BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
AGENDA
September 25, 2014
Notice is hereby given of a public hearing to be held before the City of Wheat Ridge Board
of Adjustment on September 25, 2014, at 7:00 p.m., in the City Council Chambers of the
Municipal Building, 7500 W. 29th Avenue, Wheat Ridge, Colorado.
Individuals with disabilities are encouraged to participate in all public meetings sponsored by
the City of Wheat Ridge. Call Heather Geyer, Public Information Officer at 303-235-2826 at
least one week in advance of a meeting if you are interested in participating and need inclusion
assistance.
1.

CALL THE MEETING TO ORDER

2.

ROLL CALL

3.

PUBLIC FORUM (This is the time for anyone to speak on any subject not appearing on
the agenda.)

4.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. Case No. WA-14-14: An application filed by Dye Enterprises for approval of a sign
setback variance for a freestanding sign exceeding 15-feet in height on property located
at 4855 Miller Street in the C-1 zone district.

5.

CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING

6.

OLD BUSINESS

7.

NEW BUSINESS
A. Approval of minutes – June 26, 2014

8.

ADJOURNMENT
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PLANNING DIVISION STAFF REPORT
TO:

Board of Adjustments

CASE MANAGER:

Meredith Reckert

CASE NO. & NAME:

WA-14-14/Dye

MEETING DATE:

September 25, 2014

ACTION REQUESTED:

Approval of an 11’ variance from the 30’ required setback for a
freestanding sign on property located at 4855 Miller Street
__________________________________________________________________________________
LOCATION:
4855 Miller Street
Owner:

Daniel Dearing (property owner)

APPLICANT (S):
David Dye (applicant)
_______________________________________________________________________________
APPROXIMATE AREA:

.78 acres

PRESENT ZONING:

Commercial-One

PRESENT LAND USE:

Vehicle display and sales lot

ENTER INTO RECORD:
(X)
(X)

CASE FILE & PACKET MATERIALS
ZONING ORDINANCE

(X)

DIGITAL PRESENTATION

SITE
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JURISDICTION:
The property is within the City of Wheat Ridge, and all notification and posting requirements have been
met, therefore, there is jurisdiction to hear this case.
I.

REQUEST

The applicant, David Dye, is requesting approval of a variance from the 30’ setback requirement
to allow a 19’ sign setback for a freestanding sign over 15’ in height.
The purpose of the variance application is to allow the applicant to replace an existing sign with
a new changeable copy sign that is 25’ in height and located 19’ from the front (southern)
property line.
Section 26-115.C. (Variances and waivers) of the Wheat Ridge City Code empowers the Board
of Adjustment to hear and decide on variances from the strict application of the zoning district
development standards.
II.

PROPERTY HISTORY

The property is located at the northwest corner of Miller Street and the North I-70 Frontage
Road. (Exhibit 1, Aerial photo) The property is approximately .78 acres in size. It is zoned C-1
and contains a metal office building. (Exhibit 2, Zoning Map)
The property is used as a vehicle display and sales lot and has been occupied by the current
tenant since 2013. Prior to occupation of the site, the applicant submitted and received approval
of an application for Special Use Permit (SUP) to legitimize the sales and display lot. The
approval was conditioned that certain improvements occur to the site prior to occupation. The
attached site plan shows perimeter parking lot landscaping which was installed and inspected.
(Exhibit 3, Site plan) Those landscape improvements included installation of a ten foot wide
landscape buffer with a masonry wall, street trees, shrubs and extension of a sprinkler system.
These improvements are still in place today. (Exhibit 4, Site photos)
There is one existing freestanding sign on the property. It is located in the landscaped island at
the corner of Miller and the frontage road. It is on a wooden frame, measures 12’ x 8’ and is 15’
high.
The applicant uses another larger sign which is just off the property to the west. This sign is
larger and appears to be at least 30’ in height. Both of these signs are nonconforming relative to
setback. The applicant has indicated that if he can erect a new, changeable copy sign, the
existing wooden-based sign will be removed and his sign copy will be removed from the larger
sign adjacent to the western property line.
The property is surrounded by a variety of zoning and land uses. To the immediate north is an
A-1 zoned parcel which is currently vacant and owned by the same property owner as 4855
Miller. Beyond that is an office/warehouse facility zoned PID. Property to the east is zoned C-1
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and contains the American Motel. Land to the west is also owned by the same property owner.
It contains a 20,000 s.f. vehicle repair facility. To the south is I-70 which carries over 100,000
vehicles per day.
The applicant has expressed that they desire a taller sign because of visibility. Because the
property is within one-fourth of a mile from I-70, a 50’ high sign is allowed. Any sign over 15’
in height must have a 30’ setback from right-of-way.
III.

CASE ANALYSIS

The sign code regulations are located in Article VII of the zoning and development. Generally, a
commercial business is allowed one freestanding sign per street frontage abutting the property.
As such, if the property is a corner lot, one freestanding sign is allowed per street frontage, or the
permitted sign area for each sign can be combined into one larger sign. The allowable sign area
is based on building footprint.
The required setbacks for freestanding signs are dictated based on sign height:
 If a sign is less than 7’ in height, a 5’ setback is required from r-o-w.
 If a sign is 7’ to 15’ in height, a 10’ setback is required from r-o-w.
 If a sign is over 15’ in height, a 30’ setback is required from r-o-w.
 If a property is located within one-quarter mile of the interstate, a 50’ high sign is
allowed and is required to have a 30’ setback.
The required setback is measured from the leading edge of the sign and not the sign support.
Because the property in this situation is a corner lot, the applicant would be allowed two
freestanding signs (one per street front); however, they have opted to combine the square footage
and have one sign on the property which is roughly 87 square feet in size and 25’ high. Because
the sign is over 15’ in height, 30’ setbacks are required from both Miller and the frontage road.
The applicant has requested a variance to allow a new sign with combined square footage to be
erected in the existing planter area on the corner of the property. In order to meet the 30’ setback
from both frontages, the sign would be located in the vehicle display area. The applicant is
requesting a 19’ setback from the frontage road which requires an 11’ setback variance (36%).
The 30’ setback from Miller Street can be met. (Exhibit 5, corner detail)
Commercial properties are also allowed wall signage on the sides of the building that are
appurtenant to the street. The structure has a small wall sign on the south side of the structure.
Commercial properties are allowed to have electronic changeable copy signs as long as the sign
message doesn’t flash or scroll and the message doesn’t change sooner than every 15 seconds.
No off-premises advertising is allowed.
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IV. VARIANCE CRITERIA
In order to approve a variance request, the Board of Adjustment must determine that a majority
of the criteria for review listed in Section 26-115.C.4 of the City Code have been met. The
applicant has provided their analysis of the application’s compliance with the variance criteria.
(Exhibit 6, variance criteria responses) Staff provides the following review and analysis of the
variance criteria.
1.

The property in question would not yield a reasonable return in use, service, or
income if permitted to be used only under the conditions allowed by regulation for
the district in which it is located.
If the request were denied, the property would continue to yield a reasonable return in
use. The property would continue to function as a used vehicle sales lot, regardless of the
outcome of the variance request.
Staff finds that this criterion has not been met.

2.

The variance would not alter the essential character of the locality.
The surrounding area has a mix of commercial and industrial zonings and uses. Many of
the existing businesses have 50’ high signs and it appears that several of those in the
immediate vicinity may not meet the 30’ setbacks. The existing sign on the property is
unattractive and crudely constructed. Replacement of the existing sign with a reduced
setback will not alter the essential character of the locality.
Staff finds that this criterion has been met.
3. The applicant is proposing a substantial investment in the property with this
application, which would not be possible without the variance.
The proposed sign would constitute a substantial investment in the property. However,
the same sign could be built with a compliant setback.
Staff finds this criterion has not been met.

4.

The particular physical surrounding, shape or topographical condition of the
specific property involved results in a particular and unique hardship (upon the
owner) as distinguished from a mere inconvenience if the strict letter of the
regulations were carried out.
There appears to be no hardship due to the topography, size or shape of the lot. There are
numerous freestanding signs in the area which provide visual clutter but this doesn’t
constitute physical hardship.
Staff finds this criterion has not been met.
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5.

The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently
having an interest in the property.
The applicant has created his own hardship for requesting a sign which does not meet
setbacks.
Staff finds this criterion has not been met.

6.

The granting of the variance would not be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the
property is located, by, among other things, substantially or permanently impairing
the appropriate use or development of adjacent property, impairing the adequate
supply of light and air to adjacent property, substantially increasing the congestion
in public streets or increasing the danger of fire or endangering the public safety, or
substantially diminishing or impairing property values within the neighborhood.
The request would not be detrimental to public welfare and would not be injurious to
neighboring property or improvements. It would not hinder or impair the development of
the adjacent property. The adequate supply of air and light would not be compromised as
a result of this request. The request would not increase the congestion in the streets, nor
would it increase the danger of fire. The request will most likely not have a negative
effect on property values in the neighborhood. Although the proposed design is autooriented and intended to attract the attention of drivers, it would not cause an obstruction
to motorists and would not impede the sight distance triangle at the corner.
There were no comments received from the neighborhood in response to the variance
noticing.
Staff finds that this criterion has been met.

7.

The unusual circumstances or conditions necessitating the variance request are
present in the neighborhood and are not unique to the property.
The applicant has indicated that the sign height and resultant setback variance are required
for visual exposure for the site. There are numerous businesses located on the frontage road
that have 50’ high signs. The subject site and structure which dictates sign size is much
smaller, providing less visibility than other businesses’ signs along the frontage road.
(Exhibit 7, Area photos)
Staff finds that this criterion has been met.
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8.

Granting of the variance would result in a reasonable accommodation of a person
with disabilities.
The construction of a new sign on the property will not result in disability
accommodation.
Staff finds that this criterion is not applicable.

9.

The application is in substantial compliance with the applicable standards set forth
in the Architectural and Site Design Manual.
The ASDM does not apply in this situation.
This criterion is not applicable.

VII.

STAFF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Not having found the application in compliance with the majority of the review, criteria, staff
recommends DENIAL of an 11’ variance from the 30-foot minimum setback for a freestanding
sign that exceeds 15’ in height. Staff finds no unique circumstances attributed to this request and
warranting approval of a variance. Therefore, staff recommends denial for the following
reasons:
1. The subject property would continue to yield a reasonable return in use and function as a
vehicle display and sales lot if the variance were denied.
2. There are no unique physical features or other irregular conditions on the property that
would preclude a new freestanding sign from meeting required setbacks.
3. Having found the application for Case No. SUP-12-05, a Special Use Permit to allow a
vehicle display and sales lot on property zoned C-1, to be complete and in compliance
with the majority of the applicable review criteria, staff is granting APPROVAL of the
special use request based on the following findings of fact:
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Exhibit 1, Aerial Photo

Site
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Exhibit 2, Zoning Map

Site
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Exhibit 3, Site plan
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Exhibit 4, Site photos

View of Miller Street
frontage

View of intersection
from Miller Street
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Large freestanding
sign on western
property line

Board of Adjustment
Case No. WA-14-14/Dye

Small wall sign on
south building facade
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Rear of planter

New sign pole to
be located in this
location
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Exhibit 5, Corner detail
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Exhibit 6, Applicant letter and photos
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Exhibit 7, Frontage road photos

View looking west
along frontage road

Applicant’s existing sign

Closer view looking west
along frontage road
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WHEAT RIDGE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
CERTIFICATE OF RESOLUTION (TEMPLATE)
CASE NO: WA-14-14
APPLICANT NAME: David Dye
LOCATION OF REQUEST: 4855 Miller Street

WHEREAS, the application Case No. WA-14-14 was denied by an administrative officer; and

WHEREAS, Board of Adjustment Case No. WA-14-14 is an appeal to this Board from the
decision of an administrative officer; and

WHEREAS, the property has been posted the fifteen days required by law and in recognition that
there [were / were no] protests registered against it; and

WHEREAS the relief applied for [may / may not] be granted without detriment to the public
welfare and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of the regulations governing
the City of Wheat Ridge

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Board of Adjustment application Case No.
__________ be, and hereby is, [APPROVED/DENIED].

TYPE OF VARIANCE: An 11-foot variance from the required 30-foot setback for a
freestanding sign

FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

1.

2.

3.

…

WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

1.

2.

…

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
Minutes of Meeting
June 26, 2014

1.

CALL MEETING TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair GRIEGO at 7:01 p.m. in the City Council
Chambers of the Municipal Building, 7500 West 29th Avenue, Wheat Ridge, Colorado.

2.

3.

ROLL CALL
Board Members Present:

Janet Bell
Paul Hovland
David Kuntz
Betty Jo Page
Lily Griego
Thomas Abbott

Alternates Present:

Rocky Germano
Dan Bradford

Board Members Absent:

Paul Griffith
Sally Banghart

Staff Members Present:

Lauren Mikulak, Sr. Planner
Ken Johnstone, Community Development Director
Mary McKenna, Community Services Supervisor
Kim Waggoner, Recording Secretary

PUBLIC FORUM
No one wished to speak at this time.

4.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. Case No. WA-13-19: An application filed by Mandy Black for an appeal of an
administrative zoning determination related to wild animal rehabilitation in
residential zone districts. The applicant is request an interpretation that would allow
wild animal rehabilitation at 11781 W. 46th Avenue based on it being a similar use to
the keeping of household pets and small animals and poultry as defined in Sections
26-123 and 26-606 of the Wheat Ridge Code of Laws.
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The case was presented by Lauren Mikulak. She introduced Ken Johnstone, Community
Development Director and Mary McKenna, Supervisor of Community Services. She
entered the contents of the case file, the zoning ordinance and the digital presentation into
the record along with a letter of comment from the Colorado Department of Parks and
Wildlife that was received after the staff report was published. She stated all appropriate
notification and posting requirements have been met and advised the Board there was
jurisdiction to hear the case. She stated the City code grants the Board of Adjustment the
authority to decide on two different types of zoning code interpretations. The first is the
definition or intent of certain words or phrases. The second type is interpretation of a
similar use which is the subject of this case.
She stated earlier this year staff issued a determination to the applicant that a home based
wildlife animal rehab is not similar to anything else that would be otherwise permitted in
a residential zone district and is therefore not permitted. The applicant is appealing that
determination to the Board of Adjustment. The board will be asked to vote to uphold or
overturn staff’s decision. She stated board interpretations are not specific to a single
property. An interpretation to the zoning code made by the board applies to the entire
city. She reviewed the staff report and digital presentation. She stated a yes vote would
be to approve the applicants request and a no vote would be to deny the request and
uphold the determination that has been made by staff.
Board Member PAGE asked why a variance cannot be considered as opposed to making
this applicable city wide. Ms. Mikulak stated the City does not have a provision in the
Code of Laws for use variances. A new permitted use category requires a code
amendment approved by City Council.
Board Member PAGE inquired about kennels and clinics as special uses on agriculturally
zoned land. Ms. Mikulak stated a special use is a use that is already listed in the zoning
code. Special uses may or may not be approved depending on compatibility of the
impacts and surrounding area. Adding a special use to the zoning code would have to be
approved by City Council.
Board Member PAGE inquired about the letter from the Colorado Department of Parks
and Wildlife that mentions the keeping of bobcats which was not mentioned in the staff
report. Ms. Mikulak stated that bobcats were not included in the application and were
first mentioned in the letter from the state. Board member PAGE inquired about small
and medium sized animals. Ms. Mikulak stated there is no definition for that in the
City’s zoning code.
Board Member PAGE asked who would regulate the rehabilitation facility if it is
approved. Ms. Mikulak stated there is no provision in the code so it is unclear how it
would be regulated by the City. If approved, a code amendment may be required to make
sure regulations are in place for residential zone districts.
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Board member PAGE asked if staff reviewed state and other agency documentation to
see what size facilities are used for different animals. Ms. Mikulak stated that type of
research would be done for a code amendment.
Vice Chair GRIEGO stated this would impact the entire city. If this came through a city
wide review process, neighbors would have the opportunity to testify in favor of or
opposition to this type of facility being allowed in all residential zone districts. The
implications of an approval by the board will impact how the city addresses this as a
whole. Ms. Mikulak stated a code amendment rather than an interpretation is a more
appropriate process through which to consider allowing a new land use because it
includes collaboration with various entities including the state, local boards, city staff, the
public, Planning Commission and City Council.
Board member BELL spoke about enforcement, monitoring and managing this type of
use in a residential area. The City’s purview would be zoning violations, adjacent
property owners, and other people. Any violation detrimental to the animal would be
under the Department of Wildlife. She stated each jurisdiction would define their
boundaries. Ms. Mikulak concurred. She said that is part of the reason that staff feels
wildlife animal rehab is not similar to household pets as there are more players involved
and more considerations and licensing.
Vice Chair GRIEGO asked if there are any other options for the applicant if the vote is
not in favor of the applicant. Ms. Mikulak stated there are a couple options. City
Council could direct staff to initiate a code amendment which is a multi-month process.
The alternative is that staff has already established that wildlife animal rehabilitation is
similar to vet clinics and kennels which are special uses in agricultural zone districts.
Board member PAGE requested clarification about what a yes vote means. Ms. Mikulak
stated a yes vote would indicate that wildlife animal rehabilitation is similar to some
other use that is permitted in a residential zone district. The board would need to identify
what existing use category it is similar to because it cannot be created as a new category
in the zoning code by the Board. A yes vote would allow wildlife animal rehabilitation
in every residential zone district.
Board Member PAGE asked if this was approved where the interpretation would be
memorialized. Ms. Mikulak stated that staff keeps a record of all Board interpretations,
but it would not appear in the municipal code unless a zoning code amendment is
completed. This is not the best way to allow a new use in the City.
Board Member ABBOTT reiterated wildlife rehabilitation could occur in the same zone
district as a vet clinic. Ms. Mikulak concurred.
Board Member BRADFORD asked if the board voted in favor or opposition of the
request would the applicant be allowed to continue providing wildlife rehab while going
through the code amendment process. Ms. Mikulak stated she should not be doing any
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rehabilitation because it is not allowed. The state terminated her licensure process
because it is not allowed in the zone district.
Mandy Black
11781 W. 46th Ave.
The applicant explained the function of the proposed wildlife rehabilitation facility. She
stated that wildlife is often orphaned or injured because of people and they become
reliant on people until released. The wildlife rehab license begins as provisional license
with a learning plan that is issued and overseen by Colorado Department of Parks and
Wildlife. This request is strictly for rehab and release and not for keeping animals on a
long term basis. Any medium sized animals like bobcats or foxes typically go to larger
facilities. She stated bobcats would strictly be a 24-hour hold then transferred to another
facility.
Board Member KUNTZ asked the applicant why she didn’t seek a code amendment. The
applicant stated she was told an interpretation was the quickest way to appeal the
decision. She stated she wanted the City to amend the code to like other communities
have done such as Arvada, Broomfield, Lyons, Longmont, Boulder and Denver.
Board Member BELL asked the applicant why she is seeking to do this in Wheat Ridge
instead of another city that allows the use. The applicant stated she bought the house a
few years ago without the intent of starting wildlife rehabilitation. She started the
process with Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife and later found out that Wheat
Ridge does not allow the use in residential zone districts.
Vice Chair GRIEGO asked the applicant several questions: if she knew the state required
local approval, how she plans to conduct rehabilitation at her home, if she has discussed
the use with her neighbors, and if denied what steps will she take. The applicant stated
all wildlife animals are kept in separate locked cages at all times. Once they get larger
they go into an outdoor locked cage. At the time of release a cage is set up away from
any residential areas and a soft release is performed. Once the animals venture out and
do not return to the cage, the cage is then removed. If the use is not approved the
applicant stated she intends to request a code amendment. Wildlife rehabbers must to be
licensed with the Department Colorado Parks and Wildlife. She stated she canvased the
neighborhood and sent out FAQ’s to the neighbors and most were supportive of her.
Board Member PAGE inquired about facility size and animal size specifically medium
sized. The applicant stated she cannot define it on behalf of the Department of Parks and
Wildlife. She thinks mediums means bobcats and bigger/older raccoons. The facilities
have to be approved by the Department of Parks and Wildlife. A state representative
reviews the facility.
Vice Chair Griego opened the public hearing.
Carol Monaco
15200 Clinton St., Brighton, CO
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Ms. Monaco stated she has done wildlife rehabilitation for 5 years. Calls for bobcats are
rare. The Department of Parks and Wildlife has a very rigorous licensing process. An
applicant must have a sponsor that has been licensed for 3 years. An applicant must go
through a learning plan and a division person will inspect the facility. This is only for
rehab. The State of Colorado has very few wildlife rehabbers.
John Clark
4665 Swadley St.
Mr. Clark stated he was in favor of the request. He has no problem with the applicants’
request. He wondered why the entire city wasn’t notified of the case if approval would
impact the entire city. The Department of Wildlife has regulations and not just anybody
can do it. He encouraged the board to vote yes.
Jules Reid
4531 Boardwalk Dr., Y-7, Fort Collins, CO
Ms. Reid stated Wheat Ridge is greatly in need of the services the applicant is providing.
She stated the training and regulatory process involved in obtaining a license with
Colorado Parks and Wildlife is extremely rigorous.
David Bongiovanni
7255 Quartz St, Arvada, CO
He reiterated that the applicant had purchased the home for financial reasons and not in
consideration of wildlife rehabilitation. He stated the applicant is passionate about
animal wildlife rehabilitation and the Department of Wildlife inspected the house for the
safety of the animals and surrounding neighbors.
Patti Dellinger
4529 Foothills Dr., Berthoud, CO
Ms. Dellinger stated wildlife rehabbers work together as a group in Colorado and
nationally through the National Wildlife Rehabilitation Association (NWRA). She stated
the animals are kept until they are weaned and then they are released.
Ms. Mikulak addressed the board and stated the board is reviewing an interpretation, not
a code amendment, and the question at hand is not whether animal wildlife should be
allowed in the City, but whether it is similar to any existing category in the zoning code.
Board Member BELL asked Mr. Johnstone if staff could consider undertaking the
process of a code amendment. Mr. Johnstone stated he did not want to set any
unrealistic expectations in terms of how quickly a code amendment would occur, if at all.
City Council sets policy direction and gives direction to staff in terms of whether code
amendments should be pursued. Based on the current agendas, it could be several
months before Council could even consider the idea of a code amendment.
Board Member ABBOTT stated this use is a need in any community and he hopes the
City will pursue a code amendment.
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Board Member KUNTZ stated the use is permitted in the agricultural zone district and
does not need to be extended to residential zone districts.
Board Member HOVLAND stated he concurred with Board Member KUNTZ and
commended the applicant on her efforts of wildlife rehabilitation.
Vice Chair GREIGO acknowledged the out of town testifiers. She stated wildlife
rehabilitation is a noble endeavor. She recognized the passion of the applicant. She
stated if there is a vote from the board that supports staff and therefore not approving the
appeal that it is apparent that it is nothing to do with if the board likes the concept or
support the endeavor. The board is guided by the municipal code, this is a land use
decision and the potential impact to the city as a whole is tremendous. She stated the
property zoning does not meet the needs of the request.
The board reviewed the recommended motion that had been provided by staff:
CASE NO: WA-14-09
APPLICANT NAME: Mandy Black
TYPE OF REQUEST: This request is an appeal of an administrative zoning
determination related to wildlife animal rehabilitation in residential zone districts.
The appeal is a request for an interpretation that would allow wildlife animal
rehabilitation in residential zone districts based on it being a similar use to the
keeping of household pets and small animals and poultry as defined in Sections
26-123 and 26-606 of the Wheat Ridge Code of Laws.
WHEREAS, the proposed land use was denied by an administrative officer; and
WHEREAS, Board of Adjustment Case No. WA-14-09 is an appeal to this Board
from the zoning code interpretation of an administrative officer; and
WHEREAS, the property has been posted the fifteen days required by law; and
WHEREAS, the relief applied for may be granted without detriment to the public
welfare and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of the
regulations governing the City of Wheat Ridge,
I, therefore, move to adopt a Resolution APPROVING Case No. WA-14-09
Vice Chair GRIEGO reiterated a yes vote would be in favor of the applicant’s request
and a no vote is to deny the applicants request and uphold the staff’s determination.
The Vice Chair called for a vote on the recommendation motion and the board voted.
The appeal was denied 0-8.
Vice Chair GRIEGO encouraged the applicant to pursue other options.
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5.

CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING
Vice Chair GRIEGO closed the public hearing.

6.

OLD BUSINESS

7.

NEW BUSINESS
A. Approval of Minutes – September 26, 2013
It was moved by Board Member BELL and seconded by Board Member PAGE to
approve the minutes as written. The motion passed 4-0-4 with Board Members
GRIEGO, THOMAS, GERMANO and BRADFORD abstaining.
B. Vice Chair GRIEGO thanked Mayor Jay and the audience members for attending.
C. Board Member BELL suggested training for the new members and spoke of the South
Platte Basin and urged everyone to get involved as it has an impact on the community.
D. Mayor Jay thanked the board for their work and stated it is appreciated.

8.

ADJOURNMENT
It was moved by Board Member ABBOTT and seconded by Board Member
HOVLAND to adjourn the meeting at 8:31 p.m. The motion passed 8-0.
__________________________
Lily Griego, Vice Chair
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