later, Plaintiff found a 

        door-hanger notice stating in substance “we were in your place,” which Plaintiff   

        alleges reflects a non-emergency entry made without the 48-hour written notice 

        required by the lease (Exhibit O).

 63.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant entered Plaintiff’s unit on additional occasions without 

        leaving any door-hanger or other notice and that Plaintiff cannot identify how many 

        times Defendant entered without documentation (Exhibit O).

 64.  Plaintiff alleges these actions and inactions reflect a continuous course of disability 

        discrimination, retaliation, and administrative bad faith, ratified by executive inaction 

        (Exhibits F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, & N).

 65.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s conduct in the application process — including 

        misdirection at intake, incomplete-notice mailing to inaccessible addresses, and 

        internal processing delay — constituted fraudulent and/or bad-faith processing 

        designed to delay Plaintiff’s move-in and/or to deprive Plaintiff of fair processing 

        priority (Exhibit A).

 66.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s security deposit demand and acceptance despite a lease 

        stating $0.00 deposit constituted financial malfeasance, deceptive practices, and 

        breach of contract (Exhibit B).
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 67.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s inconsistent accounting — reflected across monthly 

        statements and an official ledger — demonstrates systemic accounting errors, 

        unauthorized charges, and missing credits (Exhibits C & E).

 68.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s use of backdated notices and improper service practices 

        created procedural barriers and impaired Plaintiff’s ability to timely respond and 

        protect Plaintiff’s rights (Exhibit D).

 69.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s Section 504 Coordinator’s handling of accommodation 

        requests — including arbitrary medical deadlines, failure to respond to a provider 

        submission, and reliance on unverified online biographical information — 

        constituted a breakdown of the interactive process and violations of Section 504  

        obligations (Exhibit F).

 70.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s obstruction of supervisory contact information via a 

        stapled/obscured email address was a deliberate barrier to grievance escalation 

        (Exhibit L).

 71.  Plaintiff alleges that Plaintiff’s administrative exhaustion efforts — through HUD, 

        the CCRD, and the COAG — were met with institutional silence and deletion of 

        filings, preventing meaningful review and remedy (Exhibits H, I, J, & K).

 72.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s lock drilling, entries without required notice, prolonged 

        leak conditions, and post-repair failure to remediate potential mold created health 

        and safety risks and violated habitability obligations (Exhibits B, M, N, & O).

 73.  Plaintiff alleges the foregoing events, taken together, demonstrate a continuing 

        pattern of discrimination, retaliation, procedural bad faith, and financial irregularities 

        arising from the April 2024 lottery selection through at least October 2025 and 

        continuing thereafter (Exhibits A through O, and as further organized in Exhibit T).

 74.  Plaintiff pleads these claims to satisfy the “short and plain statement” requirement 

        and plausibility standard under Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2) and Colorado’s analogous 

        standard. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the Claims Mapping Matrix and master 

        chronology (Exhibit T).

V.  CAUSES OF ACTION 
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 75.  A complaint is plausibly pleaded where it alleges nonconclusory facts describing who 

        did what, when, how Plaintiff was harmed, and what right was violated. Plaintiff 

        incorporates the Factual Allegations ¶¶5–73 as though fully set forth herein 

        (Exhibit T).

 76.  Plaintiff is an individual with a disability and was a qualified applicant/participant in 

        Defendant’s housing programs and services, including Defendant’s accommodation 

        process and tenancy administration (Exhibits F, T).

 77.  Plaintiff requested reasonable accommodations, including accommodations affecting 

        Defendant’s processing requirements and/or a live-in aide, and provided medical and 

        provider support as part of those requests (Exhibit F).

 78.  Plaintiff alleges the requested accommodations were necessary to afford Plaintiff an 

        equal opportunity to access, use, and enjoy a dwelling and were reasonable because 

        they did not require a fundamental alteration or impose an undue burden (Exhibits F, 

        T).

 79.  Defendant denied, delayed, ignored, or constructively refused to grant Plaintiff’s 

        requested accommodations, including by (a) imposing an arbitrary provider deadline, 

        (b) denying based on that deadline rather than engaging in a good-faith interactive 

        process, and (c) failing to respond to a provider-submitted request (Exhibit F).

 80.  Defendant further interfered with, coerced, intimidated, or retaliated against Plaintiff 

        in the exercise and enjoyment of FHA-protected rights, including through adverse 

        tenancy-management actions and entries following protected requests, complaints, 

        and filings (Exhibits F, M, O, S, U, T).

 81.  Defendant’s conduct caused damages, including delay or denial of housing benefits, 

        interference with housing stability, and related harms (Exhibit T).

Fair Housing Act (“FHA”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 3604(f)(1)–(3), 3617 

(Disability Discrimination; Failure to Accommodate; Interference/Retaliation)

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
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 82.  Defendant is a public entity operating housing programs and administering 

        reasonable-accommodation processes and tenancy services (Exhibits F, T).

 83.  Plaintiff is a qualified individual with a disability eligible to receive Defendant’s 

        services, programs, and activities, including access to housing administration and the 

        reasonable-accommodation process (Exhibits F, T).

 84.  Defendant denied Plaintiff meaningful access to its services and subjected Plaintiff to 

        discrimination by reason of disability by, among other things: (a) imposing and 

        enforcing arbitrary medical-provider deadlines, (b) denying or delaying 

        accommodations without interactive engagement, (c) failing to respond to provider 

        submissions, and (d) maintaining “institutional silence” and procedural barriers that 

        obstructed access to remedies and benefits (Exhibits F, H, I, J, K, L, T).

 85.  Defendant’s discrimination was intentional, including through deliberate 

        indifference: Defendant had actual knowledge of Plaintiff’s disability-related needs 

        and requests and failed to take reasonable measures to ensure meaningful access 

        (Exhibit F).

 86.  Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory damages and all other relief available under Title 

        II (Exhibit T).

 87.  Defendant receives federal financial assistance for its programs and operations, 

        including housing-related services and accommodation processes (Exhibit H).

 88.  Plaintiff is an otherwise qualified individual with a disability.

Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”), Title II, 42 U.S.C. § 12132 

(Denial of Benefits; Discrimination by a Public Entity)

Rehabilitation Act § 504, 29 U.S.C. § 794 

(Disability Discrimination in Federally Funded Programs)

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
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 89.  Defendant excluded Plaintiff from, denied Plaintiff the benefits of, and/or otherwise 

        subjected Plaintiff to discrimination under federally assisted housing services and 

        accommodation processes by imposing arbitrary verification deadlines, denying 

        without meaningful interactive engagement, failing to respond to provider-submitted 

        requests, and employing overreaching “nexus” inquiries in lieu of medical evaluation 

        (Exhibit F).

 90.  Defendant’s actions resulted in denial and delay of equal access to housing benefits 

        and services and caused damages (Exhibits F, T).

 91.  Defendant is subject to municipal liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 where an official 

        policy, custom, or practice is the moving force behind the deprivation of federally 

        protected rights.

 92.  Upon information and belief, Defendant maintained, implemented, ratified, and/or 

        tolerated policies, customs, or practices that foreseeably caused the violations alleged 

        herein, including but not limited to:

◦  Accommodation-processing practices that impose arbitrary deadlines without 

individualized assessment;

◦ Practices of denying or delaying accommodations without meaningful 

interactive engagement;

◦ Practices treating a single mailed notice to inaccessible addresses as sufficient 

process despite available alternative contact methods;

◦ Practices of obstructing escalation and due process through physical and 

administrative barriers, including obscured supervisory contact information; and

◦ Practices of “institutional silence,” including the deletion or non-processing of 

filings and evidentiary submissions (Exhibits A, F, K, L, T, U).

42 U.S.C. § 1983 – Municipal Liability (Monell) 

(Policy/Custom Causing Deprivation of Federal Rights)

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
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 93.  Defendant’s final policymakers knew of, approved, tolerated, or failed to correct 

        these practices despite repeated complaints and escalation efforts (Exhibits H, T, U).

 94.  These policies/customs were a moving force behind the deprivation of Plaintiff’s 

        federal rights, including rights secured by the FHA, ADA Title II, and Rehabilitation 

        Act § 504 (Exhibits F, T).

 95.  Colorado law prohibits unfair housing practices, including disability discrimination 

        in making housing unavailable, discriminatory terms/conditions/services, and 

        retaliation/interference for opposing unlawful practices or participating in 

        proceedings.

 96.  Defendant engaged in disability discrimination and retaliation/interference in 

        housing-related services, including through accommodation denials/delays, adverse 

        treatment following protected activity, and interference with Plaintiff’s ability to 

        access and maintain housing on equal terms (Exhibits F, M, O, S, T, U).

 97.  Plaintiff suffered damages as a result (Exhibit T).

Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act (“CADA”), Colo. Rev. Stat. §§ 24-34-502, 24-34-502.2 

(Housing Disability Discrimination; Retaliation/Interference)

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 98.  Plaintiff and Defendant entered into a written lease on or about January 29, 2025 

        (Exhibit B).

 99.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant breached express and implied lease obligations, including 

        but not limited to:

◦ Security deposit terms reflected in the lease and related payment records;

◦ Required notice and lawful entry procedures; and

◦ Covenant of quiet enjoyment and related possessory rights (Exhibits B, M, O, 

T).

Breach of Contract (Lease) 

(Including Quiet Enjoyment / Entry Procedures / Deposit Terms)

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

PAGE 18 OF 32

Case No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN     Document 60     filed 03/03/26     USDC Colorado 
pg 18 of 32



 100.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant further breached contractual duties through lock 

          drilling/unauthorized entry practices and other tenancy-management actions 

          inconsistent with lease requirements (Exhibits B, M, O, T).

 101.  Plaintiff suffered damages, including interference with possessory rights, loss of 

          quiet enjoyment, and related harms (Exhibit T).

 102.  Colorado law requires residential premises to be fit for human habitation and 

          imposes duties to remedy qualifying conditions after notice.

 103.  Plaintiff provided Defendant actual notice of water intrusion/leaks and related 

          conditions, including through emergency maintenance reporting (Exhibit N).

 104.  Defendant failed to timely and adequately address the leak, resulting moisture 

          conditions, and conditions materially affecting health and safety, including potential 

          mold, and failed to perform adequate remediation (Exhibit N).

 105.  Plaintiff suffered damages as a result (Exhibits N, T).

Breach of Warranty of Habitability, Colo. Rev. Stat. §§ 38-12-503 to -505

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 106.  Plaintiff engaged in protected activity by requesting disability accommodations; 

          filing and escalating grievances; submitting administrative complaints; and asserting 

          rights related to habitability and tenancy protections (Exhibits F, G, H, I, J, T, U).

 107.  Following Plaintiff’s protected activity, Defendant engaged in adverse and 

          intimidating conduct, including but not limited to lock drilling/entries, attempted 

          constructive lockout conduct, and additional adverse tenancy-management measures 

          including move-out/possession-related actions (Exhibits M, O, S, U, T).

 108.  Defendant’s actions were retaliatory and caused damages (Exhibit T).

Retaliation (State Landlord Retaliation + Housing Civil Rights Retaliation/Interference)

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
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 109.  Plaintiff re alleges and incorporates by reference all prior allegations as though 

          fully set forth herein (Exhibit T).

 110.  Defendant owed Plaintiff duties to exercise reasonable care in property 

          management, maintenance response, tenancy administration, and entry practices, 

          including avoiding foreseeable harm from water intrusion, moisture, potential mold 

          conditions, and unsafe/unauthorized entry and lock-related practices (Exhibits M, 

          N, O, T).

 111.  Defendant breached those duties by, among other things, failing to timely and 

          reasonably respond to reported leaks and resulting conditions, failing to adequately 

          remediate health/safety risks associated with water intrusion and moisture, and 

          engaging in or permitting unsafe and/or unauthorized entry/lock practices (Exhibits 

          M, N, O, T).

 112.  Defendant’s breaches were the actual and proximate cause of Plaintiff’s injuries and 

          damages, including interference with housing stability, property impacts, distress 

          associated with unsafe conditions and unauthorized entries, and other harms to be 

          proven at trial (Exhibit T).

 113.  Negligence per se (alternative). To the extent Defendant violated statutes and/or 

          regulations enacted for tenant safety and protection — including, as applicable, 

          habitability-related requirements — such violations constitute negligence per se 

          where the statutory standard supplies the duty and breach elements, Plaintiff was 

          within the protected class, and Plaintiff suffered the type of harm the enactment 

          was designed to prevent (Exhibits N, T).

Negligence and Negligence Per Se (Pled in the Alternative)

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 114.  Plaintiff re alleges and incorporates by reference all prior allegations as though 

          fully set forth herein (Exhibit T).

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress (“IIED”)

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
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 115.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant engaged in a course of conduct that, viewed in totality  

          — including alleged disability-accommodation obstruction and “institutional 

          silence,” alleged retaliatory and intimidating tenancy actions, alleged unauthorized 

          entries/lock drilling, and alleged prolonged exposure to unsafe moisture/mold 

          conditions — was extreme and outrageous (Exhibits F, K, L, M, N, O, S, T, U).

 116.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant intended to cause emotional distress or acted with 

          reckless disregard of the near certainty that severe emotional distress would result 

          from Defendant’s conduct (Exhibit T).

 117.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant’s conduct caused Plaintiff severe emotional distress and 

          related damages, in an amount to be proven at trial (Exhibit T).

 118.  Plaintiff is entitled to all available relief, including compensatory damages and any 

          other relief the Court deems just and proper (Exhibit T).

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court enter judgment in Plaintiff’s favor 

and against Defendant and award the following relief to the fullest extent permitted by law: 

 A.  Housing Choice Voucher With Full Portability (Primary Relief Sought). An order 

       requiring the immediate issuance and/or confirmation of a Housing Choice Voucher 

       (“HCV”) with full portability, including no portability restraints and waiver of any 

       residency or jurisdictional restrictions to the maximum extent permitted by governing 

       law and regulations (see Exhibits T, U).

 B.  Continued Possession Pending Relocation. An order permitting Plaintiff to maintain 

       possession of Plaintiff’s current unit until relocation is completed (if applicable) and 

       prohibiting interference with voucher issuance/utilization or relocation, including 

       retaliatory or intimidating conduct (see Exhibits M, O, S, T, U).

 C.  Full Waiver/Forgiveness of Alleged Arrears and Charges. An order requiring full 

       waiver and forgiveness of any alleged rent arrears, fees, administrative charges, and 

       other amounts assessed against Plaintiff, and barring further collection activity (see 

       Exhibits C, E, T).

VI.  PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
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 D.  Accounting, Corrections, and Restitution. An order requiring Defendant to provide  

       a full and accurate accounting and to correct the tenant ledger, reverse improper 

       charges, restore missing credits, and refund any sums wrongfully demanded or 

       collected, including any amounts inconsistent with the executed lease terms (see 

       Exhibits B, C, E, T).

 E.  Removal/Correction of Adverse Tenant Records. An order requiring the correction 

       and removal of any adverse tenant records or reporting — internal or external —  

       arising from the conduct alleged, and prohibiting dissemination of inaccurate or 

       retaliatory information (see Exhibits G, K, T, U).

 F.  Relocations Assistance (Including Movers). An award/order requiring Defendant to 

      provide relocation assistance sufficient to effectuate safe and stable relocation, 

      including first month’s rent, last month’s rent, security deposit, and the reasonable

      costs of hiring professional movers (including packing/unpacking and transport), and 

      any other relocation costs proven to have been caused by Defendant’s conduct 

      (Exhibits B, T).

 G.  Monetary Award Including the Settlement Measure and All Additional 

      Maximum Recovery Available.

◦ A monetary award equivalent to eighteen (18) months of rent at the 

applicable rate; and

▫ All additional compensatory damages proven at trial, including for delay/denial 

of housing benefits, out-of-pocket losses, consequential economic harm, 

interference with housing stability, loss of quiet enjoyment, inconvenience, 

emotional distress/humiliation, and moving/relocation expenses (including 

professional movers) (Exhibits M, N, O, T).

 H.  Declaratory Relief. A declaration that Defendant’s acts and omissions, as pleaded, 

       violated Plaintiff’s rights under the Fair Housing Act, ADA Title II, Section 504 of 

       the Rehabilitation Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act, and 

       applicable Colorado contract, habitability, and tort law (Exhibit T).
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 I.  Injunctive Relief (Policies, Practices, and Compliance). Preliminary and permanent 

      injunctive relief requiring Defendant to:

◦ Cease disability discrimination, retaliation, and interference with protected 

rights (Exhibits F, M, O, S, T, U);

◦ Implement and follow lawful reasonable-accommodation procedures, including 

a good-faith interactive process, individualized review, reasonable verification 

timelines, and timely written determinations (Exhibit F);

◦ Comply with lawful notice and entry requirements, prohibit unauthorized 

entries/lock drilling/constructive lockout conduct, and document all entries 

(Exhibits B, M, O);

◦ Ensure notices and adverse-action communications are served through methods 

reasonably calculated to provide actual notice (Exhibits A, D, G); and

◦ Implement records-preservation/retention and response protocols preventing 

“institutional silence,” non-processing, or deletion of submissions (Exhibits K, 

L, T, U).

 J.  Habitability and Safety Relief. An order requiring prompt inspection, repair, and 

      remediation of qualifying habitability defects, including water intrusion/moisture 

      conditions and any necessary mold assessment/remediation, with written 

      documentation of completion (Exhibit N).

 K.  Nominal Damages (As Applicable). Nominal damages where appropriate for proven 

       violations of federally protected rights.

 L.  Punitive/Exemplary Damages (Where Permitted). Punitive and/or exemplary 

       damages to the maximum extent permitted by law and against any proper parties for 

       whom such relief is legally available.

 M.  Interest. Prejudgment and post-judgment interest as permitted by law.

 N.  Fees, Costs, and Expenses. An award of taxable costs and allowable litigation 

       expenses, and attorney’s fees and expert fees to the extent recoverable by law.

PAGE 23 OF 32

Case No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN     Document 60     filed 03/03/26     USDC Colorado 
pg 23 of 32



 O.  Other and Further Relief. Such other and further legal and equitable relief as the 

       Court deems just and proper.

 P.  Jury Demand. Trial by jury on all issues so triable.

Plaintiff has alleged a sustained, document-supported course of conduct in which Defendant (1) 

obstructed and delayed Plaintiff’s access to housing benefits and processes, (2) denied or 

constructively refused disability-related accommodations by imposing arbitrary barriers and 

abandoning the interactive process, (3) retaliated against Plaintiff for engaging in protected 

activity, (4) interfered with Plaintiff’s possessory rights through improper notice, unauthorized 

entry practices, and lock-drilling conduct, and (5) failed to timely address conditions materially 

affecting health and safety. These acts and omissions give rise to Plaintiff’s federal and state 

claims as pleaded, including the Fair Housing Act, ADA Title II, Rehabilitation Act § 504, 42 

U.S.C. § 1983 (Monell), Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act, breach of contract, breach of the 

warranty of habitability, retaliation, negligence/negligence per se, and intentional infliction of 

emotional distress, as mapped and supported by the evidentiary record and claims matrix 

(Exhibit T).

Accordingly, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court enter judgment in Plaintiff’s favor on 

all claims; find that Defendant’s conduct violated Plaintiff’s rights; and grant the full measure of 

relief demanded — including the primary injunctive relief necessary to restore Plaintiff’s 

housing stability and equal access (most critically, an HCV with full portability and no 

portability restraints to the maximum extent permitted by law), together with all corrective, 

monetary, and deterrent remedies available, including compensatory damages, restitution and 

accounting relief, statutory and equitable relief, nominal damages where appropriate, 

punitive/exemplary damages where permitted, interest, and recoverable fees and costs — as set 

forth in the Prayer for Relief.

VII.  CONCLUSION 
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I, Richard M. Haverty, am the Plaintiff in this action. I have read the foregoing pleading 

(including all incorporated allegations, causes of action, and the Prayer for Relief). I declare and 

verify as follows:

 A.  I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein, except as to matters stated on 

       information and belief, and as to those matters I believe them to be true.

 B.  I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the State of 

      Colorado that the foregoing is true and correct.

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of February, 2026, 

/s/ Richard M. Haverty 
Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se
Tenant, Denver Housing Authority 
Thomas Connole Apartments 
1710 North Williams Street, Suite 607
Denver, CO 80218-1723
Telephone: 720.761.1082 
E-mail: r.m.haverty.85@gmail.com
Dated: February 13, 2026

VIII.  VERIFICATION 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

JURY DEMAND

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable. This demand is made pursuant to 

the right to trial by jury preserved by the Seventh Amendment and Fed. R. Civ. P. 38.

Plaintiff intends this demand to apply to all factual issues properly tried to a jury, including but 

not limited to: liability, causation, the facts and circumstances of Defendant’s housing and 

accommodation decisions, retaliation/interference, tenancy-related conduct (including notice and 

entry), habitability/maintenance response, and the nature and extent of Plaintiff’s damages.

Plaintiff requests that the Court designate this matter as a jury action, place it on the jury trial 

docket, and grant such further relief as necessary to effectuate Plaintiff’s demand for a jury trial 

on all issues triable of right by a jury.

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of February, 2026, 

/s/ Richard M. Haverty 
Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se
Tenant, Denver Housing Authority 
Thomas Connole Apartments 
1710 North Williams Street, Suite 607
Denver, CO 80218-1723
Telephone: 720.761.1082 
E-mail: r.m.haverty.85@gmail.com
Dated: February 13, 2026

Civil Action No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN 

Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se

The Housing Authority of the City & County of Denver 
a/k/a Denver Housing Authority (DHA), Defendant

v.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

CERTIFICATE OF CONFERRAL 
(D.C.COLO.LCivR 7.1(a))

I, Richard M. Haverty, Plaintiff Pro Se, certify as follows:

 1.  I submit this Certificate pursuant to D.C.COLO.LCivR 7.1(a) in connection with 

      Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint, Jury Demand and Exhibit List.

 2.  As of the date of filing, no attorney has entered an appearance on the docket for 

      Defendant. Because no counsel has appeared, Plaintiff is unable to confer with 

      “opposing counsel” through the Court’s docketed counsel-of-record process.

 3.  Nevertheless, Plaintiff has made reasonable, good-faith efforts to confer and to resolve 

      this matter without Court action, including the following:

 4.  On or about Wednesday, February 4, 2026, I transmitted a written settlement offer to 

      Defendant’s counsel, Michael Laszlo and Veronica Vecchio of Clark Hill, PLC, by 

      USPS First-Class Mail and by email to mlaszlo@clarkhill.com and    

      vvecchio@clarkhill.com. I also transmitted the same settlement offer to DHA contacts 

      by email to gkoser@denverhousing.org, jcarr@denverhousing.org, and

      legal@denverhousing.org.

 5.  That settlement communication described the material issues in dispute and requested 

      a response by Friday, February 6, 2026, at 5:00 p.m. MST, and informed Defendant 

      and Defendant’s counsel that if Defendant did not respond or engage in settlement 

      discussions by the stated deadline, I would proceed with filing a civil complaint 

      asserting the claims described.

Civil Action No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN 

Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se

The Housing Authority of the City & County of Denver 
a/k/a Denver Housing Authority (DHA), Defendant

v.
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 6.  On or about Friday, February 6, 2026, I made a follow-up good-faith attempt to confer 

      by email to the recipients identified above. I received no response from Mr. Laszlo or 

      Ms. Vecchio, and I received no confirmation of receipt in response to my request for 

      read confirmation.

 7.  The only substantive response I received from DHA in that period was from Mr. 

      Koser, who stated that I was still expected to be out by Monday, February 9, 2026, at 

      5:00 p.m. MST.

 8.  On Monday, February 9, 2026, I again attempted in good faith to confer by emailing 

      unstamped copies of the relevant documents using read-receipt software and by 

      mailing the same unstamped documents by USPS First-Class Mail to both (a) Clark 

      Hill contacts and (b) DHA contacts identified above. Two DHA employees 

      opened/read the email, but Plaintiff received no substantive response and no 

      engagement. Plaintiff received no response at all from Clark Hill.

 9.  Accordingly, Plaintiff certifies that Plaintiff conferred, or made reasonable and 

      good-faith efforts to confer to the extent feasible under the circumstances, and that the 

      matter could not be resolved without Court involvement.

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of February, 2026, 

/s/ Richard M. Haverty 
Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se
Tenant, Denver Housing Authority 
Thomas Connole Apartments 
1710 North Williams Street, Suite 607
Denver, CO 80218-1723
Telephone: 720.761.1082 
E-mail: r.m.haverty.85@gmail.com
Dated: February 13, 2026
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Richard M. Haverty, hereby certify that on February 13, 2026, I filed the foregoing Amended 

Complaint and Jury Demand with the Clerk of the Court using the CM/ECF system, which will 

send notice of such filings to all registered CM/ECF participants.

Because no counsel has entered an appearance for Defendant and Defendant is not currently a 

registered CM/ECF recipient in this case, I also served a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

on Defendant by U.S. Mail (First-Class) to the mailing address listed below. I additionally 

transmitted courtesy copies by email using read-receipt software to the email addresses listed 

below. I will retain mailing receipts and delivery/read confirmations in my records. Courtesy 

copies were also transmitted to Clark Hill, PLC.

Defendant (no counsel of record):

Denver Housing Authority (DHA)

ATTN: Legal Department - Gerritt Koser & James R. Carr

1035 Osage Street, 11th Floor

Denver CO, 80204

gkoser@denverhousing.org

jcarr@denverhousing.org

legaldepartment@denverhousing.org

Civil Action No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN 

Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se

The Housing Authority of the City & County of Denver 
a/k/a Denver Housing Authority (DHA), Defendant

v.
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Courtesy copies (no appearance entered):

Clark Hill, PLC

ATTN: Michael J. Laszlo & Veronica L. Vecchio 

2595 Canyon  Blvd., Ste 400

Boulder, CO 80302 

mlaszlo@clarkhill.com 

vvecchio@clarkhill.com

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of February, 2026,

/s/ Richard M. Haverty 
Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se
Tenant, Denver Housing Authority 
Thomas Connole Apartments 
1710 North Williams Street, Suite 607
Denver, CO 80218-1723
Telephone: 720.761.1082 
E-mail: r.m.haverty.85@gmail.com
Dated: February 13, 2026
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

CERTIFICATION REGARDING USE OF 
GENERATIVE ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE 

I, Richard M. Haverty, hereby certify as follows:

 1.  In the preparation of certain written materials associated with this filing, I made 

      limited and controlled use of generative artificial intelligence tools solely as an aid for 

      drafting, formatting, editing, and organizational purposes.

 2.  All factual statements, descriptions of events, timelines, exhibits, and representations 

      contained in this filing and its attachments are based on my personal knowledge, 

      contemporaneous records, documentary evidence, photographic evidence,   

      correspondence, or other admissible sources, and not on artificial 

      intelligence–generated facts or assumptions.

 3.  All legal arguments, citations, and references to statutes, regulations, rules, case law, 

      or administrative authorities were independently researched, reviewed, and verified 

by        me. I exercised independent judgment in determining the relevance, accuracy, 

and 

      applicability of all legal authorities cited and remain solely responsible for their 

      correctness.

 4.  No generative artificial intelligence tool was used to fabricate facts, invent evidence, 

      create or alter exhibits, generate legal authority, or substitute for independent 

      investigation, legal research, or verification.

Civil Action No. 1:26-cv-00511-NYW-NRN 

Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se

The Housing Authority of the City & County of Denver 
a/k/a Denver Housing Authority (DHA), Defendant

v.
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 5.  To the extent generative artificial intelligence tools were used, their output was 

      reviewed, edited, and validated by me prior to inclusion, and no AI-generated content

      was accepted or relied upon without independent confirmation.

 6.  This certification is provided solely for purposes of transparency and disclosure. It is

      not intended to waive, limit, or concede any rights, privileges, claims, defenses, or

      remedies, nor to concede the applicability, scope, or enforceability of any specific

      court rule, administrative policy, or guideline governing the use of artificial

      intelligence.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the State of Colorado 

that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

Respectfully submitted this 13th day of February, 2026,

/s/ Richard M. Haverty 
Richard M. Haverty - Plaintiff, Pro Se
Tenant, Denver Housing Authority 
Thomas Connole Apartments 
1710 North Williams Street, Suite 607
Denver, CO 80218-1723
Telephone: 720.761.1082 
E-mail: r.m.haverty.85@gmail.com
Dated: February 13, 2026
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