
 
 

DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE  
SUMMERY OF MEETING MINUTES 

JUNE 18, 2020 
VIRTUAL MEETING AT 9:00 A.M.   

 
Design Review Committee minutes are not an exact transcript and represent key points and 
the basis of discussion. 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER – 9:01 A.M. 
 
2.  ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS – Scott Spears, William Cheever, Fong Lee, Debbie Pearson, 

Matthew Prythero, Peter Kazura 
 

THOSE ABSENT: 
 
Matthew Prythero was unable to attend the meeting due to an emergency.   

 
ALSO PRESENT Rob Smetana, City Planning Manager; Jacob Nitchals, Senior Planner; 
Jeremiah Bebo, Planner II; Lori Graham, Sr. Ass’t. City Attorney; Emily Grogg, Sr. Ass’t. 
City Attorney; Josie Suk, Systems and Administrative Manager; Sara Hutchinson, 
Administrative Specialist/Recording Secretary 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR – May 21, 2020- Minutes approved with revisions. 
  

Ms. Pearson moved to approve the minutes. 
The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes:  Lee, Cheever, Pearson, Spears, Kazura 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Prythero 
The motion carried. 

 
4. APPLICATIONS  
 

DA2020-0053, Grandview Station 7318 W 57th Ave., 7317 and 7315 Grandview Ave. 
 

Ms. Pearson explained the procedures of the Committee. 
 
Jeremiah Bebo, Planner II, introduced the case. He explained the Certificate of Compliance 
for the property, including descriptions of the existing structure, explanation of the proposed 
demolitions of existing structures and the description of the proposed design for the new 
structure. He explained the elements of the proposed design that follow the Olde Town 
Design Guidelines. He explained the waivers from the Guidelines that are recommended by 
Staff. Staff believes all three waivers are justified. 
 
Keane Palmer, of Grandview Station, LLC., applicant, gave an overview of the history of the 
project. He described the condition of the properties in 2014 at the time of forensic 
engineering reports, and how the structures did not fit the Design Guidelines. He explained 
the reasons for the design of the proposed building, including following the Arvada 
Comprehensive Plan goals, the Arvada Transit Station Framework Plan, and the Olde 
Town Vibrancy Study.  
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John Matthews, applicant, explained the work of their firm with Staff and Committees to 
follow the correct procedures. He gave an overview of how the proposed design adds to the 
character of the Olde Town District and follows the Design Guidelines. He explained the 
Certificate of Compliance and the requested waivers. He explained shade studies that had 
been done for the proposed design to show the impact that the building would have on 
surrounding properties. He discussed changes that were made in the design through 
working with Staff to meet the intent of the Design Guidelines.  
 
David Foster, representative of adjacent property owner Lori Drienka, gave background on 
the process that required a re-hearing of the Grandview Station Certificate of Compliance. 
He discussed the condition of the structures on the properties and the demolition criteria for 
the structures. He introduced letters in opposition of the proposed demolition due to the 
historic nature of the district and structures. He explained the ways in which he believes the 
Design Guidelines are not met with the proposed project design. 
 
Rachel Morris, City Attorney, reiterated the procedures and purpose of the Committee. She 
stated that in review of the criteria for the demolition, in Appendix page A-5 of the Design 
Guidelines, there is the ability for the City to delay demolition for up to 90 days and there is 
no authority for the Design Review Advisory Committee to prohibit a demolition.  

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
IN FAVOR 
  

 Cindi Kreutzer, resident, stated her support for the developers and the way that they 
worked with the public and the Design Guidelines. She stated her support of the elements 
of the proposed design. She stated that the existing structures do not preserve any unique 
historical value in comparison in other historical structures. She stated that Grandview 
Station is a much better design than many other structures in the area and that it balances 
the Guidelines and size well. 

 
 IN OPPOSITION 
  
 Roger Drienka, adjacent property owner, discussed the Eli Ashby House and other historic 

structures that have been restored in Olde Town. He explained his concern at the lack of 
restoration of the existing structures on the properties. He stated his desire for his 
slideshow to go on public record. 

 
 Aubrey Drienka, resident, requested a video from a local Denver news station to be played. 

The news story shows Lori Drienka, adjacent property owner, describing her defense 
against the demolition of the existing structures. After the video, Aubrey Drienka stated her 
concern that the proposed structure does not follow the Design Guidelines. She expressed 
her concern of the demolition of the existing structures. 

 
 Deborah Andrews, resident and property owner in Olde Town, discussed her renovation of 

other historic structures in the Olde Town Historic District. She stated her opposition to the 
project. She gave an explanation of the documentation she provided that is going on public 
record.  

 
 Karen Miller, resident, explained her concern that the structures cost analysis is inaccurate. 

She discussed potential state and federal tax credits available, as well as grants that are 
provided for historical renovation. She focused on 7317 Grandview and discussed the 
possible rents per square foot that could be received if the properties are restored. 
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 Jane Schnabel, resident, stated her concern that the Eli Ashby House is being overlooked. 

She stated her concern that the renderings of the proposed design in comparison to the Eli 
Ashby House are inaccurate. She explained her concern that the project has not changed 
very much since the City Council ruling, especially in mass and height. 

 
 COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 
  
 Ms. Pearson confirmed that all other written public comment has been received and 

reviewed. 
 
 Mr. Cheever stated that the A.6 criteria in the Staff Report seemed to be the most common 

concern amongst the public. He asked about the vacancy of the existing structures and the 
purchase price of those structures. 

 
 Ms. Drienka, resident, stated that the three houses were all rented prior to the purchase of 

the properties by Mr. Palmer. She stated her understanding that the prior owner of the 
properties was a personal family friend of Mr. Palmer, and that this prior owner would let 
people stay on the properties. 

 
 Mr. Palmer clarified that he did not know the previous owners prior to being introduced to 

them when he became interested in the property. He explained that the reasoning for the 
investment of the proposed design was because the cost of the renovation of existing 
structures would only provide 2500 square feet of rentable space. He stated that this 
decision was not based on purchase price but rather the condition of the properties. 

 
 Mr. Cheever asked if Mr. Palmer could speak to the possibility of tax credits brought up by 

Ms. Miller in her public comment. 
 
 Mr. Palmer stated his inability to speak to details, and that there may be tax credits 

available. He explained that even with credits, the amount of rent returned with those 
restored structures would not be viable in comparison to the proposed design. He asked 
why the condition of the properties was not enforced for previous owners long before he 
became involved. 

 
 Mr. Lee stated his concern for the scale of the side of the proposed structure facing 57th. He 

asked for the height of that side in comparison to the Jehn Engineering building. He stated 
that this side of the proposed building is still reading as a three-story structure. He asked 
about a step-back on 57th. 

 
 Mr. Matthews explained that the height of this structure is below the height of the Jehn 

building,. . He stated that in the Board of Adjustment public hearing, they were told that their 
proposed design is at the correct scale. He addressed that there is no service entrance. He 
stated that their exterior detailing is also more in-depth than the Jehn building. He stated 
that without the City parking requirement, they would have done retail on the ground floor 
around the 57th side of the building. He pointed out the Eli Ashby House parking on the rear 
side of that property. He stated that the hidden parking of the proposed structure (mock-
retail design) is a better design than having a lot of visible cars. He stated that Mr. Foster’s 
presentation misrepresented some of the design and choices of the proposed design. 

 
 Ms. Drienka addressed the parking behind her property, the Eli Ashby House. She retracted 

her statement that Mr. Palmer was family friends with the previous owner of the properties. 
 
 Ms. Pearson asked Mr. Lee if he still had a question about the step-back on 57th Ave. 
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 Mr. Lee stated that the comparison to the Jehn building helped him understand the design. 

He asked why the step-back couldn’t happen on the other sides of the proposed building 
like it is in the front on Grandview. 

 
 Mr. Matthews stated his willingness to re-evaluate some elements of the design to step 

back the third floor further from the 57th St. face. He stated his desire to show the north 
elevations of both the Jehn building and Grandview Station to show how compatible the 
designs are to each other. He explained that access to the parking is one of the reasons for 
the layout of the proposed design.  

 
 Mr. Lee stated that the Grandview Station design is very complementary to some other 

commercial properties to the west in Olde Town. He stated his support for this type of 
housing across the street from the Gold Line station. 

 
 Mr. Kazura asked for clarification with which waivers are being requested and the role of 

the Committee, and asked for the information about the previous City Council and Design 
Review Advisory Committee meetings on Grandview Station. He asked if the Committee is 
being asked to reevaluate the entirety of the project or specifically the waivers 
recommended in the previous DRC meeting. 

 
 Ms. Morris clarified that the role of the Committee in the current meeting is to decide which 

Guideline criteria are or are not being met, and therefore which waivers may be justified.  
 
 Ms. Pearson stated that the Committee is starting over and looking at the entire project, and 

asking questions and making determination on whether waivers are justified. She reiterated 
that the Committee’s decision is advisory and they cannot make decisions on the actual 
process of the property. 

 
 Ms. Morris stated that the previous Council decision on Grandview Station is not applicable 

to this Committee meeting, and that the process is starting over. 
 
 Mr. Kazura asked for clarification on if the information that the Committee has on the 

waivers allows for discussion on the previous decisions. 
 
 Ms. Morris stated that the Staff Report involves a new analysis on the new application, so 

that is what should be the guide for this Committee meeting. 
 
 Mr. Foster confirmed that this meeting is part of a re-set of the project. He clarified that the 

reason for the more in-depth conversation at this DRC meeting was that Ms. Drienka was 
reliant on Mr. Stachelski, Director of Community and Economic Development, for her 
understanding of the time of the previous project’s DRC meeting. He stated his 
disagreement with Ms. Morris over interpretation of the City Code. 

 
 Ms. Morris asked if the information that Mr. Foster stated is in response to Mr. Kazura’s 

question. 
 
 Ms. Graham stated that all responses need to be in response to a question. She requested 

that the Committee address questions to particular people. 
 
 Ms. Pearson stated her appreciation for Ms. Graham’s response. She stated that the DRC 

provides notice for the meetings, and that it is the public’s responsibility whether or not they 
show up to the meeting. She asked if Mr. Kazura had any questions about the actual 
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proposed project. 
 
 Mr. Kazura stated that he does not have questions about the development but has 

questions about elements of the Guidelines. He asked if discussion will occur over each 
point on the waivers.  

 
 Ms. Pearson stated that each point of the Guidelines will be discussed and that they will 

vote on waivers if they appear to reach an end to the discussion. 
 
 Mr. Spears asked why the cost estimates of the properties went up between 2014 and 

2019.  
 
 Mr. Palmer stated that the 2014 cost estimates were for a residential application and not 

commercial application.  
 
 Mr. Spears asked if references can be made to the last DRC approval of the Grandview 

Station. He stated that he has a question about the movement of the existing structures to a 
different location. 

  
 Ms. Morris stated that re-asking the question would be best, in treating this project as a new 

project. 
 
 Mr. Spears asked if there is a possibility to move the existing structures to a different piece 

of land instead of demolishing them. 
 
 Mr. Palmer stated that his understanding was that it is not the applicants’ responsibility to 

find land to move the existing structures to, and that they are happy to relocate the 
structures if someone is willing to provide land and deal with the foundation. 

 
 Ms. Pearson stated that the previous condition was to promote the relocation of the existing 

structures. 
 
 Mr. Palmer stated his comfort with working with Staff and the Committee to do so.  
 
 Mr. Cheever stated his agreement with Mr. Lee about the concerns with the 57th elevation 

and that he would prefer that the third-floor step-backs were more noticeable to help 
members of the public feel that the mass is more appropriate. He asked Staff if it is possible 
to reduce the required parking spaces for the proposed structure. 

 
 Mr. Smetana stated that the new Land Development Code reduced the parking 

requirements in the Olde Town area to only require one parking space per residential unit, 
and that therefore the parking could be reduced. 

 
 Mr. Lee asked for the reduction of parking because of the Gold Line station across the 

street. 
 
 Ms. Pearson stated the potential for the developers to reduce the parking to this amount. 

She asked Mr. Cheever if he had specifications for upper-level step-backs. 
 
 Mr. Cheever stated his desire for the reduction in parking and the addition of a small store-

front on the 57th St. elevation. He agreed with Mr. Lee’s desire for less parking. He stated 
his desire for the unit on the third floor to be redesigned to a one-bedroom condo instead of 
a two-bedroom condo in order to have greater step-backs. He stated his appreciation for 
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the step-backs along Grandview, and requested something closer to that design on the 
other sides of the building if possible. 

 
 Ms. Pearson clarified that these changes would address the concerns on the 57th elevation 

in the Guidelines.  
 
 Mr. Spears stated that the biggest concerns from the public are the demolishment of all 

existing structures and the size/scale of the proposed design. He stated concern around the 
demolition of the existing structures being analyzed as one decision instead of the 
structures being viewed separately. He asked about the choices for the size of the 
proposed structure.  

 
 Mr. Palmer stated that the governing documents wanted more density and retail in the area, 

and that the form, function, size, and scope of the design were largely drawn from these 
documents. 

 
 Mr. Matthews stated that the size and mass were addressed with the Grandview side and 

that the step-backs on the east and west elevations would greatly reduce the marketability 
and financial return of the building. He stated that additional step-backs would also create 
some difficulties with water-proofing and other elements of the design.  

 
 Mr. Spears asked how the design would be impacted if the front of the building were set 

back from the sidewalk. He asked if this would limit the building to more of a residential use. 
 
 Mr. Smetana confirmed that this would create difficulties for a mixed-use building and that 

the intent is to be at the sidewalk edge.  
 
 Ms. Pearson asked Mr. Spears for clarification on the concerns with the existing structures 

not being evaluated as individual buildings. 
 
 Mr. Spears stated his concern that he doesn’t believe that all four structures need to be 

demolished and that he doesn’t believe the cost analysis is accurate for what needs to 
occur based on Code. 

 
 Mr. Kazura agreed with Mr. Spears and addressed the understanding that the proposed 

development relies on clearance of the whole property to be developed. He asked the 
developers to consider the separate existing structures in a cost analysis and requested a 
cost analysis comparison for renovating the existing structures versus the proposed design.  

 
 Mr. Palmer stated that individual reports were done for each of the three properties initially, 

and that the structures are not as good as the physical appearance might have them 
appear. He stated that some of the properties do not have vehicular street access and 
would require curb cuts from Grandview Ave. to gain access, which would not be allowed. 

 
 Mr. Kazura asked for clarification if 7317 Grandview Ave would require a curb cut for 

vehicular access, if it was sold in order to remain as a structure for residential use. 
 
 Mr. Nitchals stated that there was previously an easement on one of the back properties for 

vehicular access, but that this easement went away with the merging of the three properties 
in the sale to Mr. Palmer. He stated that if one or more of the properties were re-sold, the 
driveway access would need to be provided and the City cannot require any private owner 
to provide an easement. 
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 Mr. Kazura asked for clarification if the merging of properties under one owner, like what 

was done in the sale of these three properties to Mr. Palmer, would change the property 
value, potential of future development, or the historic nature of those properties. He asked 
in particular if these changes happened to the 7317 Grandview Ave. property. 

 
 Mr. Nitchals stated that he was unsure. 
 
 Mr. Kazura mentioned transparency with economic hardship as related to his understanding 

of the Guidelines criteria under A.6. He requested clarification on if the demolition criteria 
under A.6 are only related to economic hardship. 

 
 Ms. Pearson confirmed that the demolition criteria are related to economic hardship and 

that she is re-reading the section.  
  
 Mr. Cheever stated the difficulty of the Committee to make a true evaluation or 

determination of economic hardship beyond the evidence submitted.  
 
 Ms. Pearson mentioned the discussion of tax credits. She stated that in her own 

renovations with structures in the same class as the existing structures on the site, she was 
unable to the get tax credits for her structures. She stated the Committee’s responsibility to 
look at the whole packet and provide a recommendation, as well as the possibility to make 
suggestions for design. 

 
 Mr. Cheever discussed the window spacing pattern (5.26 and 5.28) and stated that based 

on the project, he would find a waiver to be justified. He stated that there are questions 
about the demolition criteria (A.6) because economic hardship is hard to determine, but 
based on testimony and evidence presented, he believes that the Committee cannot prove 
that there is not justifiable economic hardship. He stated that for the 57th elevation (6.27), 
he would ask for additional conditions.  

 
 Mr. Spears agreed with Mr. Cheever on 5.26, 5.28, and A.6. He stated some reservations 

on the A.6 economic hardship determination. 
 
 Mr. Lee stated his agreement with Mr. Cheever on these points and the step-backs. 
 
 Mr. Spears stated his desire for the developer to attempt to find other locations for the 

existing structures and for the DRC and Staff to provide conditions for this. 
 
 Ms. Pearson reiterated the desire for conditions on the 57th elevation. 
 
 Mr. Cheever asked for an explanation of tax credits to get a better understanding of how 

this might apply to the property. He asked Staff for clarification on the economic hardship of 
converting the property from residential to commercial and the zoning with that. 

 
 Mr. Foster stated his belief that tax credits could be provided for the property, but only if the 

properties are kept residential use and not commercial.  
 
 Mr. Nitchals explained the State requirements for a property to receive tax credits. He 

stated that in his understanding of the requirements, the property would not be eligible. He 
stated that it appears Federal credits might be possible for the property, but that he is 
unsure. 

 
 Ms. Pearson stated her experience with applying for tax credits for a residential property. 
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She stated that the Committee does not have a definitive answer on whether or not the 
property would be granted the credits. 

 
 Mr. Foster read from Ms. Miller’s statements about tax credits. 
 
 Ms. Pearson reiterated that Ms. Miller is discussing a very different building than the ones 

being evaluated in this case. 
 
 Mr. Cheever stated his agreement with Ms. Pearson. He reiterated his question for Staff 

about residential use restrictions on the property. 
 
 Mr. Bebo explained that the zoning allows the property use to stay residential or to become 

commercial.  
 
 Ms. Pearson asked Mr. Cheever for his thoughts on 6.27 with step-backs. 
 

MOTION  
 
It was moved by Mr. Cheever that DA2020-0053, Grandview Station 7318 W 57th Ave., 
7317 and 7315 Grandview Ave., be recommended for approval for a partial waiver to be 
granted for 5.26 and 5.28 based on Item 2, Page 30 of the Staff Report; that a partial waiver 
be granted on 6.27 and 6.28 with the condition that the applicant reevaluate the potential 
design in regard to reducing parking (to allow additional small ground floor retail spaces) 
and the third-story step-backs; and that a partial waiver be recommended for A.6 based on 
the determination of financial hardship based on item 3, Page 30 of the Staff Report. 
 
Staff Report item 2, page 30: “The proposed land-use activity is of a nature that will not 
undermine, impair, or conflict with the intent of the or Olde Town Zoning District, as set forth 
at §4.12.1of this Code, and is compatible with both the distinctive characteristics of the 
Arvada Downtown Historic District or Olde Town Zoning District, as applicable, and the 
intent and purpose of the Design Guidelines” 
 
Staff Report item 3, page 30: “Strict compliance with the Design Guidelines would create an 
economic hardship, such that the cost to strictly comply would result in an inability to obtain 
any reasonable economic return on the property” 

 
 DISCUSSION ON MOTION 

 
Ms. Pearson stated her desire to vote on the waivers separately. 
 
Mr. Prythero was not in attendance at the time of the vote. 
 
Ms. Pearson called the vote for the partial waivers for 5.26 and 5.28. 

 The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes:  Lee, Cheever, Pearson, Spears, Kazura 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Prythero 
The motion carried. 
 
General discussion occurred around the phrasing of the recommendations for the waiver in 
regard to A.6.   
 
Mr. Kazura asked if the waiver for A.6 could be voted on for each property individually. He 

DocuSign Envelope ID: E55F2B69-E59E-4649-92D0-2B480D0C11D1



DRC Minutes   
June 18, 2020 

 
 

explained that this would be for evaluating economic hardship by individual property. He 
stated that his primary concern is with 7317 Grandview Ave. 
 
Ms. Pearson clarified that the report described the buildings individually and that they can 
be split out to vote on, even though Mr. Cheever’s motion was to vote on them together.  
 
Mr. Kazura reiterated his desire to vote on the properties separately for A.6. 
 
Mr. Spears asked if this individualized evaluation could be included in the recommendations 
for the developer in the determination of the economic hardship. 
 
Mr. Kazura confirmed that he would be okay with this as a recommendation. 
 
Ms. Pearson clarified that the information of each property individually is already included in 
the report given to the Committee and that information does not need to be required again. 
 
Mr. Kazura stated his desire for an impact study for each property with an economic 
analysis in comparison to the proposed development.  
 
Ms. Pearson stated her understanding of this desire but asked for clarification from Staff or 
Mr. Palmer. 
 
Mr. Cheever asked for clarification. He stated that he received the economic breakout of 
each individual property from Mr. Foster but asked if Mr. Palmer also supplied the 
breakdown. 
 
Mr. Palmer stated that this information was provided by his team in the documents given to 
the Committee.  
 
Ms. Pearson clarified that Mr. Kazura would like more detail on the economic feasibility of 
the individual properties. 
 
Mr. Kazura reiterated that he would prefer to vote on each property individually on the basis 
of this economic feasibility.  
 
Ms. Pearson asked Staff if there was suggested language on the recommendations for A.6.  
 
Mr. Nitchals stated that the Staff recommendation is to provide letters to historical societies 
in Arvada, Jefferson County, and the State of Colorado with language requesting the 
promotion of relocating the historic structures. Staff recommends requiring a thirty-day 
deadline for agency responses, and for Mr. Palmer to submit an affidavit of mailing. 
 
Mr. Spears stated his desire to also have a publicly posted letter on-site as well. 
 
Mr. Nitchals asked Mr. Palmer if he was comfortable with these mailing and posting 
recommendations. 
 
Mr. Palmer stated his comfort with this recommendation. He asked if the Committee would 
prefer a response at the current meeting for this economic evaluation information or if it 
should be sent separately to the Planning Staff. 
 
Mr. Kazura stated his comfort with either method. 
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Mr. Foster stated his objection to a method that is not publicly available. 
 
Ms. Pearson asked Mr. Kazura what economic information he would require to be able to 
vote on the waiver.  
 
Mr. Kazura asked about 7317 Grandview Ave. on page 7-8 of the engineering report. 
 
Mr. Palmer explained that the financial information on these pages was based on a 
residential conversion, so it is not a complete analysis. 
 
Ms. Pearson clarified that the property becoming a commercial use was the cost that Mr. 
Spears had inquired about previously. 
 
Mr. Kazura stated that his interests were in economic feasibility of the property with a 
residential conversion. He inquired about 7317 Grandview Ave specifically.  
 
Mr. Palmer clarified that this was an order of magnitude given by the structural engineering 
consultants and that it is not a thorough analysis of everything that would need to be done. 
He stated that he can make estimates if that is requested. 
 
Mr. Kazura confirmed his desire for estimates. 
 
Mr. Palmer explained the assumptions that must be made to make an estimate. He 
explained his estimate of the cost-benefit analysis of 7317 Grandview Ave. based on these 
assumptions. 
 
Mr. Kazura stated his appreciation for this estimate.  
 
Mr. Cheever stated his understanding that the estimates would be similar for each property. 
 
Mr. Palmer confirmed Mr. Cheever’s statement. 
 
Mr. Cheever clarified that these economic hardships are similar for each property. He 
explained that he will break up the motions for each property with A.6. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Cheever that DA2020-0053, Grandview Station 7315 Grandview Ave., 
be recommended for approval for the partial waiver for A.6 based on Item 3, Page 30 of the 
Staff Report. 
 
Mr. Prythero was not in attendance at the time of the vote. 
 
The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes:  Lee, Cheever, Pearson, Kazura 
Those voting No: Spears 
Those absent: Prythero 
The motion carried. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Cheever that DA2020-0053, Grandview Station 7317 Grandview Ave., 
be recommended for approval for the partial waiver for A.6 based on Item 3, Page 30 of the 
Staff Report. 
 
Mr. Prythero was not in attendance at the time of the vote. 
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The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes: Cheever, Lee 
Those voting No: Spears, Pearson, Kazura 
Those absent: Prythero 
The motion failed. 
 
It was moved by Mr. Cheever that DA2020-0053, Grandview Station 7318 W 57th Ave., be 
recommended for approval for the partial waiver for A.6 based on Item 3, Page 30 of the 
Staff Report. 
 
Mr. Prythero was not in attendance at the time of the vote. 
 
The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes:  Cheever, Pearson, Lee, Kazura 
Those voting No: Spears 
Those absent: Prythero 
The motion carried. 
 
Ms. Pearson reiterated the advisory role of the Committee. She requested the verbiage 
from Staff for the recommendations if the structures are to go ahead with demolition. 
 
Mr. Nitchals stated that the applicant will send certified letter to the Arvada Historical 
Society, Jefferson County Historical Society, and History Colorado notifying them of the 
offer to relocate the historical structures on the site. The applicant will also provide a 
posting on the property on both Grandview and W. 57th.  
 
Mr. Kazura confirmed the addresses of the individual properties and clarified his vote. 
 
Ms. Graham asked if there will be a time limit on the posting. 
 
Mr. Nitchals confirmed there will be a thirty-day deadline for responses from the agencies 
and for the posting. This deadline will thirty days from the mailing of the letter. 
 
Ms. Pearson stated that the Arvada Historical Society has submitted their chosen 
representative for the Committee and the submission will be reviewed by City Council on 
July 6, 2020. She moved to suspend the Committee Bylaws with respect to electing officers 
at this meeting and defer the election to when the full Committee is present. 
 
Mr. Prythero was not in attendance at the time of the vote. 
 
The following votes were cast on the motion: 
Those voting Yes:  Lee, Cheever, Pearson, Spears, Kazura 
Those voting No: None 
Those absent: Prythero 
The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Stachelski asked for clarification on which partial waivers were voted on. He asked if 
6.27 and 6.28 were going to be voted on. 
 
Ms. Pearson clarified that 6.27 and 6.28 were not voted on but that they were brought up 
for discussion purposes. These items are currently listed as complying with Guidelines by 
Staff. 
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Mr. Cheever clarified that 6.27 and 6.28 were not voted on. 
 
Mr. Stachelski stated for confirmation that 6.27 and 6.28 were not to be voted on, but were 
brought up as a comment of concern. 
 
Ms. Pearson asked if 6.27 and 6.28 could be a comment or if they needed to be a motion.  
 
Mr. Stachelski stated that it could be a comment. He asked if the vote tallies could be read 
aloud for the A.6 waivers. 
 
Ms. Hutchinson, Recording Secretary, read aloud the vote tallies. 
 
Ms. Drienka asked if it could go on record that there is no representative of a historical 
society present at the meeting. 
 
Ms. Pearson stated that this was already on the record.  
 

 
5. OTHER ITEMS   
 

None. 
 
6. ADJOURN – 12:26 P.M. 
 
 
 
              

Debbie Pearson, Chair    
    

 
     
 
       
William Cheever, Secretary 
 
        

Sara Hutchinson, Recording Secretary 
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