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The Board of County Commissioners met in regular session on May 10, 2022. Those present for the session were Lynn
M. Padgett, Chair; Jake Niece, Vice-Chair; Ben Tisdel, Commissioner Member (via Zoom); Connie Hunt, County
Administrator; Leo Caselli, County Attorney; and Hannah Hollenbeck, Deputy Clerk of the Board.

•

A.

Note- This meeting was recorded for reference purposes.

9:00

Call to the Public:
The "Calf to the Pubfic" agenda item is a time when the pubfic may bring forth items of interest or concern. No formaf
action may be taken on these items during this time due to the open meeting Jaw provision;

Commissioner Tisdel reported that he had tested positive for COVlD-19, and would be participating via Zoom.

Fairgrounds Update
Erin Stadelman, Fairground Manager, provided an update regarding rental usage of the Fairgrounds and 4-H Event
Center.

D.

9:06

General Business:
1.

Request for approval and authorization of Chair's signature on the following Special Event
Permits and Agreements:
b. Ridgway Fat Tire Festival RAT Race:

Commissioner Padgett said that references to "runners" should be changed to "bikers." The Board agreed.

M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to approve and authorize
Chair's signature on the Ridgway Fat Tire Festival RAT Race Special Event Permit and Agreement, as amended.
The motion carried unanimously.

3. Request for approval of warrants:
M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to approve the warrants as
presented. The motion carried unanimously.

4. Request for approval and authorization of Chair's signature of Courthouse Security Grant and
on the Pre-Grant Form; and authorization for County Administrator to electronically submit to
the Underfunded Courthouse Commission:
Hunt reviewed the process and how the request was developed. She reminded the Board that there was a limited amount
of funding statewide, and that not all of the requests would be funded.
The Board agreed to amend the request to include a statement regarding the success of the program and the number of
intercepted weapons.

MIS/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to approve and authorize
Chair's signature on Courthouse Security Grant and the Pre-Grant Form; and authorization for the County
Administrator to electronically submit the Underfunded Courthouse Commission, as amended. The motion carried
unanimously.

5. Request for adoption of Resolution 2022-020 approving an application by Badger Trail
Townhomes, LLC for the Final Development Plan for Divide Ranch, Filing 8: (This application
was approved by the Board on April 26, 2022).
Commissioner Padgett said that this item had been tabled at the request of the Applicant. She understood that there had
been a meeting between the applicant, Caselli and Hunt to discuss the conditions and additional time was needed to
finalize the language in the Resolution.

6.

Request for approval and authorization of Chair's signature on Colorado Department of State
Grant Award Letter for the purchase of Cyber Security Systems or Services:

Jeff Bockes, County IT I GIS Manager, and Michelle Nauer, County Cieri< & Recorder, was present.

M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to approve and authorize
Chair's signature on Colorado Development of State Grant Award Letter for the purchase of Cyber Security
Systems or Services. The motion carried unanimously..
8.

Request for approval and authorization of Chair's signature on Agreement with Oldcastle SW
Group Inc. (dba United Companies) for COOT Standard Class 6 Aggregate Base Course:

Caselli said that the request for proposal (RFP) would be attached as Exhibit A .

M/SIP - Motion was made by Commissioner Padgett and seconded by Commissioner Niece to approve and authorize
Chair's signature on Agreement with Oldcastle SW Group Inc. (dba United Companies) for CDOT Standard Class
6 Aggregate Base Course, with the inclusion of the RFP as Exhibit A. The motion carried unanimously.
9. Request for acceptance of the April 2022 Public Trustee Report:
M/SIP - Motion was made by Commissioner Tisdel and seconded by Commissioner Niece to accept the April 2022 Public
Trustee Report. The motion carried unanimously.
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10. Request for adoption of Resolution 2022-019 Adopting a Right of Way Encroachment Policy:
M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Tisdel and seconded by Commissioner Niece to adoption Resolution 2022019 Adopting a Right-of-Way Encroachment Policy. The motion carried unanimously.

B.

9:28

Paul Major, Telluride Foundation:
1. Update on Ouray Homes Workforce Housing Development:

Paul Major reported that he was now affiliated with the Paradox Community Trust, which was the entity that administered
the Rural Home Initiative.
Major provided an update on the affordable housing projects in Ouray, Norwood and Ridgway.
The Board indicated their desire for ongoing updates, participation and work sessions when necessary.

10:14

C. 10:24

Break:
Kathleen Merritt, and Clea Willow, Bright Futures:
1. Child Care Community Survey Update:

Kathleen Merritt and Clea Willow, Bright Futures, and Carol Friedrich, County Social Services Director, were present.
Merritt updated the Board regarding the needs survey.
Merritt explained that the next steps were to look into child care slot expansions and to expand the Ouray County work
group for greater participation. Commissioner Niece and Commissioner Padgett indicated their willingness to attend the
work group meetings.

D. 10:53

General Business:
1. Request for approval and authorization of Chair's signature on the following Special Event
Permits and Agreements:
a. Mile Hi Jeep Club All-For-Fun Annual Jeep Festival:

Jeff Otto, Ken Fingerlos, and John Wood, Mile Hi Jeep Club members, were present.
Otto presented the request and explained the event. He said that the Club would be leasing property from the Potter
Ranch for camping and headquarters of the event.
The Board discussed concerns regarding ingress / egress to the headquarters location, given the line-of-sight in that area
of Highway 550. Fingerlos said that he was working with Colorado State Patrol (CSP) and Colorado Department of
Transportation (COOT) for permits, if needed.
After a discussion, the Board agreed to an additional condition requiring prompt consultation and compliance with all
public safety and traffic recommendations from the County Road and Bridge Superintendent, County Sheriff, COOT, and
CSP.
The Board further agreed to change all references to "camping" to ·non-commercial camping".

M/SIP - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to approve and authorize
Chair's signature on a Special Event Permit and Agreement for Mile Hi Jeep Club All-For-Fun Annual Jeep
Festival with the additional condition and minor amendment as discussed. The motion carried unanimously.
7. Request for approval and authorization of Chair's signature on Application for Transportation
and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands for a renewal of an existing authorization
number for the ldarado Houses:
M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Tisdel and seconded by Commissioner Niece to approve and authorize
Chair's signature on Application for Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands for a
renewal of an existing authorization for the ldarado Houses. The motion carried unanimously.
2. Request for approval and authorization of Commissioner's signatures on Letter of Support for
the Governor Basin Restoration Project and Brief Project Update:
Ashley Bembenek, Alpine Environmental Consultants, was present.
Bembenek presented the request.
Commissioner Padgett requested that the support letter also include as attachments previous support letters issued by
the Board for the project. The board agreed.
Commissioner Padgett stated that projects like this were a model for the Community Funding Partnership grant funds.
Commissioner Padgett noted that the County's appointee to the Colorado River District needed to be reminded of the
Board's continuous support of the project.

M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Padgett to approve and authorize
Commissioner's signatures on Letter of Support for the Governor Basin Restoration Project, with the additional
attachments as discussed. The motion carried unanimously.
E. 12:00
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Connie Hunt, County Administrator, discussed the following:
1) Recruitments - Hunt reported that the County was recruiting for severa1 positions, all appropriated in the 2022
budget.
Commissioner Niece discussed the following:
1) Camp Bird Road Collaborative Work Group - Commissioner Niece requested that the Board consider
reconvening the collaborative work group to address new priorities and developments. The Board agreed to
check back in in August or September for a community meeting.

Commissioner Padgett discussed the following:
1) Collective Bargaining Bill - Commissioner Padgett reported that she had testifyed on the County's position and
was able to communicate some changes to CCl's staff. Commissioner Padgett said that an amendment was
offered that would allow some flexibility for smaller Counties.
Commissioner Tisdel discussed the following:
1) Transit Grant - Commissioner Tisdel reported that the City of Ouray and Town of Ridgway were moving forward
with a grant request for a transit program in Ouray County.

Lunch:

12:27
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The Board of County Commissioners met in regular session on May 10, 2022. Those present for the session were Lynn
M. Padgett, Chair; Jake Niece, Vice-Chair; Ben Tisdel, Commissioner Member (via Zoom); Connie Hunt, County
Administrator; Leo Caselli, County Attorney; Mark Castrodale, County Planning Director; and Hannah Hollenbeck, Deputy
Clerk of the Board.

• Note - This meeting was recorded for reference purposes.

F.

1:30

The Board of County Commissioners convened as the Local Licensing Authority to consider the
following item:
(Public Comments submitted in writing prior to the hearing received no later than 3:00PM on May 9, 2022 were
included in the Public Comment record. Written and/or oral testimony was taken at the public hearing.)

1. Review an application for approval of two separate marijuana cultivation licenses, submitted
by Brian Tannenbaum, representative for Alpenrose Farms, LLC (property owner) and the
proposed tenants/ license holders, Alpengrow, LLC and Flower Management LLC on a
property located at 131 Citadel Drive:
Commissioner Padgett called the meeting to order and opened the public hearing. Commissioner Padgett explained that
the Board of County Commissioners had convened as the Local Licensing Authority (LLA) to consider an application
submitted by Brian Tannenbaum (''the Applicant"), representing the property owner Alpenrose Farms, LLC, as well as
proposed license holders Alpengrow, LLC, and Flower Management, LLC, to approve two Marijuana Cultivation Licenses.
The Applicant was proposing two separate grow facilities/ structures at 131 Citadel Drive (also referred to as "Bar-C
Ranch") to cultivate both medical and retail marijuana.
Commissioner Padgett said that the LLA would be taking a deliberate approach to the proceeding. She said that while the
proceeding was not a public hearing, it would be conducted as such. She requested all participants and members of the
public conduct themselves in a respectful manner.
Commissioner Padgett introduced Staff and the Applicant.
Commissioner admitted the following exhibits into the record for the hearing:
•

Exhibit F-1 included a 114 page Staff Report that included the Land Use Staff Report; Bar-C Vicinity Map; GIS
Aerial Image; Bar-C Lot Boundary; 131 Citadel Drive Assessor Record; Secretary of State Documents; Resolution
2021-017; Bar-C PUD Plats; Initial Applicant Submittals; SGM Report- 'High-Resolution'; Applicant Supplemental
Application; and Applicant Exhibits A, B, C;

•

Exhibit F-1 b Written Public Comments received prior to 5:00PM on May 5, 2022 - 90 pages;

•

Exhibit F-1cWritten Public Comments received between 5:00PM May 5, 2022 and 3:00PM May 9, 2022-10
pages;

•

Exhibit F-2 May 10, 2022 Public Hearing Sign-In Sheet; Commissioner Padgett noted that oral public comment
would be accepted during the hearing. She instructed those who would like to speak during the public comment
portion of the hearing to check the "Speak" box on the Sign-In Sheet. She said that it was her intention to limit
individual public comments to three minutes per person; she said that private attorneys retained by organizations
or groups of people or those speaking on behalf of an organization would be permitted 15 minutes. Commissioner
Padgett noted there were documents in the written public comment that included correspondence between a
private attorney and the County Attorney on pages 50-68 of Exhibit F-1 b. She requested that any private
attorneys address and substantive or procedural questions during the 15 minute comment allotment.

Commissioner Padgett asked Hollenbeck to administer the Oath to Castrodale and Tannenbaum.
Castrodale solemnly swore to tell the truth under penalty of perjury.
Brian Tannenbaum, Applicant, solemnly swore to tell the truth under penalty of perjury.
Commissioner Padgett asked if there were any preliminary matters regarding evidence, application materials and so forth.
Tannenbaum said that he had reported to Castrodale that he had been in a car accident two weeks prior, and that he was
experiencing issues in submitting documents to Land Use Staff. Tannenbaum said that he was able to submit documents
to Castrodale on May 5, 2022, but was unsure if the materials had made it into the Staff Report. Tannenbaum said that he
had requested that Castrodale postpone the hearing so the documents could be included. He said that as long as the
documents submitted on May 5, 2022 made it into the Staff Report and could be considered, he would not request a
continuance. It was Tannenbaum's preference that the public be heard today. He said that if the LLA could not make a
decision unless all materials could be considered; Tannenbaum was confident that the materials would satisfy the
concerns identified in the Staff Report.
Commissioner Padgett asked if Castrodale had anything to add.
Castrodale agreed that there had been ongoing issues with Tannenbaum's email. Castrodale explained that initial
deadline for materials to be submitted to Staff was April 28, 2022 at 4:00PM; he had extended the deadline to May 4,
2022 at 4:30PM based on Tannenbaum's report of a car accident. Commissioner Padgett asked how the submittal
extension was communicated. Castrodale said that it was done via email to Tannenbaum.
Commissioner Padgett asked for Tannenbaum to demonstrate good cause for asking for a hearing continuance.
Tannenbaum stated that he had been in a car accident. He explained that he had attempted to submit the supplemental
materials by email, but encountered issues. He requested that those supplemental materials be heard during the hearing,
and indicated that he the documents in paper format. Commissioner Padgett asked if the substance of the supplemental
materials would be included in his presentation. Tannenbaum said they would.
Commissioner Padgett asked Tannenbaum to provide details regarding the car accident. Tannenbaum said that he had
been involved in a car accident on April 26, 2022 near Legoland in California. He said that there was a police report.
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Commissioner Padgett asked Tannenbaum to detail the email issues with County Staff.
Tannenbaum explained that he had attempted to submit the supplemental materials to Castrodale via email, but the
documents were unreadable; he attempted to send them in a different format with the same results. Tannenbaum said
that he placed the documents in a Dropbox and provided the username and password to Castrodale but the documents
were still unreadable. He said that he finally provided the documents to Castrodale in the form of hard copies delivered to
the Land Use Office on May 5, 2022. Tannenbaum said that he had made a concerted effort to have the documents
delivered for Staff review.
Commissioner Padgett asked Castrodale to explain the difficulties encountered with receiving the documents.
Castrodale said that Tannenbaum had attempted to deliver the documents in various formats, including via .zip file and
through Dropbox. He said that he and the County Senior Planner had worked to open the documents, but each time they
were unreadable. He hypothesized that there was an issue with the County's firewall and security that stripped hyperlinks
and other features from the documents rendering them illegible.
Commissioner Padgett said that it was her impression that some good cause had been articulated by Tannenbaum. She
said that the LLA and the public would not have the benefit of reviewing the supplemental materials, but that Tannenbaum
had indicated they would be covered in his presentation. She proposed that the LLA move forward with the hearing, but
mark the supplemental materials as late. Caselli said that he was sympathetic to Tannenbaum's situation, noting that
there was some good cause circumstances; however, he noted that the application had been reinstated in December
2021 and that Staff had been requesting application materials since that time. He did not recommend that the LLA
continue the hearing outright.
Regarding the supplemental materials, Caselli recommended that the documents could be accepted but not admitted as
an exhibit. He said the action would preserve the documents if the decision was appealed. He said that if the LLA
continued the hearing, the LLA could allow a limited opportunity for Tannenbaum to submit the supplemental materials.
Caselli noted that County Staff had encountered many issues in attempting to contact Tannenbaum. He said that
Tannenbaum's voicemail box was full, and that his email address could send emails but not receive them. Caselli did not
think the LLA should grant a continuance for the hearing, especially because the number of members of the public that
were in attendance. Commissioner Padgett agreed.
Commissioner Niece agreed that he was not inclined to grant a continuance. He said that allowances had been made in
extending the deadline for materials in December, and again in April when the deadline was extended to May 4th: he did
not favor the submittal of additional information to address insufficiencies identified by Staff. Commissioner Niece said that
his preference was to move forward with the hearing and the information presented by the deadlines. Commissioner
Tisdel agreed.
The LLA unanimously agreed to proceed with the hearing with the materials received by the submission date, and to mark
the supplemental information received during the hearing as stated by Caselli.
Tannenbaum agreed with the LLA. He said that he wanted a fair chance and for the LLA to review the materials he
submitted to Castrodale on Thursday, May 5, 2022. Commissioner Padgett said that, to the degree that the materials
were included in his presentation, the LLA would consider them.
Caselli said that no motion was needed as the LLA had unanimously denied Tannenbaum's continuance request.
Commissioner Padgett explained the procedures of the hearing.
Commissioner Padgett invited Tannenbaum to make a presentation.
Applicant Presentation
Tannenbaum began a slide show presentation. He said that his submission had been rethought after receiving significant
input from the public. Tannenbaum claimed that any lateness in submission was attributable to his accommodation of the
interest of the neighboring property owners. Tannenbaum indicated that he had copies of the presentation, and additional
materials to share with the LLA.
Commissioner Niece asked if the document included more than the presentation. Tannenbaum said the document was a
copy of the presentation and additional submissions submitted to Castrodale on May 5, 2022. Caselli requested a
procedural pause: he said that the LLA had not agreed to admit any submittals that had not been received by the deadline
of May 4, 2022 at 4:30PM. Commissioner Padgett said that the LLA had unanimously agreed not to accept the
documents. Commissioner Padgett noted that Commissioner Tisdel was participating virtually and would not receive a
copy of the documentation. Commissioner Tisdel agreed and said that he was in isolation due to testing positive for
COVID-19. Caselli collected the documents. Caselli said that one copy of the packet would be retained by the Deputy
Clerk and marked as Exhibit F-3 but was not admitted into the record. Tannenbaum said that the materials were
submitted on Thursday, May 5, 2022. Commissioner Padgett asked Tannenbaum to proceed with the presentation.
Tannenbaum said that he was applying for a license as a member of Alpenrose Farms, LLC, the property owner.
Tannenbaum was the sole beneficiary of Alpengrow, LLC; Dr. Lang Coleman, Cynthia Cortez, and Tannenbaum
comprised the partners of Flower Management, LLC.
Hollenbeck administered the oath to Coleman and Cortez:
Coleman solemnly swore to tell the truth under the penalty of perjury.
Cortez solemnly swore to tell the truth under the penalty of perjury.
Coleman explained that he was from San Antonio, Texas. He had served for 22 years as an Army psychologist, resulting
in a diagnosis of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). He said that he had become interested in the use of cannabis as
it seemed to be effective in the management of PTSD. Coleman explained that he had also earned a law degree had had
been a tenured professor of statistics and psychology at a college in San Antonio. After retirement, he met Tannenbaum
and began discussing options regarding CBD and veterans. It was the intention of Flower Management to utilize the
funding garnered from retail cultivation to fund medical cultivation and research.
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Cortez explained that she had been a professor of Mexican-American Studies, History, and Humanities prior to becoming
a caregiver for her husband who was now in hospice care. She said that she had also helped to design the aeroponics
system.
Tannenbaum continued with the presentation. He said that the cultivation system was a unique farming method that
utilized high pressure aeroponic misting. The roots of the plants were contained in high pressure piping that misted the
plants every fifteen-to-sixty minutes with a nutrient rich solution. Tannenbaum explained that the effects of the system
were a reduction of water usage, electrical consumption, and utilized a different light spectrum profile. Wastewater was
nonexistent due to evaporation.
Tannenbaum said that the cultivation of marijuana was different from other crops in the potential for odor and sound. He
said that he had listened to members of the public and had attended the BOCC work session regarding the development
of appropriate regulations. He said that odor and sound remained the biggest issues. Tannenbaum said that his property
was substantially set back from other residences, with the exception of one. He added that the prevailing wind direction
was unique in that it sent any emanating odors from the premises to the north east onto national forest land, thus
alleviating concerns of neighboring property owners. Tannenbaum said that the same effect would occur with sound.
Tannenbaum attempted to play a video of the cultivation room with all of the grow equipment operating, however, the
sound did not play. Hollenbeck said that the video appeared to be substantially similar to a video that had been included
in the Staff Report. Tannenbaum testified to the quiet sound of the system. He noted that there had been substantial
conversations in prior LLA proceedings about sound studies; he said that the loudest noise on the property was the noise
from Highway 550. He did not believe he needed to provide a sound study.
Tannenbaum moved on to address odor. He said that he did not have faith in the Cannabusters system or similar odor
mitigation systems. He said that instead of blindly hiring Cannabusters with the hope that the mitigation system worked, it
was his intention to reserve the capital and invest in carbon filters; however, Tannenbaum did not think that the
investment was necessary given the prevailing wind direction.
With regard to the electricity consumption, Tannenbaum displayed a "will-serve" letter from San Miguel Power Association
(SMPA). He noted that the letter was included in the packet of documents he attempted to submit to Castrodale on May 5,
2022. Tannenbaum said that three-phase power was available at the property and that it was sufficient for the business's
needs.
Tannenbaum explained that the he was the only business that was actively attempting to add water back into the system,
noting that the property had substantial water rights. He said that he had approached the Town of Ridgway, City of Ouray
and County with offers to acquire the water. Tannenbaum said that the property had over 1,000 acre feet of water. He
recognized that the Staff Report indicated that he had not filed for a change of use for the ditch water; he explained that
he wanted to secure the cultivation license before making any changes. Tannenbaum said that the property also had
access to well water. He said that the facilities only required 240 gallons per day to operate. He noted that the well that
served the property could cover the cultivation.
Tannenbaum addressed impacts to wildlife. He said that he had no intentions to build any new fences, unless mandated
by the LLA. It was his presumption to follow the prescription of a letter from Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) dated
August 21, 2021.
Tannenbaum believed that his application was in full congruence with the Ouray County Master Plan. He said that a
Master Plan goal for the Valley Zone was to encourage the advancement of right-to-farm uses and agricultural uses. He
said that farming and ranching were uses-by-right in the Valley Zone. Tannenbaum said that he had essentially applied for
a permit from the LLA to conduct farming through the cultivation of cannabis. He recognized that it was a new crop in the
regulatory scheme, but that the plant was still a crop and it was still farming. Furthermore, Tannenbaum claimed that it
promoted the economic development of the Valley Zone.
Tannenbaum explained that he was proposing a system that utilized minimal water and power, and made no changes
whatsoever to the existing structures. He pointed out that the vast majority of the public concerns were impacts to
surrounding parcels, despite his assurance that there would be no changes to the structure, or new construction.
Tannenbaum said that approval of the license would allow him to preserve the ranch and 60 acre parcel from being
carved into a housing development. Tannenbaum did not understand the animas towards cultivation and presumption that
there would be odors. He noted that the property had previously housed an outdoor hemp cultivation operation. He said
that he was seeking a license for a smaller scale indoor marijuana cultivation operation. He said that he was hard-pressed
to understand how the previous use of the property for hemp cultivation applied to his proposed use.
Tannenbaum encouraged the implementation of a condition on the license requiring bi-annual or quarterly review to
ensure the conditions were being met.
Tannenbaum reiterated that he was not proposing any changes to the historic Chuckwagon property; in fact, Tannenbaum
stated that cultivation would allow him to recoup his investment and continue the operation of the Chuckwagon in a way
that preserved the open space and rural character.
In closing, Tannenbaum encouraged the LLA to consider the exhibits he had submitted after the deadline as he thought it
would have affect the tone of Castrodale's Staff Report, had they been accepted and reviewed.
Tannenbaum confirmed that he had concluded his presentation.
Questions on Applicant's Presentation
Commissioner Padgett invited the LLA members to ask questions to the Applicant.
Commissioner Niece asked why Tannenbaum wanted to have the application heard under Ordinance 2019-001, rather
than submit the application when the Marijuana Ordinance revisions were complete. Tannenbaum responded that he was
not opposed to submitting the application when the revisions were completed; however, he had doubts to when the
revisions would be complete. He indicated his willingness to assist with drafting new regulations and moving the process
forward. He noted that the moratorium was still in place.
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Commissioner Tisdel was curious to know if Tannenbaum agreed that the commercial PUD would prohibit the cultivation
of marijuana. Tannenbaum disagreed, stating that it was legally inaccurate as the Board was acting as the LLA and that
body could not change the Plat. Commissioner Tisdel noted that the PUD complicated the application.
Commissioner Tisdel thanked Tannenbaum for providing the video in the application materials in the Staff Report. He said
he was able to watch it and hear the sound: he said that he did not hear machinery noises. Commissioner Tisdel noted
that the video appeared to show a large investment in the equipment. He asked Tannenbaum to describe the investment
in speculation of the licenses being approved. Tannenbaum said that he had raised over $1.4 million for the project and
that the vast majority had been spent. Commissioner Tisdel confirmed that, while the machinery had been installed and
was operational, it was not in use: Tannenbaum confirmed that the equipment was not in use.
Commissioner Tisdel referenced several inferences to the previous owners or tenants of the property that cultivated hemp
outdoors. He asked Tannenbaum if he had been involved in the operation. Tannenbaum stated that he had nothing to do
with the previous hemp operation, adding that the bad reputation of the hemp cultivators had harmed his own reputation.
He said that he had no intention of doing anything like the outdoor hemp grow. Tannenbaum said that he was a mild
mannered man who moved to Ouray in order to escape the stresses of having been an attorney in Denver. He reiterated
that he was nothing like the previous owner/ tenant. It was Tannenbaum's opinion that many of the neighbors would not
know there was a marijuana cultivation facility on the property, absent the controversial nature of marijuana cultivation in
the County. Tannenbaum said that if there was going to be a pot head in the Valley, you'd probably want it to be him.
Commissioner Padgett said that she had some questions on the presentation, but that she had more questions about
what was not included in the presentation from the Applicant. She asked Caselli for guidance about what kinds of
questions she could ask. Caselli said that the LLA could ask any kind of question, and that the Applicant could have the
opportunity for additional rebuttal after public comment. He added that Tannenbaum had included a "will-serve" letter from
San Miguel Power Association (SMPA) that he had claimed to have attempted to give Castrodale on May 5th • He noted
that the time stamp on the email was from 3:25pm at May 5th• He said that the timeline for submittals had been extended
to May 4, 2022 at 4:30pm in order to satisfy the requirements of Title 44, which required the materials to be available five
days prior to the hearing. Caselli said that the LLA could elect to consider the letter. Commissioner Padgett requested that
Tannenbaum bring up that slide of the presentation and zoom in on the time stamp. Commissioner Padgett noted for the
record that the email from SMPA to Tannenbaum was received on May 5, 2022 at 3:25PM.
Commissioner Padgett moved onto to highlight discrepancies with the two addresses. She said that the majority of the
application referenced 131 Citadel Drive; however, there were also references to 100 Citadel Drive, and to an address on
Jewel Street in Denver. She asked which address belonged to what entity. Tannenbaum said that he previously had an
office in Denver and used it as an address for mailing purposes. Commissioner Padgett asked if mail associated with
Flower Management, Alpengrow or Alpenrose was received at the Denver address. Tannenbaum said that he no longer
had an office at the Jewel Street location. Commissioner Padgett asked which address was used for official
correspondence related to the cultivation licenses. Tannenbaum said that the single application for the two entities was
done as a courtesy to Castrodale. He said he had incorporated the application under the property owner, Alpenrose, for
the benefit of Alpengrow and Flower Management. Commissioner Padgett said that the property owner would need to be
included on the application materials regardless, even if it was a single entity. Commissioner Padgett again asked what
address was used for official correspondence for Alpengrow. Tannenbaum responded 814 2nd Street in Ouray; he said
that he had his mail forwarded to that address. Commissioner Padgett asked if the conditional license granted to
Alpengrow by the State named the correct address. Tannenbaum said that the State had made an error. He said that
when he submitted the application to the State in November the Jewel Street address was correct; however, after County
Road and Bridge permitted addresses at the Citadel Drive locations, he had submitted a change to the State, but it was
never officially updated. He said that the State should have a record of an update to 100 and 133 Citadel Drive for the
licensed premises. Commissioner Padgett clarified that it was 131 Citadel Drive, not 133. Tannenbaum agreed.
Commissioner Padgett confirmed that Tannenbaum was the sole member of Alpengrow. Tannenbaum said that he was.
Commissioner Padgett asked if there was a conditional State license in place for 131 Citadel Drive. Tannenbaum asked
Commissioner Padgett to clarify which license for Alpengrow she was referring; Commissioner Padgett asked if
Tannenbaum had multiple licenses for the entity. Tannenbaum said that each licensed premises for Alpengrow and
Flower Management had two licenses: one for retail and one for medical cultivation, totaling in four licenses.
Commissioner Padgett asked if there was anything in the packet that contained correct contact information for each of the
three entities. Tannenbaum said that he tried to submit the materials to Castrodale and the LLA, but that both had
declined to accept them. Commissioner Padgett said that there were materials in the packet dating from December 9,
2021 to May 4, 2022. She said there were multiple addresses for the three entities named on the application. She noted
that Tannenbaum had claimed to have communication problems and that she was trying to get to a point where those
issues would be resolved. Tannenbaum reiterated that Alpengrow LLC was located at 100 Citadel Drive, and Flower
Management was located at 131 Citadel Drive. He confirmed that he received mail at 100 and 131 Citadel Drive.
Commissioner Padgett moved on to address available water and water consumption. She said that Tannenbaum's
materials claimed several different usage amounts ranging from 160 to 300 gallons per day. She asked Tannenbaum how
much water would be utilized by the cultivation facility. Tannenbaum thought it was in the range of 160 gallons per day,
per facility. He estimated 240 gallons per day to be on the high end as the Alpengrow system had not yet been built.
Commissioner Padgett confirmed that five employees would be retained for each building, totaling in ten employees for
both facilities. Tannenbaum agreed.
Commissioner Padgett said that Tannenbaum's presentation included testimony regarding usage of well water to
potentially irrigate plants. She said if Tannenbaum had checked with the State Engineer's office to confirm well water
could be utilized for that purpose. Tannenbaum said that he had not checked: he said that he planned to wait the LLA's
decision prior to making any inquires or changes to water. Commissioner Padgett noted that the SGM report only
provided an analysis of the ditch water, not the well water. Tannenbaum thought that the well water could be used for
irrigation.
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Commissioner Padgett asked about the security plan for the licensed premises, noting that Tannenbaum had stated that
no new fences would be built. Tannenbaum said that cultivation activities took place indoors, and that cameras, alarms,
lights and motion sensors would be installed inside and outside the facility. He said that it was not his intention to
construct any additional fences, unless required by the LLA.
Commissioner Padgett said that Tannenbaum had testified that there would be no new construction or changes to the
existing structures. She asked what kind of insulation was present inside each of the buildings proposed to be used for
cultivation. After conferring with Coleman, Tannenbaum said that there was spray foam insulation in both of the buildings.
Commissioner Padgett said that she had pages of notes highlighting contradictory and confusing things in the application.
She said the application referenced utilizing Cannabusters for odor mitigation, but now Tannenbaum said that he would
not be using the company. Tannenbaum said that he originally planned to utilize Cannabusters, however, after attending
the Marijuana Ordinance revision work sessions did he change his mind, given his perception that the public and Staff did
not have faith in the company's ability to control odor. He said that he was open to suggestions for odor suppression, but
did not want to waste money for a lackluster solution. Tannenbaum indicated his willingness to install carbon filters, fans,
or other mitigation types to control odor, but that he was confident the prevailing wind direction would manage smells.
Caselli offered a procedural clarification that the LLA was not acting on the Ordinance, and that it was a separate matter;
he said that this proceeding was the first time that the LLA would be acting on the application.
Commissioner Tisdel asked if Tannenbaum would be willing to install odor mitigation, if required. Tannenbaum said that
he would. Tannenbaum said that this hearing was a chance for the community to come together to figure out what would
work to everyone's satisfaction.
Commissioner Padgett asked if the LLA was ready to move on to Staff Presentation. Caselli asked the LLA to consider
allowing Tannenbaum the opportunity to present additional statements in response to the LLA's questions.
Commissioner Padgett invited Tannenbuam to present any additional statements or questions.
Tannenbaum pointed out that he had applied for a Colorado Department of Transportation (COOT) Commercial Access
Permit, in addition to having had the County Vegetation Manager on the property the week prior for a noxious weed
management inspection. He said that a noxious weed management plan was in process. Tannenbaum stated that Cortez
and Coleman had submitted their fingerprints at least twice. Tannenbaum said that he wanted to submit additional
documents for review by Staff and the LLA. Tannenbaum said that he had struggled and endeavored to incorporate the
concerns of local land owners, but that he had been rebuffed and was unsuccessful in his communication attempts with
them.
Commissioner Padgett asked if Tannenbaum would be willing to provide information for a background check.
Tannenbaum said that he had provided his fingerprints and date of birth for that purpose. He noted that his background
check had been approved by the State.
Commissioner Padgett invited Staff to make a presentation.
Staff Presentation
Castrodale began a slide show presentation.
Castrodale said that there had been a long standing submittal deadline of April 28, 2022, which was extended. He said
that some information he was going to highlight may have been addressed by Tannenbaum's presentation. Castrodale
said that Staff's presentation was based upon the materials that were available by the May 4, 2022 4:30PM deadline.
Castrodale explained that the application was for two cultivation licenses at 131 Citadel Drive - commonly referred to as
the Bar-C Ranch. The cultivation activities were proposed to occur in two existing structures. Dual licenses were
permissible pursuant to Section 17 of Ordinance 2019-01.
Castrodale explained that Resolution 2021-017 specifically referenced the Bar-C application as one of two applications
under review by Staff at the time of the moratorium's enactment.
Castrodale said that the property had historically been used primarily for agricultural purposes, and most recently was
used to farm industrial hemp. Castrodale was unsure of the start and end dates, but noted that the property had also been
used as the site of a Chuckwagon show. Castrodale explained that the property was located in the Valley Zone where
marijuana cultivation was permitted, upon approval of a license.
Under the terms of Ordinance 2019-01 , approved cultivation facilities were permitted to cultivate medical or commercial
(retail) marijuana at the State-approved tier level. Castrodale clarified that the County's regulations did not get into type of
license or tier levels that assigned allowable number of plants. Castrodale said that, if approved, the facility would be
subject to any future amendments to the Marijuana Ordinance, and subject to annual renewals. Castrodale reminded the
LLA that a facility could qualify for a Staff-level renewal if no changes were proposed or complaints were received during
the previous license period.
Castrodale said that no additional structures had been proposed, therefore, Land Use Code Section 9 - Visual Impact
Regulations, did not apply.
Castrodale continued on to explain the Bar-C Planned Urban Development (PUD) plat. He said that it was a commercial
plat, which was very different that the residential PUD plats that the County typically reviewed. He said that it was an odd
process that was likely used as it the Special Use Permit process had not yet been adopted by the County. Castrodale
described that a PUD was essentially a box that was drawn around a property to dictate what could or could not happen
within that area. He said that Land Use professionals used PUDs to assign, define, review, and deny uses within that box.
He said things like lots, building envelopes, open spaces, and parking areas would be defined clearly and explicitly within
a PUD. He displayed the first page of the Bar-C plat and referenced the detail: the gift shop, ticket sales, horse barns and
other attributes were assigned in excruciating detail. Castrodale said that as the PUD had been platted, approved by the
BOCC, and recorded, it was Staff's opinion that it was a vested property right and that it could not be rescinded without
the property owner's agreement. Castrodale explained that while that permission allowed for assurance for the property
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owner, it resulted in the creation of a legal, non-conforming use; meaning that the use was created legally, but that it no
longer conformed to current zoning. Pursuant to Section 4.2(8) of the Land Use Code, legal, non-conforming uses could
not be expanded, expect for as otherwise provided in the Code. Castrodale said that the use could not be added onto,
unless specifically allowed by the PUD. He said that if the owner wished to rescind the PUD, it would have been rescinded
and the structures brought up to current zoning. Castrodale said that it was Staff's opinion that the Bar-C PUD and
marijuana cultivation could not coexist.
Tannenbaum attempted to make a statement. Commissioner Padgett said that he would have an opportunity for rebuttal
or additional statements after Staff's presentation. Caselli reminded all participants to be recognized by the Chair prior to
speaking to maintain order.
Castrodale continued on to highlight specific review requirements in the Ordinance. Castrodale said that COOT required
that a new Commercial Access Permit be submitted. He recognized that Tannenbaum had testified during his
presentation that he was working through that process. Castrodale stated that no documents had been received verifying
that the applicant had started the process or been granted the Permit.
Castrodale said that Section 7 of the Ordinance required an Infrastructure Demand Report. The report had not been
received by Staff.
Castrodale said that Staff had requested background checks from the County Sheriff, and that they were in process.
Castrodale said that some troubling information had been revealed in the documents, but it was his understanding from
the Sheriff's Office that the reports were incomplete at the time of the Staff Report. He considered the requirement to
provide a background check to be incomplete.
Castrodale said that the Ordinance required that fingerprints be received for all owners of the business entities listed on
the application. He said that he was aware there was a document in the Staff Report from the Applicant that appeared to
be an invoice or receipt for fingerprints, but stated that the actual fingerprints had not been received by Land Use Staff.
Castrodale said that the Ordinance required that the subject property be posted with a notice; he said that the photo may
have been included in the documents that Tannenbaum attempted to submit, but that Land Use Staff had not received a
dated photo. Additionally, the Ordinance required that all residences within a mile be mailed a public notice with the
details of the hearing. Castrodale said that Staff provided Tannenbaum with the addresses of residences within the mile
radius in an excel format, a draft notice, and explicit instructions to provide Land Use with a Certificate of Mailing from the
Post Office; however the Certificate of Mailing was not provided to Staff.
Regarding odor and odor mitigation, Castrodale explained that Staff used the term Cannabusters to reference a type of
odor mitigation system that utilized a chemical misting system. He said that it appeared that Tannenbaum was willing to
do some kind of mitigation, but Staff had not received a plan or a proposal.
Castrodale noted that financial information, including information on loans and investors, had not been received by Staff.
Castrodale said Section 7 of the Ordinance addressed substantial annoyance and compatibility with community character
and surrounding land uses. He noted that similar provisions existed elsewhere within the Ordinance. Castrodale began a
visual demonstration of a one mile radius from a currently operating cultivation facility on Melody Lane that had a history
of complaints of odor, glare, dust, and noise from the 140 properties within the one mile radius. Castrodale then projected
a site map of the Bar-C facility and drew a one mile radius, generating approximately 309 properties within the circle,
indicating that the proposed area was in a much higher populated area. He said that Staff had concerns about the facility's
compatibility with the community character and land uses of neighboring properties. He pointed out that the entirety of the
ldlewild and Ponderosa Village subdivisions were included within the circle, as well as a number of other smaller
subdivisions and single family residences.
Castrodale asked if the LLA would like him to read Staff's official recommendation. Commissioner Padgett said that it was
within the LLA's process to hear the recommendation from Staff. Castrodale said that it was the opinion of Staff that a
thorough and legitimate application for a marijuana cultivation license should adequately and effectively address at least a
majority of the provisions found in the Marijuana Ordinance. It was Staff's opinion that the Applicant had failed to meet the
reasonable threshold. Additionally, it was Staff's opinion that any marijuana cultivation facility at the proposed location
may not be compatible with the surrounding land uses based upon the residential density and the history of complaints
received when the property was used for hemp cultivation. Castrodale said that it was Staff's opinion that the proposed
marijuana cultivation facility, could not be 'placed upon' or 'added to' the underlying Bar-C PUD, as it was a legal, nonconforming use, which according to the Land Use Code " ...may not be expanded except as othe,wise provided in the
Code. "Therefore, Staff recommended that the LLA deny the application.
Castrodale concluded his presentation.
Caselli recommended that the LLA admit Tannenbaum's presentation as Exhibit F-4 and Castrodale's presentation as
Exhibit F-5. He further recommended that the presentation and additional materials that Tannenbaum attempted to submit
in hard copy be accepted as Exhibit F-3, but not admitted. The LLA unanimously agreed to accept Caselli's
recommendation.
Questions on Staff's Presentation
Commissioner Padgett invited the LLA to ask questions on Staff's presentation. She noted to Tannenbaum that he would
be allowed to provide rebuttal and a closing statement. Tannenbaum acknowledged Commissioner Padgett.
Commissioner Niece did not have any questions on Staff's presentation.
Commissioner Padgett asked how the application was allowed to proceed through the process given the incompatibility
with the PUD. Castrodale said that he had a very early conversation with Tannenbaum about the incompatibility.
Castrodale said that Tannenbaum wanted to continue through the process regardless. Castrodale said that the Bar-C
PUD would have to be rescinded and withdrawn through the formal PUD process.
Commissioner Padgett confirmed that Castrodale had previously given Tannenbaum the advice that the plat would have
to be eradicated prior to the approval of a cultivation facility. Castrodale confirmed this was correct.
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Commissioner Padgett asked Castrodale if he had any knowledge of an interior or exterior lighting plan. Castrodale said
that he did not.
The LLA agreed to take a short break.

3:22PM - 3:34PM

Break:

The LLA continued Questions on Staff's Presentation. Commissioner Padgett reiterated that Tannenbaum would be given
the opportunity for rebuttal and closing arguments. She also informed the audience that it was the LLA's intention to hear
public comment that day.
Commissioner Tisdel referenced the pages 13-16 of the Staff Report and asked for clarification of when Castrodale sent
the Staff Report for inclusion in the Board Packets. Castrodale said that it was on May 5, 2022 and asked Hollenbeck to
confirm the date and time. Castrodale said that he had done a cursory review of the documents received between April
28th and May 4th, but that no information received during that period substantially changed the Staff Report.
Hollenbeck noted that the Staff Report was received in two emails: the first was received on May 5, 2022 at 12:26PM
titled "Bar-C 5/10 LLA Packet" and included the Staff Report and the Applicant's submittals that were received by the May
4 th deadline. The second email was received on May 5, 2022 at 12:50PM titled "Bar-C App - additional file" that contained
a .zip file to a video that had been provided by Tannenbaum. Hollenbeck explained that she uploaded the video to
YouTube and created a link so it could be easily accessible in the Staff Report for the LLA members and the public.
Caselli noted that Hollenbeck served as the Deputy Clerk of the Board and was the official custodian of the record and
that administering an oath to her was not necessary.
Commissioner Tisdel signaled that he had no other questions for Staff.
Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant's submittals referenced a number of Exhibits on page 33, including Exhibit
E - Driver's Licenses; Exhibit F - Fingerprints; Exhibit G -Waste Management Plan; Exhibit H - Notices to Property
Owners, but that the documents were not included in the packet. She asked if the documents were included in the
materials submitted to Staff. Castrodale said that all documents he received from the Applicant were included in the Staff
Report. Commissioner Padgett noted that the application materials for Alpengrow and Flower Management were 95%
identical. She said that she was only able to find one conditional State license for Alpengrow, and no conditional State
licenses for Flower Management. Castrodale said that Staff only redacted personally identifiable information; no culling or
removal of documents had been done by Staff.
Commissioner Padgett asked if a floor plan had been received for Flower Management. Castrodale was unsure but would
provide a page number if he could locate it.
Commissioner Padgett asked about a reference to "Class 1 Farm Waste" on page 48. She said that the reference was not
a letter from Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) or the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), as the LLA had seen with previous application. Castrodale explained that that waste management and wastewater
management were two different things. Waste management dealt with marijuana waste like husks and was strictly
regulated by the State Marijuana Enforcement Division (MED). Wastewater management was governed by CDPHE and
EPA. Commissioner Padgett asked if there was a wastewater management plan included in the packet. Castrodale said
that there was not.
Caselli said that the floor plan for Flower Management could be found on page 65.
The LLA had no further questions for Staff.
Commissioner Padgett invited Tannenbaum to make a closing statement, or correct any statements from Staff's
presentation.
Applicant Closing Statement and Rebuttal
Tannenbaum requested that the Bar-C PUD be put on the screen. He pointed out that number 22 of the "key" authorized
a proposed green house and solar system. Tannenbaum believed that cultivation fell within that allowance. Tannenbaum
also refuted the LLA's authority to adjust or amend a plat. He did not believe that a cultivation license had any real impact
on land use; rather, he claimed it was simply a license to conduct a certain activity at a given location.
Tannenbaum said both he and his partners had been fingerprinted twice; he did not understand why Castrodale could not
receive them. Tannenbaum indicated his willingness to submit them to Staff and the LLA.
Tannenbaum said that he had retained a private company in Ridgway to send out the notices; he assumed the receipt for
service was adequate to serve as the Certificate of Mailing. He said that the company may be willing to attest to the
service performed.
Tannenbaum said that he posted a hearing notice sign on the property, and emailed a photo to Castrodale. Tannenbaum
said that Castrodale was unable to see anything that was emailed to him - Tannenbaum said that he was starting to
wonder if was a fact that was atypical of life, or if there was something else going on. Additionally, Tannenbaum claimed
that he posted the hearing notice sign three times, only to have it ripped down each time. He said that he attempted to
notice the public to the point of frustration.
Tannenbaum said that he had relied on Castrodale's extension of the deadline from April 28th to May 4th and had
submitted the documents on time. Tannenbaum read from a series of email exchanges between himself and Castrodale:
[Note: this email exchange was as read by Tannenbaum.]
On May 2 nd , Tannenbaum wrote: "Mark, thanks for your flexibility last week. It was a heck of a week. Attached is
the supplemental information. I've included a site plan. Is this what you're looking for?"
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On May 2 nd , Castrodale writes: "I will t,y to go through your materials before I submit my final report on Thursday.
Why no labeling of the Alpengrow site plan? I need driver's license numbers and dates of birth for you and
Cynthia Cortez ASAP.
Also on May 2nd , Castrodale writes: "Who are the agents of Alpenrose Farms, LLC?"
On May 3 rd , Tannenbaum writes: "Do you have time to get together in person? Maybe sometime in the morning?"
Castrodale returned: "I apologize but I am unable to meet as I am still working on my Staff Report to the Local
Licensing Authority. As we discussed multiple times, all of your application materials were due no later than April
2EJlh so I would have time to prepare and submit them by the 2pm May 5'h deadline. Please note that any materials
sent after close of business today will not be included in my final packet. Also, materials submitted after April 28
may or may not be reviewed by Staff and my final report may not reflect substantial changes in the application.
Finally, do not email me anything that includes personally identifiable information (Pl/). Also, the copies of the
driver's license that you sent me were not legible, so we can't read the information to protect Pl/. Please drop off
Xeroxes in person.
Tannenbaum writes: "Mark, I uploaded everything to dropbox and sent it to you. If you can't get in the login is
brian@tntlegal and the password is,.,..,.•. I'll drop paper copies in the morning. I called you on April 21Jfh and told
you that I had been hit by a semi. This was true. You said take your time. This should be everything. Since I
submitted this application, I've been hit by two semi-trucks, been robbed, mugged twice, beat up and nearly run
off the road on more than one occasion. Also, my sign on the Bar-C has been ripped off three times now. So
clearly, I'm dealing with some strange events. If there's an issue getting everything done or reviewed or whatever
on the 1(Jh, I recommend we postpone this to the 24th and I can get new notices sent out and a new permanent
sign. Julie Kolb was out on the property and will be putting together a weed management plan. I am not trying to
be difficult or make anyone's life harder. If we need more time, please let me know. I can re-notice.
At 3:36pm Tannenbaum sent a .zip drive of "everything." Tannenbaum said that he drove to the Land Use office and
dropped of paper copies. Tannenbaum said that he spent 40 minutes trying to open the dropbox link for Castrodale. He
said that he decided to try to send the documents again via email, and this time they were able to be viewed.
Tannenbaum said that he was unsure what the issue was, but that he was beginning to cry foul.
Tannenbaum stated that he wanted to incorporate the best technology to control odors. He was unsure what the
technology was and said that he was reluctant to make a decision on type of odor control without more input from local
stakeholders.
Tannenbaum said that the Valley Zone had been established in Ouray County as a place for farming and ranching. He
said that marijuana cultivation was farming. He said that cultivation should be included in areas that the Master Plan had
designated farming and ranching as a use-by-right. Tannenbaum pointed out that hemp was not regulated by the County
and that he could plant male plants outdoors which would result in many issues.
Tannenbaum said that there would be no wastewater associated with the cultivation operation.
With regard to change the use of water rights in both the ditch and well, Tannenbaum said that he did not want to initiate a
change until the application for cultivation had been approved.
Tannenbaum said that Castrodale had extended the deadline due to Tannenbaum's accident. He was in favor of the LLA
extending or rescheduling the hearing, as long as he could submit additional documentation. Tannenbaum asked the LLA
to give him a fair chance. He encouraged the LLA to approve the application.
Tannenbaum did not believe that Castrodale had any legal authority, other than offering his interpretation of the PUD
regulations, to establish impacts on the PUD by the cultivation operation.
Tannenbaum concluded his closing statement and rebuttal.
Public Comment
Commissioner Padgett reminded everyone that the LLA had not yet decided if the record would be kept open for
additional materials from Staff, the Applicant and for public comment.
Commissioner Padgett said that the LLA would hear public comment from private attorneys or speakers representing
groups first.
Stuart Foster, representing Ouray Valley Action (OVA), explained that he was an attorney from Grand Junction who had
been retained by approximately 70 property owners and families that lived in the residential developments around the
proposed Bar-C cultivation facility. Foster said that OVA's members largely agreed with Staff's recommendation to deny
the application as it failed to adequately address the review criteria in Ordinance 2019-01. Foster acknowledged that there
had been some testimony about missing documents and difficulties with submittals; he said that the opinions of the OVA
were formed on the documents that were publically available. Foster continued on to say that the proposed facility was
wholly incompatible with the community character of the residential area and with the Bar-C Ranch PUD. He said that the
two application submitted by Tannenbaum were clear examples of why the BOCC had implemented the moratorium in the
first place, noting that OVA shared concerns and reservations as identified in the Staff Report. Some of the greatest areas
of concerns included the proximity of a commercial marijuana cultivation facility to dense residential communities were
over 200 full and part-time property owners and families lived and worked. Foster said that Staff had pointed out that the
Applicant failed to address the potential for the proposed facility to disrupt the community character by stating that there
was "no rational basis to conclude that the impact of marijuana cultivation is different than the cultivation of peaches,
potatoes, or ranching." Foster said that the statement was hard to square, given the recent history of the property being
utilized as an industrial hemp cultivation and the generation of numerous complaints regarding the negative impacts of
noise, odor, light and dust. Contrary to the Applicant's position, Foster said that there was no question that the two
cultivation facilities would have greater impact than the hemp operation on the public health, safety and welfare of the
families that would be forced to endure the effects of the cultivation operations. Foster said that OVA members had
serious concerns about harsh odors from the two facilities, given that odors from marijuana cultivation were more potent
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than from hemp. Foster said that the impacts would not only affect the neighboring properties on the micro level, but
would also impact the County on the macro level. Foster said that these concerns should have been addressed in the
application, but were not. Foster said that Tannenbaum did not consider the surrounding community, and appeared to
brush off their concerns as if they mattered very little. Foster agreed with Staff's interpretation the PUD with regard to
vested rights, as it was created under Colorado Revised Statutes Title 25. Foster said that there were glaring holes in the
application and that the Applicant had failed to provide adequate information. Foster concluded his statement by saying
that OVA agreed with Staff's recommendation of denial, based on the incomplete, inadequate application, and the obvious
incompatibility with the surrounding properties and their uses. He urged the LLA to deny the request.
Commissioner Padgett said that she had heard some misunderstanding in about the checkbox to speak on the sign-in
sheet. She said that she would go down all the names on the sign-in sheet to ensure everyone who wished to speak had
the opportunity.
Susannah Smith, Highway 550 resident, said that she lived next to the Bar-C property and that she had owned the
property since 1994. She said that she was a clinical psychologist and pointed out that May was Mental Health Month.
Smith said that the application process had adversely affected her own mental health and the mental health of many
others who experienced stress when presented with the possibly of residing next to a cultivation facility that impact their
quality of live and the value of their homes. Smith said that she was still unsure who the partners were. Smith said that the
Applicant had been afforded multiple extensions, beginning in May of 2021. Smith said that the Applicant's
characterization of the wind was incorrect as it blew directly from the Bar-C property onto her property and onto other
properties along the ditch. She noted that the area was currently in an inversion, and that the winds would constantly blow
for an indefinite period due to climate change. Smith said that Tannenbaum had made it clear to her when she visited the
proposed facility that he could recoup his investment by selling the property for more than he had paid for it. Smith did not
believe Tannenbaum was a mild mannered person, given the police reports she had read. Smith concluded her statement
by saying that marijuana was toxic to pets and that it could contaminate the ditch water that served her property and
others.
Dave Sellers, Blue Tip Place resident, offered a point of clarification: he said that there was an extensive conversation
referencing Flower Management and Alpengrow. He said that the entity should have been stated as Alpenrose. Sellers
said that Staff had gone above and beyond in their efforts to provide time, direction, communication and even coaching to
the Applicant. Despite these efforts and multiple extensions, the application was still incomplete. Sellers questioned how
many bites at the apple the Applicant was entitled to. He supported Staff's recommendation of denial, as did
approximately 28 property owners located within one mile of the proposed facility. Sellers said that the County was clearly
concerned about marijuana facilities and the regulations not operating properly as demonstrated by the enactment of a
moratorium. Sellers said that the proximity of the proposed facility to residential areas made this application the poster
child for why the moratorium was enacted. Sellers agreed with Smith's characterization of the wind pattern, and added
that if followed the valley. Sellers said he watched the video presented by Tannenbaum; he agreed that very little noise
could be heard, but pointed out there were no plants or fans installed or operating. He questioned what he should be
listening for. Sellers said that Tannenbaum had claimed to have invested $1.4 million into the property; he questioned why
the value of the hundreds of millions of dollars of non-speculative investments made in the valley by farmers, ranches,
and residential homes mattered less than the Applicant's investment. He urged the LLA to consider those investments.
Sellers asked why Tannenbaum was comfortable investing $1.4 million in the property, but did not want to spend $700 to
do a water use filing. Sellers said that the application claimed that marijuana cultivation was a use-by-right; he said that it
was not a protected use in Ouray County and dismissed the comparison to peaches and potato farming. He said that it
was a controlled substance regulated by State and local regulations.
Commissioner Padgett asked the audience to allow the Chair to determine if a speaker was allowed to finish their
sentence, even if it was outside the stated time limitation of three minutes.
Steve Payton, Citadel Drive resident, said that he lived in the direct line of the proposed facility: his home was
approximately 200 feet from the larger of the two proposed facilities. Payton said that he was aware that the structures
were not suited to serve as grow facilities, after speaking with a local contractor who had inspected the structures. He said
that the structures were inadequate to contain the odors. Payton said that he had constant problems with the employees
of the hemp operation an anticipated similar issues with the marijuana cultivation facility. He agreed with Smith and
Sellers regarding the wind. Payton was also unsure if there was even a well on the Bar-C property. Payton said that he
had recently put his house up for sale and that the proximity of a proposed cultivation facility had devalued the asking
price and interest in the property.
Marcus Naquin, Whitehouse Vista Lane Resident, said that he had gone into the process with an open mind. He
recognized that lots of research and work had been done about the effects of cultivation facilities. He said that he had a
family member who was in the cultivation industry who attested that the neighbors would experience odor from the
proposed facility, in addition to other impacts from the commercial operation. He said that the "learn as you go" approach
was not appropriate and could adversely impact the neighboring properties. Naquin encouraged the LLA to deny the
application, as recommended by Staff. Naquin presented a petition with 134 signatures requesting that the LLA deny the
application.
Caselli said that it would be marked as Exhibit F-6. Caselli requested to review the petition and allow the Applicant to also
review it and be given the chance to object. The LLA agreed. The LLA continued on with public comment while the
document was being reviewed.
Michelle Nauer, representing the Cedar Hill Cemetery District, said that the Cemetery was a beautiful historic site. She
said that there was as significant concern about the availability of water as a downstream ditch user. She said that there
were number of issues with the hemp operation and taking too much water out of the shared ditch.
George Kerber, County Road 22 resident, agreed with the previous public comments that opposed marijuana cultivation
licenses. He said that much of the public comment shared an opposition to grow facilities in residential communities given
the odor, noise, and traffic impacts. He said that promises would be made by the LLA and by the Applicant, but history
showed that operators broke promises and that the LLA did not enforce the license requirements. Kerber said that there
was still claims that marijuana businesses were uses-by-right; he said that Amendment 64 gave localities the right to ban
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marijuana businesses, therefore, no use-by-right existed. Kerber said that the Applicant's statement that he would "control
odors as much as possible" was a totally meaningless, unmeasurable, and unenforceable statement.
Bruce Donegan, Elk Ridge Trail resident, urged the LLA to deny the application.
Michael Lane, Blue Tip Drive resident, said that he lived very close to the proposed facility across Cutler Creek. He said
that the odors from the hemp operation were very apparent. He agreed with previous statements about the wind. Lane
requested that the LLA deny the application.
Jennifer Cheeseman, Cutler Creek Drive resident, thanked the LLA for hearing the concerns of the neighboring property
owners. She said that the hemp facility did not fit well in the community of families. Cheeseman said that she had been
detrimentally affected by the previous hemp operation, and the prospect of a new marijuana cultivation facility in that they
had been unsuccessful in selling their property, despite the interested buyers. Cheeseman detailed several occasions
where buyers has been moving forward with the purchase of the home, until they found out a marijuana cultivation facility
was proposed nearby. She said that the odor from the hemp facility was unbearable. Cheeseman agreed with previous
statements about the wind, and echoed concerns about water. She said that the headgate had been mismanaged by the
hemp cultivators, resulting in a serious flood that could have damaged her home. Cheeseman said that the impacts of
noise, light pollution and odor were impactful and demonstrative of the incompatibility of past and future hemp and
marijuana operations with the families that resided nearby.
Joe Rowland, Ponderosa Village resident, said that Alpenrose had other investors that were not named in the report, but
that were participating via Zoom. Rowland did not think that the operation would be small; he said that the investor
scheme was indicative of a larger operation that had intentions to grow the small operation into something very large. He
encouraged the LLA to deny the application.
Scott Bridgman, County Road 22 resident, said that marijuana cultivation was still a very new industry and that the odor
issue still had not been resolved. He said that allowing for a large buffer between cultivation facilities and residential areas
was currently the only way to minimize conflicts. Bridgman said that his home was 1,600 feet from a cultivation facility and
that he still experienced odor. He said that until technology evolved to hermetically seal the buildings, terpene loaded air
would still escape through leaks in the structure, resulting in odor. Given the LLA's ability to ban these kinds of facilities,
Bridgman said it was in everyone's best interest to pause consideration and approval of cultivation facilities. Bridgman
added that there was no way to determine the arc of the marijuana industry. Bridgman said that residents on north Log Hill
Mesa had suffered as the result of a cultivation facility being located within close proximity to a residential area.
Eric Havelick, Melody Lane, said that it was obvious that a large number of people in the County overwhelmingly opposed
approval of the application, and that it should give the LLA the understanding that it was not just a small group of people
on Log Hill that opposed cultivation facilities. Havelick clarified that he was not against marijuana business, but that he
was against locating them in residential areas. Havelick said that he had repeatedly asked for the Board to consider
requiring a 1.5 mile buffer zone between marijuana business and residential areas in the revised marijuana ordinance. He
said that it would solve 95% of the issues associated with the facilities. Havelick said that if the number of people present
today urging denial was not adequate to justify the change in the Ordinance, the LLA needed to tell him how many people
were necessary to sign a petition to make them believe the neighbors.
As there was no new public comment, Commissioner Padgett allowed members of the public who had spoken previously
two minutes for additional comments.
Susannah Smith said that she had done a site visit of the facility and that she could see daylight through the structures.
Dave Sellers referenced pages 5-8 of the application and asked the LLA to ask the Applicant how the entity Alpenglow
was affiliated with the business. He knew there was a series of businesses and LLCs involved in the business, but was
unsure how they all related.
Hearing no other public comment, Commissioner Padgett closed the public comment portion of the hearing.
Caselli asked if the LLA wanted to admit Exhibit F-6, as it was submitted after the public comment deadline.
Commissioner Padgett asked Tannenbaum if he objected to the incorporation of the petition pages. Tannenbaum
objected to the incorporation of Exhibit F-6 as he had not been allowed to submit additional exhibits. Additionally, he did
not see any way to establish the validity of the signatures. Caselli clarified that the LLA was in a quasi-judicial
administrative proceeding and that authenticity objections were not typically recognized. He advised that the LLA hold off
admitting additional exhibits until a decision was made about leaving the record open. Tannenbaum agreed.
Applicant Rebuttal to Public Comment
Tannenbaum said that Sellers comment regarding the multiple entities insinuated that there was some sort of nefarious
aspect to the business structure; he said that was not the case. He explained that there were three business entities: one
was the property owner, and the other two were tenants. He said that it was done for tax purposes. Tannenbaum said that
he had disclosed the material partners, but that if the LLA wanted more information, he was happy to provide it; however,
he pointed out that his attempts to provide information had been stymied.
Tannenbaum said that at least 50% of the homes claiming to be affected by odor were, or had previously been short-term
rentals.
Tannenbaum said that Smith was the person who facilitated the lease to the hemp cultivation operation. He was suspect
that Smith was in favor of hemp cultivation, but marijuana.
Tannenbaum confirmed that he had concluded his rebuttal to the public comment.
Commissioner Padgett asked if the LLA wanted to continue the hearing to the next day for deliberation. She also asked if
it was the LLA's preference to close the record or to keep it open for additional materials.
Commissioner Niece said it was not his preference to continue the hearing for any longer than a week. He was not in
favor of accepting additional information. Commissioner Niece said that the Applicant had been afforded plenty of time to
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submit information and did not want to get into a situation of extending the hearing over and over again. Commissioner
Niece stated that he received enough information.
Commissioner Padgett requested that Caselli provide advice on the options.
Caselli said that the standard for leaving a record open was good cause. He recommended that if the LLA was inclined to
leave the record open, it be done for a very limited amount of time; he recommended no more than two weeks.
Additionally, deadlines would need to be set to allow Staff to review and make the documents publically available. Caselli
said that Tannenbaum would need to provide hard copies of the documents, and a phone number, mailing address, and
email address where he could be reached. Caselli said that his initial reaction to Tannenbaum's car accident was that
good cause had been met; however, Tannenbaum later claimed to have been mugged and robbed. He said that there
was conflicting and confusing testimony to what had occurred. Regardless, Caselli said that Tannenbaum was entitled to
a fair hearing. Caselli said that continuing the hearing to allow additional materials would also require the LLA members to
remember what had previously occurred in the proceeding. Caselli said that there were still some remainir1g unresolved
issues, like that of the background checks. He said there were good arguments on both sides.
Commissioner Tisdel said that it was his preference to continue deliberations to the next day and not leave the record
open.
Commissioner Padgett said that the LLA appeared to be leaning towards closing the record and continuing to a date
certain to reconvene for deliberations.
Tannenbaum strongly encouraged the LLA to take him at his word. He said there was a police report of the car accident.
He said there was good cause to keep the record open. Tannenbaum said that there would be a massive denial of his due
process if he was not afforded the ability to submit additional evidence.
Commissioner Padgett asked for the date of Tannenbaum's accident. Tannenbaum responded April 26, 2022.
Commissioner Niece said that Tannenbaum had been given a fair chance and a fair hearing. He explained that the
moratorium had been passed, and that Tannenbaum was given the benefit of the doubt and allowed to continue through
the application process. After Staff review, the application had been deemed incomplete, but there was a notification error
to Tannenbaum resulting in the reinstatement of the application and more time to complete the application. An initial
deadline of April 28, 2022 was set for submission of materials, but extended to May 4, 2022 given Tannenbaum's
accident. He said that not all of the information was received by the deadline, as Tannenbaum was still attempting to
submit materials on May 5, 2022. Commissioner Niece said that there had been three or four opportunities to complete
the application and that the allowances had been more than fair. Commissioner Niece said that he was not inclined to
accept additional information. Commissioner Padgett agreed, and referenced Staff's timeline on page 106 of the Staff
Report. Commissioner Tisdel also agreed.
Commissioner Padgett said that she came into the hearing looking for good cause, and if there was good reason to grant
the request to leave the record open; however, she shared Caselli's concern about Tannenbaum's testimony of the good
cause. Tannenbaum interrupted and said that the accident and mugging were all a part of the same incident.
Commissioner Padgett asked Tannenbaum to not interrupt while she was speaking. She said that Tannenbaum was out
of state on April 26th when the accident occurred and added that Staff had requested hard copies of the submittals to be
delivered no later than April 28th• Tannenbaum again interrupted and said that the documents were delivered.
Commissioner Padgett again requested that Tannenbaum not interrupt her while she was speaking. Commissioner
Padgett said that the deadline had been moved to May 4th- She said that there were a number of things that had been
submitted to the State that could have been easily shared with the County, but were not. She said documents had only
trickled in, despite Staff requesting them since December. Commissioner Padgett said that there was not a
preponderance of evidence that County Staff had not accommodated a hardship or good cause, in fact, it was very much
the opposite. She agreed with Commissioner Niece and Commissioner Tisdel that the record should be closed and the
hearing reconvened the next day.
The LLA discussed logistics of the continuation: the meeting would begin at 2pm at the Ouray County 4-H Event Center
and utilize the Zoom meeting link for the May 11, 2022 Work Sessions. Commissioner Padgett read the meeting link into
the record.
Caselli requested that the LLA make clear in the motion that Exhibits F-3 and F-6 be included, but not admitted into the
hearing record.

M/S/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to adjourn the hearing and
reconvene on May 11, 2022 at 2:00PM at the Ouray County 4-H Event Center with the Zoom link as previously
read into the record by Commissioner Padgett. It was further moved that Exhibits F-3 and F-6 be retained in the
record, but not accepted as evidence. The LLA denied the request to leave the hearing record open for lack of
good cause shown, based on the findings discussed. The motion carried unanimously.
5:08PM

Adiourn:

The Board of County Commissioners reconvened the regular session on May 11, 2022. Those present for the session
were Lynn M. Padgett, Chair; Jake Niece, Vice-Chair; Ben Tisdel, Commissioner Member (via Zoom); Connie Hunt,
County Administrator (via Zoom); Leo Caselli, County Attorney; Mark Castrodale, County Planning Director; and Hannah
Hollenbeck, Deputy Clerk of the Board.

F.

2:01 PM

The Board of County Commissioners reconvened as the Local Licensing Authority to consider the
following item:
1. Review an application for approval of two separate marijuana cultivation licenses, submitted
by Brian Tannenbaum, representative for Alpenrose Farms, LLC (property owner) and the
proposed tenants/ license holders, Alpengrow, LLC and Flower Management LLC on a
property located at 131 Citadel Drive:
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Brian Tannenbaum, Applicant, was present.
Commissioner Padgett reopened the hearing and explained the request. She said that the LLA would begin deliberation
on the application.
Deliberation
Commissioner Padgett explained that the LLA would use the criteria found in Ordinance 2019-01 to determine if the
Applicant had met, or not met the applicable provisions.
Commissioner Tisdel apologized for not being able to attend in person, but noted it was necessary tor everyone's safety
as he had tested positive for COVID-19.
Section 7{A)
Commissioner Padgett said that Staff recommended that the condition had been met as there were no schools or day
cares within 1,000 feet of the proposed facility.
Commissioner Niece agreed that the condition had been met.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed.
The LLA unanimously found that the condition had been met.
Section 7(8)
Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant had reviewed and understood the requirement to post the original license in
a place visible to the public and enforcement officials. Commissioner Padgett said it was not necessary for the LLA to
make a finding.
Section 7(C)(1)
Commissioner Padgett said that the condition required evidence that the traffic and parking generated by the facility to be
mitigated or not impact surrounding properties or roads. She said that Staff's narrative indicated that five employees
would be on site at any given time: however, it was clarified during the Applicant's presentation that there would be five
employees for each of the two licensed premises, resulting in ten Staff members and ten vehicles accessing the property.
Commissioner Tisdel said the Applicant had testified that he was working with COOT to obtain a new Commercial Access
Permit. He said that no evidence had been presented about the volume of traffic allowed by the existing PUD.
Commissioner Niece said that the average daily trips (ADT) standard for marijuana cultivation facilities was 14: the same
as allowed for a residential dwelling.
Commissioner Padgett said that the facility was directly accessed to Highway 550 on a non-local road.
Commissioner Niece said that the condition had been met given that no plans or mitigation had been proposed.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed.
The LLA unanimously found that the condition had been met.
Section 7(C)(2)
Commissioner Niece wanted to ensure that the LLA was considering only the application and the Applicant's evidence,
and not penalizing him for the actions of the previous owner who had operated a hemp cultivation operation.
Commissioner Tisdel said that the LLA had received an unprecedented amount of public comments from the community
that indicated the proposed use would disrupt and impact the character and use of surrounding properties. Commissioner
Tisdel said that, while the Applicant had stated that no new construction or changes to the existing structures would be
made, the interior use of the structures would vastly change, thus impacting the character and use of surrounding
properties.
Commissioner Padgett did not think that the Applicant directly or sufficiently addressed the anticipated noise output from
the facilities. She said that the presentation and application lacked information about interior and exterior lighting plans
that would be compliant with Dark Sky regulations. She said that the LLA had heard testimony in public comment that the
night sky was a part of the community character. Commissioner Padgett did not feel as if there was sufficient evidence
presented that there would not be a disruption to the character of the surrounding properties. She said that public
comment had been received about outside enjoyment, dark skies, and historic irrigation practices. Commissioner Padgett
noted that an irrigation plan had not been received. She continued on to say that the PUD granted a certain assurance to
neighbors regarding the manner in which the property would be used, and that the proposed use was a specific departure
from that PUD. Commissioner Padgett did not think the condition had been met.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed with Commissioner Padgett's statements.
Commissioner Padgett added that the Applicant's evidence regarding wind direction relied up on one rose diagram. She
said that public comment had been received that the wind direction did not only prevail onto the National Forest, but that it
frequently changed direction. She said that no mitigation or thought had been offered by the Applicant regarding an odor
mitigation plan. Commissioner Padgett concluded that the lack of an odor mitigation plan would result in the disruption of
the character and use of the area. Commissioner Tisdel agreed.
Commissioner Niece also agreed with Commissioner Tisdel and Commissioner Padgett's findings. He noted that this
section was very subjective and said that that he focused the more objective standards.
The LLA unanimously found that the condition had not been met.
Commissioner Padgett added that the LLA had received testimony that at least one building has issues with sealing. She
said there was lack of evidence from the Applicant detailing how the buildings would be sealed or insulated.
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Commissioner Tisdel said that the discussion regarding odor seemed more appropriate for Section 7(C)(5). Commissioner
Padgett said that odor had a nexus in 7(C)(2) and that there were numerous other places in the Ordinance where the
discussion could be applicable. Caselli said that the LLA could reference previous findings in other sections. He
mentioned specifically that Sections 7(C)(2), (5), and (12) were all closely related.
Commissioner Padgett reiterated that lack of an odor mitigation plan was part of the rationale for Section 7(C)(2) not being
met.
The LLA discussed sections where the findings may be more appropriate.
Commissioner Padgett said that the lack evidence or mitigation regarding odor, light, noise, and irrigation water practices
connected to the surrounding uses of other properties. She said that it was a public health, safety, and welfare issue that
could lead to substantial annoyances, inconveniences and injury to surrounding properties and uses.
Caselli asked the LLA to reiterate why the Section had not been met. Commissioner Tisdel said that there was a
preponderance of public comment from surrounding property owners stating that the purposed use was not something
that was cohesive with the residential community. Commissioner Tisdel stated that he had also agreed with
Commissioner Padgett's findings. Commissioner Niece agreed.
Commissioner Padgett said that the LLA unanimously agreed that the Section had not been met due to public comment
from adjacent property owners claiming it was not compatible with the community character and based on the lack of
sufficient evidence with regards to irrigation water, noise, exterior lighting plan, interior light leakage, and odor mitigation
suppression.
Section 7(C)(3)
Commissioner Niece said that there was not sufficient evidence included in the application or presentation that showed
that the facility would not create impacts that affected public health, safety or welfare. He did not think the condition had
been met.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed.
Commissioner Padgett stated that she could not find that the condition had been met given the reasons cited in Section
7(C)(2) including the lack of an odor mitigation plan, lack of information regarding security elements other that following
the State's camera requirements, and the reasons cited in the Staff Report.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 7(C){4)
Commissioner Niece said that the section required evidence that the facility was an appropriate use to be located in the
unincorporated County and that it did not unduly impact the available infrastructure. Commissioner Niece said that he
could not find that it was an appropriate use, given the PUD. He said that given the property's status as legal, nonconforming, the uses could not be expanded, unless the PUD was extinguished. Commissioner Padgett agreed. She said
that the Applicant had claimed that the PUD designated building 22 to be used as a greenhouse and solar system;
however, the two facilities were proposed to be located in a house and another structure.
Caselli said that the Staff Report for this section indicated the Applicant's narrative stated that ''there would be no change
in infrastructure (beyond what would be created by a use-by-right).nCaselli said that marijuana cultivation was not a useby-right; instead it was regulated under Title 44 by State and Local agencies. Caselli said that it was his advice and
opinion to the LLA that the proposed use was not a use-by-right similar to agricultural uses.
The LLA agreed that marijuana cultivation was not a use-by-right.
The LLA unanimously agreed that 1) the proposed use was not an appropriate use, given the presence of the PUD, 2) the
property was located within the unincorporated County, and 3) the application did not satisfy the requirement of proving
that it would not unduly impact the available infrastructure.
Section 7(C)(5)
Commissioner Padgett asked if the LLA could agree to reference the findings for Section 7(C)(2). Commissioner Tisdel
agreed, but said that Section 7(C)(5) specifically referenced nuisances. He did not believe sufficient evidence had been
presented proving that the facility would not create a nuisance.
Commissioner Padgett said that there was not sufficient evidence of the Applicant treating odor concerns seriously, or
having an odor mitigation or suppression plan that relied on the true wind conditions. Additionally, the Applicant did not
address sealing the buildings or preventing air from exiting the building.
Caselli asked if the LLA found there was sufficient evidence that no impacts would be experienced on properties within
the notice boundaries (1 mile). The LLA did not find sufficient evidence that this provision had been met.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 7{C}(6)
Commissioner Niece said that no new structures were proposed, so the visual impact regulations were not triggered.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had been met.
Section 7{C}(7)
Commissioner Padgett said that the section required evidence proving legal access, potable water, sewage disposal, and
any other required utilities.
Caselli said that the Applicant had provided a "will serve" letter from SMPA in his presentation. He said, other than
testimony that he was working with CDOT, no evidence was presented proving that he was working to, or had obtained a
CDOT commercial access permit.
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The LLA agreed that the SMPA "will serve" letter satisfied the requirement for an electric utility, but that the legal access
portion had not been satisfied.
Commissioner Padgett did not believe that the potable water portion had been satisfied. She said that there was no
evidence of a utility or potable well water for the property. The LLA unanimously agreed.
Commissioner Padgett said that there was some evidence that there was a plan for solid waste disposal related to the
cultivation operation. She said that there was a statement that the cultivation facility was a zero discharge facility.
Commissioner Padgett said that there was a reference to the cultivation waste material being a Class 1 Farm Waste that
could be composted.
Commissioner Padgett said that some aspects of the condition had been met, while others had not been met.
Commissioner Tisdel said it was unclear how the Class 1 Farm Waste would be disposed.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 7(C)(8)
Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant had included a letter from CPW stating that no impacts to wildlife were
anticipated, as long as no new fences were constructed.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had been met.
Section 7(CH9)
Commissioner Padgett read the provision. She said that the LLA had received testimony regarding how unthoughtful
irrigation practices could impact and disrupt downstream ditch users.
Commissioner Tisdel said that the behavior of previous owners or operators should not be used against the Applicant. He
said that the application contained an analysis of the water ditch priorities, and irrigation practices. He said that the
Applicant had indicated that he would be willing to go through the proper process to change the water decree, if the
application was approved. Commissioner Tisdel said that the Applicant gave an assurance that he understood the
importance of not interfering with other irrigation rights. Commissioner Tisdel said that the condition had been met.
Commissioner Niece said that he would have like to see a coordinated plan with the other ditch users. He said that
testimony had been received from downstream users to how the impacts had been felt previously.
Caselli cited the SGM report, page 81, which stated "should you desire to use the supplies for storage or commercial
cultivation ... you'd need a change of use decree prior to using those supplies for the new uses"
Commissioner Padgett did not think the condition had been met as the change of use had not been initiated. She said if
the application were approved, the Applicant had no ability to legally utilize the water. She recognized that an approved
license was an incentive, but that it would be injurious to the other users if the water was used illegally. Additionally,
Commissioner Padgett pointed to other recommendations by SGM that had not been initiated by the Applicant, including a
site visit and review of title work to determine the accuracy of the water rights information. She said that the SGM Report
also highlighted that there was no water in the ditch during September through April. Commissioner Padgett said that
there was no evidence of a well on the property, and if there was, a change of use may be necessary in order to use it for
commercial marijuana cultivation.
Caselli said that the condition also overlapped with Section 10(C). He said that availability of adequate domestic and
irrigation water needed to be demonstrated; he recommended that the change of use be completed prior to the issuance
of the license.
Commissioner Padgett agreed with Caselli. She pointed out that the Applicant had included photos of the greenhouse
equipment. She questioned why the Applicant would go through that trouble and expense to make the system operational
without first securing water. She reiterated that she could not find that the condition had been met.
Commissioner Tisdel disagreed. He pointed to the language of the condition, and stated that the Applicant had not made
any statements indicating that he was planning to change headgates or other irrigation practices.
Commissioner Niece agreed with Caselli's point that the there was some overlap with Section 10(C). He agreed with
Commissioner Tisdel that he did not think that the Applicant was going to restrict, inhibit or interfere with irrigation
practices.
Commissioner Padgett argued that using water for a non-decreed use was interfering. She said there was no evidence
that the Applicant had initiated the change, or that they had followed SGM's recommendation for a legal review of the
water rights claimed by the property owner.
The LLA agreed 2-1 that the condition had been met.
Commissioner Niece asked Tannenbaum if he was sick, as he had noticed that Tannenbaum had been coughing quite a
bit during the proceedings, and given the status of the COVID-19 pandemic he wanted to check in with Tannenbaum
regarding his health. Tannenbaum agreed, and offered to step out of the room as he had developed a cough. He said that
it was up to the LLA, and that he understood the predicament. Commissioner Niece offered that Tannenbaum could wear
a mask. Tannenbaum offered to go outside. Commissioner Niece said that masks were available if he'd like to stay in the
room, and left it to Tannenbaum's preference. Tannenbaum offered to participate from his car.
Caselli suggested the LLA take a break to allow Tannenbaum to join the hearing by Zoom. Tannenbaum said that five
minutes were sufficient.
Commissioner Padgett confirmed that the LLA would wait to begin until Tannenbaum had joined the Zoom call and could
be heard. Tannenbaum thanked her.
[Tannenbaum exited the hearing and joined the hearing by Zoom.]
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3:05PM - 3:10PM

Break:

Commissioner Tisdel confirmed that he was present via Zoom; he said that he could hear and see the room.
Tannenbaum stated that he was present and participating via Zoom after having been asked to leave his hearing.
Commissioner Niece corrected that Tannenbaum was not asked to leave the room, instead Commissioner Niece wanted
to check in with Tannenbaum regarding his health, or request that he wear a mask. Tannenbaum had indicated that his
preference was to participate outside, which the LLA allowed, but that the LLA did not ask Tannenbaum to leave.
Commissioner Padgett agreed, and said that Tannenbaum had volunteered to participate in his vehicle due to his cough.
She did not think that Tannenbaum's characterization of the event was fair.
Caselli said that Tannenbaum was welcome to rejoin in person and participate in the hearing, or remain in his vehicle
participating by Zoom. Commissioner Padgett added that the BOCC allowed for full participation in all proceedings in
person and via Zoom. She said that if Tannenbaum felt he was at a disadvantage from his choice to participate in his
vehicle due to his cough, he was welcome to rejoin in person, but that the LLA may request that he wear a mask so all
participants were comfortable. She asked Tannenbaum what is preference was. Tannenbaum replied that the record
would speak for itself and that he would remain in the car.
Caselli stated that the record would reflect that Tannenbaum had been coughing all afternoon. He at no time mentioned
that he had tested negative for COVID-19. Caselli noted that one LLA member was participating by Zoom as he was
quarantined. Tannenbaum was offered a mask, and Tannenbaum declined, instead offering to participate from his vehicle.
Caselli said that nothing in the record indicated that Tannenbaum had been denied the right of a fair hearing, and he was
welcome to rejoin in person, with the request that he wear a mask out of respect for the other participants in the room,
which included elderly people. Caselli said that it was a reasonable request and invited the LLA to continue with the
hearing.
Section 7(C}(10)
Commissioner Padgett said that Staff had indicated that they had toured the facility and did not identify any geo-hazards.
Commissioner Padgett noted that the property and its structures had been developed in its current state for several
decades and that no changes or damages had occurred as the result of a geo-hazard.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had been met.
Section 7(CH11)
Commissioner Padgett reiterated that Staff had toured the facility and did not identify any chemical or other contamination.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had been met.
Section 7(C}(12)
Commissioner Padgett indicated her preference to cite the findings under Condition 7(C)(2), (3), and (5). The LLA agreed.
Commissioner Niece noted that he attributed the overwhelming community feedback indicating that the use would not be
compatible with the community character to this section. Commissioner Padgett added that the lack of an odor mitigation
plan, and interior and exterior lighting plans as justification for the failure to meet the condition.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 7(C){13)
Commissioner Niece agreed with Staff's report that the Applicant had not submitted an infrastructure demand report. He
said that there was some discussion during the Applicant's presentation , but that it fell short of addressing all of the
required items. Commissioner Tisdel agreed. He said that the Applicant had provided a "will serve" letter from SMPA, but
that it was not a facility-wide infrastructure demand report.
Caselli asked if the LLA wished to incorporate the finding that marijuana cultivation was not a use-by-right determined in
the discussion for Section 7(C)(4). The LLA agreed.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 7(C}(14)
Commissioner Niece said that he did not think the condition had been met. He said that the Applicant had testified that he
only recently had met with the County Vegetation Manager. He noted that it should have been accomplished in the
previous months when the Applicant was first given the change to remedy the application. Commissioner Tisdel agreed.
Commissioner Padgett also agreed. She said that the Applicant had testified that the initial meeting between the
Vegetation Manager and the Applicant was held after April 28th, but before the May 4th deadline. She said that no plan or
outcome had been determined. She said that the Applicant's statement that the County did not discuss or deal with
vegetation management during winter months was incorrect. She said that other cultivation facilities had developed plans
and identified timelines to eradicate noxious weeds during the winter months. Commissioner Padgett said that this was
just one example identified in the packet and heard in the Applicant's testimony that was not credible or substantiated.
Commissioner Niece and Commissioner Tisdel agreed with the statement.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 7(C){15)
Commissioner Padgett said that the condition required evidence that the facility was in general conformance with the
Master Plan, and that it could be operated in a manner that was compatible with adjacent property uses. Commissioner
Padgett said that she could not find this to be true, given the previous findings in Sections 7(C)(2), (3), (4), (5), and (12).
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Commissioner Niece offered a clarification that he believed cultivation facilities could be compatible with the Master Plan,
but that the information provided the Applicant did not give adequate assurances that it was in conformance with the
Master Plan, or that it would be operated in a way that was compatible with surrounding property uses.
Commissioner Tisdel clarified that the structures on the property were already constructed, but that the proposed
modification of those structures rendered incompatible with the Master Plan and surrounding properties given the dearth
of information provided by the Applicant. Commissioner Padgett agreed and said that while the buildings had been
constructed, the PUD was very specific on how the structures could be used.
Commissioner Tisdel said that the proposed use would continue to be incompatible with the Master Plan and adjacent
property uses, unless the PUD was rescinded.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 8(C)(1)
Caselli said that the Staff Report affirmed that this condition had been met and that the fees had been paid appropriately.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had been met.
Section B(C)(2)
Commissioner Padgett said that the Staff Report indicated that the requested items for each of the partners, officers,
directors or managers had not been received.
Caselli reminded the LLA of the requirement to make materials and application available to the public five days prior to the
hearing date. He said that was the rationale for extending the April 28th deadline to May 4th , to allow Staff one day to
prepare the packet and make it available to the public. Caselli said that the items had not been received by the deadline.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section B(C)(3)
Commissioner Niece said that he came to the same conclusion as for Section 8(C)(2). Commissioner Tisdel agreed.
Commissioner Padgett agreed, and added that the LLA had received public comment regarding the character and
reputation of the Applicant. Caselli said that what had been included in the packet was what had been received by Staff by
the deadline. He said that the information regarding Tannenbaum's criminal history was not ready for LLA review by the
deadline. He recommended that, as the background checks were not available, the LLA find that the information was
incomplete at the time of the hearing.
Commissioner Padgett noted that the ownership structure for Flower Management, LLC did not add up to 100%.
The LLA agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section B(C)(4)
Commissioner Padgett cited the findings in Section 8(C)(4) and said that the condition had not been met.
Caselli noted that there may have been an email confirming receipt of a fingerprinting service on page 47 of the Staff
Report, but that Staff's testimony was that the Applicant had not submitted the information by the deadline.
Commissioner Padgett agreed and noted that nothing had been submitted for the other partners of Flower Management.
The LLA agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 8(C){5}
Commissioner Niece said that the Applicant had been afforded many opportunities to provide additional information and
rectify identified issues with the application and but that the opportunities were not utilized.
Commissioner Padgett agreed that information requested by Staff was not submitted in a timely matter, or at all.
The LLA agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 8(C){6)
Commissioner Padgett said that the section requested disclosure of financial and loan information from all investors and
members. She said that the information had not been received, and was not accurate, given the 99% ownership total of
Flower Management.
Commissioner Padgett said that the LLA had received testimony that there may be other investors in the business that
were not disclosed. She sad that the LLA required financial information in order to determine if the Applicant had the
ability to carry through on the implementation of the infrastructure and necessary for the business, including adequate
security measures. She said that the requirement to disclose financial information regarding loans and investors had not
been received and information provided on all owners and investors had also not been received, as demonstrated by the
99% ownership by the individuals identified in the documents.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 8(0)
The LLA unanimously agreed that this section was not applicable.
Section B(E}
Commissioner Padgett said that at the time of the deadline, Staff was still awaiting driver's license information and dates
of birth from the Applicant and partners.
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Commissioner Tisdel said that the background check may have been initiated, but had not been received at the time of
the hearing. He thought it was incomplete.
Two LLA members determined that the requirement had not been met; one LLA member deemed it incomplete.
Sections B(F) and {G)
The LLA unanimously agreed that these sections were not applicable.
Section 8(H)
Commissioner Padgett said that section addressed public notices and referenced Section 5.B(C) of the Land Use Code.
Commissioner Niece agreed with Staff that the condition had not been met.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed, but added that the Applicant had testified that the onsite posting had been done, but had
been removed on three occasions. Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant failed to provide photos of the sign at
any point that he put it back up. Commissioner Padgett was aware that some of the written public comment included the
public hearing notice, but that no certificate of mailing had been received.
The LLA unanimously agreed that this section and Section 5.B(C) of the Land Use Code had not been met.
Section 1O(A)
The LLA unanimously agreed that this section was not applicable.
Section 10(8)
Commissioner Padgett said that Staff had stated that the parcel was 46.10 acres located in the Valley Zone.
The LLA unanimously agreed that marijuana cultivation could occur at the location.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the portion of the condition pertaining to existing marijuana cultivation facilities was not
applicable to this application.
The LLA unanimously agreed that evidence had been received attesting that cultivation activities would be indoor.
Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant was required to demonstrate that the proposed location would minimize offsite impacts of the facility 1) to adjacent residents or properties, 2) on traffic congestion on local streets and roads, 3) of
odor, light, and noise, and 4) visually.
Commissioner Niece cited the finding of Section 7(C)(7) pertaining to the COOT Access Permit. He said that it had been
mentioned by the Applicant as being pursued, but that no evidence had been received demonstrating that it was in
process or approved. Commissioner Padgett added that there was contradictory information included in the packet to the
number of employees.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition pertaining to traffic had not been met.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the conditions pertaining mitigating impacts to adjacent residents or properties, and
mitigating impacts of odor, light and noise had not been meet by the Applicant, citing the findings in Section 7(C)(2), (3),
(4), (5) and (12).
The LLA unanimously agreed that the conditions pertaining to mitigating visual impacts had been met, given that there
were no new structures or substantial changes proposed.
Section 1O(C)
Commissioner Padgett explained that this condition required the provision of documentation demonstrating the availability
of an adequate water supply for both irrigation and domestic uses.
Commissioner Tisdel noted that the packet included an extensive study done by SGM on the ditch water, but that there
was no information included in the report about domestic water.
Commissioner Niece agreed, and noted that there was no plan to change the use of the ditch water. He said that he could
have been convinced if there was an application ready to be submitted upon approval of the license, but that it was not
done. He agreed with Commissioner Padgett's previous point that the investment in fully building out the grow room could
be a tempting incentive to use the water for a use that was not decreed. He said that if that amount of effort had been put
into the build out of the grow room, an equal amount of effort should have been put into water planning. Commissioner
Niece said that the condition had not been met for that reason.
Commissioner Padgett agreed with Commissioner Niece. She said added that the ditches were not a reliable water
resource, given that they were dry in the winter months. Furthermore, no information was provided regarding well water or
other legal water type. Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant did not follow any of the recommendations given by
SGM, including a legal review of the water rights and a site visit.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition was not met.
Section 1O{D)
The LLA unanimously agreed that there were cultivation licenses available, and agreed that the condition had been met.
Section 1O(E)
Commissioner Padgett explained that this section subjected cultivation facilities to all applicable sections of the Land Use
and Building Code. She said that the proposed use was incompatible with the PUD, and therefore the condition had not
been met. She cited the findings made in Section 7(C)(4).
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Caselli said that the LLA could skip Sections 1O{F) and (G).
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Section 10(H)
Commissioner Padgett said that the condition applied the spirit and intent of Section 9 of the Land Use Code - Visual
Impact Regulations to marijuana cultivation facilities.
Commissioner Tisdel said that no new construction or changes to the existing building were proposed by the Applicant, so
the regulation did not apply. He said that it had been met.
Caselli noted that the language in the Section 10(H) stated that "Marijuana cultivation facilities for the purpose of applying
Section 9 of the Land Use Code are considered agricultural in nature ... " Caselli clarified that this language was intentional
for the purpose of applying Section 9, but that it did not create a kind of unilateral use-by-right for marijuana. Caselli asked
if the LLA felt that it created an exception. The LLA unanimously agreed that it did not create an exception.
Commissioner Padgett disagreed with Commissioner Tisdel's determination that the condition had been met. She pointed
to the lack of an outdoor lighting plan. She said that the LLA could not determine if there would be light pollution as the
result of the exterior lighting of the facilities or from light leakage form the interior of the buildings. Commissioner Tisdel
said he agreed with Commissioner Padgett's point.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 10(1)
Commissioner Niece said that he accepted Staff comment that the facility complied with the 10% lot coverage provision.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had been met.
Section 11 (B)
Commissioner Padgett said that the provision required that no light from internal grow-lighting used during night-time
hours be visible outside the building. Additionally, exterior lighting was required to be compliant with the Land Use Code.
Commissioner Padgett said that the Applicant had not submitted any evidence or mitigation plans to ensure no light left
the structures.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Section 17
Commissioner Padgett explained that entities could apply for dual licenses to allow for medical and retail cultivation. She
said that the Staff Report indicated that the Applicant was requesting dual licenses for one medical and one recreational
cultivation facility; however, during the Applicant's presentation, it was revealed that they had applied for a total of four
licenses, which was another confusing and contradictory statement. Commissioner Padgett noted that Staff only received
one conditional license granted by the State, but that Applicant had claimed that four conditional licenses had been
awarded by the State.
Commissioner Niece agreed. He said that he was not aware that the Applicant was applying for four total licenses until the
hearing.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the condition had not been met.
Caselli said that the LLA had completed the review requirements listed in the Ordinance. He said that the LLA could make
additional general findings.
Caselli stated that the written public comment contained a letter from a private attorney challenging what was asserted by
another private attorney about the lack of jurisdiction for the LLA to hear the application. He said that the written public
comment included his response to the attorney. Caselli asked if the LLA agreed that they were the appropriate jurisdiction
to hear the matter, and to be further clarified by a resolution indicating the jurisdiction. The LLA unanimously agreed.
Caselli asked the LLA to make a statement of the credibility and weight of evidence received from the two main witnesses,
Castrodale and Tannenbaum. He recognized it was difficult, but asked the LLA to make findings on the overall credibility
and persuasiveness of the witnesses.
Commissioner Padgett said that she found the testimony provided by Castrodale to be credible and persuasive as he
offered consistent points of view that did not conflict. She said that Castrodale clarified the record and expounded on
information that he had previously provided in the packet. She noted that the only places where Castrodale's testimony
departed from his Staff Report was in situations where details that were provided to him were unclear, confusing or
inconsistent from relying on information provided directly from the Applicant.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed with Commissioner Padgett's statement and added that Castrodale's testimony was credible
as it had been provided under oath.
Commissioner Niece agreed with the statements made by Commissioners Padgett and Tisdel. He added that he found
Castrodale's communication to be clear, credible and persuasive. He cited Castrodale's consistent messaging in both
verbal and written communications. Commissioner Niece also cited Castrodale's history as a planning professional in the
County and his past performance record.
The LLA agreed unanimously with the statements made regarding Castrodale's credibility.
Caselli asked the LLA to review the credibility and testimony offered by Tannenbaum.

4:20-4:26

Break:

Commissioner Tisdel and Tannenbaum confirmed that they were present via Zoom and that they could hear and be
heard.
Commissioner Padgett explained that the LLA had just returned from a short break and would continue to address the
credibility and persuasiveness of Tannenbaum.
May 10, 2022 •

Local Licensing Authority

18

Commissioner Niece said that he found that Tannenbaum was not entirely credible or persuasive as he gave inconsistent
and contradictory messages in both verbal and written communication. Commissioner Niece said that Tannenbaum's
responses to email and verbal questions were often incomplete. He noted that Staff had testified to difficulties in
contacting Tannenbaum: his voicemail was full and email messages bounced. Commissioner Niece noted that the
difficulties with deadlines and late submission of requested information also lessened Tannenbaum's credibility. Finally,
Commissioner Niece said that Tannenbaum had several out of order interruptions during the hearing.
Commissioner Tisdel noted that Tannenbaum also provided an oath and swore to tell the truth under the penalty of
perjury and that he found that persuasive. He agreed with Commissioner Niece's statement.
Commissioner Padgett agreed with Commissioner Niece's statement and Commissioner Tisdel's point of fact regarding
the Oath. She agreed that she did not find Tannenbaum to be entirely credible or persuasive. She said Tannenbaum was
dismissive, trite, and sometimes rude, often refusing to answer some questions completely. Commissioner Padgett said
that she came into the hearing sympathetic as she heard that Tannenbaum had been in a car accident on April 26, 2022,
but that there were inconsistent stories about their being a mugging, a robbery, an accident involving two semis, and a car
accident. Items as simple as addresses of the entities involved were inconsistent and likely contributed to challenges with
communication by Staff. Commissioner Padgett said that in her previous two terms as a Commissioner and in her current
term she had never encountered an Applicant who was so wholly unable to be contacted or found it impossible to provide
documents.
The LLA unanimously agreed with the statements made by each Commissioner.
Caselli acknowledged that public comment was not done as sworn testimony, but asked if the LLA found that the written
and oral public comment received was impactful and persuasive.
Commissioner Niece said that he could not group all of it into one answer, but said that he found some public comment to
be more persuasive than others.
Commissioner Tisdel said that he had read, reviewed and listened to all of the written and verbal public comment. He
agreed that some were more on point than others.
Commissioner Padgett said that she found that there was a substantial body of written and verbal public comment that
was persuasive, credible and unique. She said that she gave weight to neighboring property owners who never
commented on application but took the time to describe the impacts that would be felt if this application was approved.
The LLA unanimously agreed that the public comment that was relevant to the application was overall persuasive.
Caselli signaled that the LLA had discussed and made findings on all of the necessary items needed to render a decision.
He asked the LLA members to make an indication of their decision on the application.
Commissioner Padgett said that she supported the recommendation of Land Use Staff to deny the request.
Commissioner Niece agreed with Staffs recommendation. He said that it was his opinion that 100% of the provisions
needed to be met in order to be awarded a license and that deliberation had revealed that many of the requirements were
not met by the Applicant. He agreed that the application should be denied.
Commissioner Tisdel agreed. He said that based on the findings that the LLA had made, he supported denial of the
application .
M/5/P - Motion was made by Commissioner Niece and seconded by Commissioner Tisdel to deny the request by Brian
Tannenbaum, representing Alpenrose Farms, Alpengrow, LLC, and Flower Management, LLC for approval of two
Marijuana Cultivation licenses, based on lack of evidence and good cause shown as previously stated during
deliberation and directed County Staff to prepare a resolution summarizing the facts of the hearing within 30 days
of today's date. The motion canied unanimously.

After the motion carrfed, Commissioner Padgett asked Tannenbaum if he had any questions and if he understood the
motion. Tannenbaum said that he understood the outcome and thanked the LLA for the opportunity. He indicated that he
would be in touch with County Staff ff he had any questions.
Commissioner Padgett closed the public hearing.
4:40PM

The Board of County Commissioners adjourned the regular session.
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF OURAY COUNTY, COLORADO

Attest:

-A-bSENTLynnM.Padgett, Chair

~
~
/4,C')
er

D,1~f'<Ji. t.t, Board
: 0 ·.. ,....;,
...
..•... . ..· ;
.....
,:., ······· ·,

Ben Tisdel, Commissioner Member

By: Hannah Hollenbe4,

~

~

.......

~

~

,

,,,...

,,,,1. I: C0 \ _C

May 10, 2022 •

Local Licensing Authority

19

