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MORGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
November 13, 2023 

 

The Morgan County Planning Commission met on Monday, November 13th, 2023, at 7:00 P.M. in the 
Assembly Room of the Morgan County Administration Building. The meeting was called to order by 
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington. 

Vice Chairman Robert Pennington, Clayton Miller, Erik Mohrlang, Allyn Wind, and Dave Musgrave 
were present. Chairman Nathan Troudt was present via zoom. Nicole Hay, Planning Director, Cheryl 
Brindisi, Planning and Zoning Administrative Assistant, Jenafer Santos, Planning and Zoning Technician, 
Kathryn Sellars, Morgan County Attorney also attended. Karol Kopetzky, IT Specialist attended via 
zoom. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA: 
It was moved by Allyn Wind and seconded by Erik Mohrlang to approve the Agenda as presented. 
Motion passed 6-0.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
It was moved by Nathan Troudt to approve the Minutes from the October 31st, 2023 Planning 
Commission meeting. Clayton Miller seconded. Motion passed 6-0. 
 
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington read the hearing process for tonight’s meeting. 
 
NEW BUSINESS: Carolyn Wood 
 
Planning Director, Nicole Hay, read her file summary as follows: 

 
 APPLICANT and LANDOWNER: Carolyn I. Wood  
  
This application is for a conditional use permit to allow placement of a mobile home on a 35.78 acre parcel 
of land. The property is in the NE¼ of Section 9, Township 4 North, Range 57 West of the 6th PM, Morgan 
County, Colorado. The property is zoned Agriculture Production and is in the Fort Morgan Fire District. 
 
Morgan County Road & Bridge Department assessed a possible hazard due to reduced sight distances 
caused by a hill on County Road X just west of County Road 21. There are several driveways on both sides 
of the road and on both sides of the hill. The Road & Bridge Department will place advanced warning signs 
identifying the limited sight and driveways  on either side of the hill for both eastbound and westbound 
traffic. 
 
In reviewing this application, the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners are required 
to make a finding that the criteria for granting a conditional use permit in Section 2-365 of the Morgan 
County zoning regulations have been met. Those criteria are as follows: 
 
Section 2-365 Special Use Permit Criteria: 
 

A. The application documents are complete and present a clear picture of how the use is to 
be arranged on the site. 

 
B. The site plan conforms to the design standards of these Regulations.  
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C. There are no off-site impacts imposed by the conditional use proposed that require 
additional infrastructure (utilities, drainage, and roads) or upgrades by the County of 
special districts.  

 There is access to established public infrastructure and appropriate easements will be 
recorded. Placement of signs as proposed by the Road and Bridge Department will 
mitigate the hazards identified on County Road X  

 
D. The use proposed is compatible with the surrounding uses and adequately buffered as 

necessary. 
 All adjacent property is zoned Agricultural and is either being farmed or used as pasture 

ground. To the east, there are 2 minor subdivision lots that have single family residences. 
To the north, there is a lot in a minor subdivision that also has a single family residence. 

 
 
The following conditions are recommended if the conditional use permit is granted: 
 

1. Access and utility easements need to be recorded with the Morgan County Clerk and Recorder’s 
office. 

2. The home is set at least 100 feet from the Riverside Canal. 
 
 
Nicole Hay, 
Morgan County Planning Administrator  
 

 
APPLICANT: Carolyn Wood presented this application to the Planning Commission. Carolyn also 
noted that despite the letters submitted to the Planning & Zoning Department, her properties are not in 
any violation with the County. The mobile home will meet the building code. She has applied for the 
correct permits to be able to place a mobile home on her parcel. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION: 
Dave Musgrave asked if the parcel she is requesting to place a mobile home on was previously 
subdivided? 
Nicole Hay said the parcel is over 35 acres, so it is not in a subdivision nor has it been previously 
subdivided.  
Clayton Miller asked if the easement and access is coming across her own property? 
Carolyn Wood answered that it was. 
Robert Pennington asked what year of mobile home is she planning on placing? Is it a HUD code 
manufactured home? 
Carolyn Wood, “I think it’s an ‘87, yes.” 
 
Public Comment Open For and Opposed: 
 
In favor: 
Garrett Crownover, 20760 CR X (living in the trailer to the north) is in favor of this application. He 
would like to have a neighbor over there. In the previous meetings, the safety was brought up, which is 
currently being addressed and taken care of. He does not see an issue with her placing a mobile home on 
her property. 
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Opposed: 
Mark Goedert, 108 N. 49th Ave Place, Greeley seeks denial of this application. He noted that Carolyn 
already owns a single-wide trailer home on 100 acres worth of property. Trailer homes are prohibited 
according to the 2008 Building Code 3-170-B. “I don’t deny her right to live on her property, that’s a 
right everyone deserves, but there is already a rental home there.” The mobile home she is requesting to 
place is already placed there with footers. He believes that the placement of a trailer will decrease 
property values to adjacent properties.  
Brian Baum, 23683 CR 21, has a concern that there are already 3 houses there that he was unaware of. 
He feels that the more people that move out this way, the more conflicts there will be with the dairy.  
Harold Goedert, 22941 CR 21, owns lot #1 that had an HOA clause that only allowed a double wide or a 
stick built house. He said his property has increased by $300,000 since 1995 according to the Assessor's 
office. 
Dick Smith, 22801 CR 21, owns the property to the east on the other side of the ditch. His main concern 
as a retired contractor, as the county keeps imposing more strict codes, it seems unfair to have people 
build to these higher standards but allow others to bring in 30+ year old trailers. He is suggesting that the 
county look at a cap on how old a mobile home can be to be allowed to be used for a residence.  
PUBLIC COMMENT CLOSED 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION: 
Clayton Miller asked if she had documentation showing what year her proposed mobile home is? 
Carolyn Wood stated it is titled.  
Clayton Miller asked if she was planning on purging it to the land? 
Carolyn Wood answered “That’s usually what people do most generally. I probably will purge it.” 
Carolyn Wood noted that Morgan County has 1,111 mobile homes that are placed and those are the only 
ones that are purged. She is not a mobile home fan herself, but cannot afford to build a house. It’s her 
property and she should be allowed to place a home out there. The driveway has been an issue for years, 
and it is being taken care of. 
Robert Pennington asked Nicole to elaborate on the safety issue for the road and driveway.  
John Goodman with Morgan County Road and Bridge stated they have come up with a couple of signs 
to be placed on the east and west of County Road X, along with a warning suggestion sign to reduce the 
speed. The signs will be placed at 1,000 feet from the intersection of County Road X per MUTCD 
(Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices) standard. The speed will be reduced to 25 MPH, giving 
anyone driving that road enough time to slow down. 
Kathyn Sellars clarified that Morgan County Road and Bridge will be putting those signs up regardless 
of the outcome of tonight's hearing. 
Erik Mohrlang asked Kathryn Sellars what the maximum year allowance for the county is. 
Kathryn Sellars stated that she is not aware of any 20 year rule in the county. Homes that are built to 
HUD standards after 1974 are permitted in the county. The county is limited to what building 
requirements we can propose to HUD.  
Nathan Troudt asked Nicole Hay and Kathryn Sellars if the trailer home has any current violations that 
they are aware of.  
Kathryn Sellars, “Not that we know of, no.” 
Nathan Troudt asked Carolyn Wood if anyone is currently living in the calving shed? 
Carolyn Wood answered, “Nobody ever has lived in the calving shed. Nobody spends the night there, 
and the door is always locked so there are no squatters in there. No one has ever spent the night there 
other than me during calving time.”  
Robert Pennington asked, “Even when building a house, we don’t usually see a Conditional Use Permit, 
do we?” 
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Nicole Hay said not necessarily. It depends on the zoning, the size of the property, if there are any other 
residences out there. Generally no, though. In this case, if she were to build a stick built home, she would 
not have to go through a conditional use permit.  
Robert Pennington asked if the hazardous entrance was the reason that it came to the Board? Other than 
that does it meet all of the requirements? 
Nicole Hay answered yes for both questions. This application is just to allow the placement of a mobile 
home. She will still have to go through a building permit where we will require specifics pertaining to the 
mobile home she is wanting to place. This process does not require that information. 
Clayton Miller motioned to approve this conditional use application as presented along with the 
conditions that are outlined in the File Summary: 

1. Access and utility easements need to be recorded with the Morgan County Clerk and Recorder’s 
office. 

2. The home is set at least 100 feet from the Riverside Canal. 
Erik Mohrlang seconded the motion.  
 
Roll call vote.  
Motion carried 6-0. 
 
This application will move forward to the Board of County Commissioners on December 5th, 2023. 
 
 
10 minute recess to for the Planning Commission meeting. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Jenafer Santos 
Planning and Zoning Planning Technician 
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NEW BUSINESS: Monarch Energy Development, LLC 

 
Planning Director, Nicole Hay, read her file summary as follows: 
 

APPLICANT: Monarch Energy Development LLC 
OWNERS: The City of Brush! 

 
This application is for a special use permit to allow for a hydrogen and e-fuels production facility with a 
co-located fuel cell. The permitted area is located in the N1/2 NE1/4 of Section 15, Township 3 North, 
Range 56 West of the 6th PM, Morgan County, Colorado.  The proposed permitted area is zoned Agriculture 
Production, is in the Brush Fire District, and a portion of the area is in the floodplain of Beaver Creek, 
Special Flood Hazard Area Zone AE. 
 
The applicant, Monarch Energy Development, LLC, proposes a 250 MW overland green hydrogen and  
e-fuels project within an approximate 60 acre permitted area.  The project will use raw water provided by 
Morgan County Quality Water District. The water molecules will be broken down into hydrogen and 
oxygen. The oxygen is released into the atmosphere and the hydrogen will be converted from a gas to a 
liquid, which will be stored onsite. The hydrogen will either be converted in electricity or trucked offsite to 
serve as an e-fuel product. 
 
In addition to the permit application, packets include communication between Monarch Energy 
Development, LLC and the Upper Platte and Beaver Canal Company. Upper Platter and Beaver is 
requesting the applicant attend their November 14th meeting to further discuss the project. 
 
Comments from the County’s consulting engineer, Matt Harris with Harris Engineering Consultants, Inc. 
regarding the hydrologic and hydraulic report are also included.  
 
In reviewing this application, the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners are required 
to make a finding that the criteria for granting a Use by Special Review in Section 2-395 of the Morgan 
County Zoning Regulations have been satisfied.  
 
Section 2-395 Special Use Permit Criteria: 
 
A. The use and its location as proposed are in conformance with the Morgan County 
 Comprehensive Plan. The property is located in the southeast area.  

 
Chapter 2 – Plan Summary 
2.II.A  - Economic Development 
Goal – Diversify the economy in Morgan County to broaden business employment 
 opportunities for residents and to further economic growth.  

This project will create employment opportunities during both the construction and 
operating phases. 

 
Chapter 5 - Environment 
5.IX 

 Goal - To preserve the manmade and natural environment in order to enhance the quality of life 
in Morgan County. 
This project will not impact wetlands. This project lies within a Zone AE floodplain 
designation and will cooperate with the required Morgan County floodplain permits. This 
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project will contribute to the encouraged use of renewable resources within Morgan 
County by providing green hydrogen 

 
B. The application documents are complete and present a clear picture of how the use is to be arranged 

on the site. 
 
C. The Site Plan conforms to the district design standards of Section 2-420 of the Morgan County 

Zoning Regulations.  
 

D. All on and off-site impacts have been satisfactorily mitigated either through agreement, public 
improvement, site plan requirements or other mitigation measures.  
The proposed project will result in minimal impacts to off-site areas. During construction and when 
necessary, water trucks will be used for dust mitigation. A Construction Stormwater Discharge 
Permit will be obtained through CDPHE. 

 
E. The special use proposed has been made compatible with the surrounding uses and is adequately 

buffered from any incompatible uses by distance and topography. 
 All adjacent property is zoned Agricultural Production. There are 3 residences along County Road 

28 within 1,320 feet of the project. Xcel Energy’s Pawnee generation facility is approximately 2 
miles to the west and Brush Cogeneration Facilities are approximately 1 mile to the north.  

 
F. The special use poses no or minimal risk to the public health, safety and welfare. 

Granting the Special Use Permit will not increase risk to public health, safety or welfare. Although 
hydrogen production using renewable energy and electrolysis is a new endeavor within the United 
States, industrial hydrogen production from fossil fuel-derived sources is an extremely mature 
industry with established safety protocols. These existing safety regulations at all federal, state, 
and local level will be complied with. An Emergency Response Plan and a Risk Management Plan 
(RMP), including Hazardous Operations Analysis (HAZOP) and OSHA Process Safety 
Management requirements. 

 
G. The special use proposed is not planned on a nonconforming parcel. 

The proposed Special Use is located on a conforming parcel. 
 

H. The applicant has adequately documented a public need for the project. The Applicant has 
submitted all pertinent technical information, has demonstrated that it has adequate financial 
resources to implement the project, and has paid all County fees and review costs. 
The project will contribute to the stabilization of the current and future electrical grid and allow 
for the development of additional renewable resources in the region. 

 
I. For any special use requiring a supply of water that the applicant has demonstrated a source of 

water which is adequate for the proposed use in terms of quantity and reliability and in the case of 
human consumption, quantity, quality, and reliability. 
Water supply will be provided by Morgan County Quality Water 

 
The following conditions are recommended if the Special Use Permit is approved: 
 

1. All necessary land use, environmental, and construction permits, approvals and authorizations will 
be obtained prior to the start of and during construction as required and may include, but are not 
limited to, land use permits, right-of-way (ROW) permits, road use agreements, access permits, 
oversize/overweight permits, grading permits, and stormwater permits. 
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2. A floodplain development permit must be obtained in accordance with Section 3-790 of the Morgan 
County Zoning Regulations. 
 

3. Monarch Energy Development, LLC will comply with proposed decommissioning plan, any 
modifications/deviations from the proposed plan must be approved by the County. The County 
must be notified in writing when Applicant commences decommissioning. 
 

4. Prior to the commencement of construction, Monarch Energy Development, LLC must obtain 
all proper permissions from landowners to use private roads or develop access roads on any private 
property.   No private access roads, new or currently in use, shall become public rights of way 
unless approved and accepted by the Board of County Commissioners.  
 

5. Prior to the commencement of construction, Monarch Energy Development, LLC must obtain 
all applicable permissions from the Upper Platte and Beaver Canal Company and demonstrate 
satisfaction with this condition in writing from Upper Platte and Beaver Canal Company. 
 

6. The Permitted area shall be reclaimed and/or reseeded as soon as practicable but no later than six 
months after Monarch Energy Development, LLC has completed construction, unless the 
County Planning Administrator grants an extension for demonstrated good cause.  
 

7. Construction occurring with ¼ quarter mile of any residence shall not commence earlier than 7 a.m. 
 

8. Monarch Energy Development, LLC shall prevent the existence of any nuisances by way of its 
construction activities.  All trash, litter, construction waste and any potentially hazardous materials 
shall be disposed of properly off-site. If the County determines that a nuisance exists and the 
nuisance is not abated or an abatement plan is not submitted to the satisfaction of the County, the 
County may, upon five (5) days’ notice abate the nuisance and charge expenses of abating the 
nuisance to Monarch Energy Development, LLC. 
 

9. Monarch Energy Development, LLC shall comply with all applicable law and regulations 
related to safety and emergency management during construction and on-going operations.  
 

10. Monarch Energy Development, LLC shall be responsible for the payment of all costs and fees 
incurred by the County associated with this Permit.  The County shall invoice Monarch Energy 
Development, LLC for costs and fees and payment will be due by Monarch Energy 
Development, LLC within thirty (30) days of the date of the invoice.  Failure to pay may result 
in enforcement actions by the County.  

 
Nicole Hay, 
Morgan County Planning Administrator  

 
Monarch Energy Development, LLC development team member, Blake Johnson, VP of Permitting, 
Joan Heredia, and Danielle Murphy, Hydrogen Safety Subject Matter Expert presented this 
application to the Planning Commission.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION: 
Allyn Wind asked how will the decision made by Upper Platte and Beaver Canal affect this applicaton 
when you eventually meet with them? Allyn wanted clarification that they would not be using the canals 
water for the facility. 
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Blake Johnson stated that it will be part of the process to secure easements across or underneath of the 
canal for them to access the water source that is on the other side for them to supply water to the sight and 
to also address setbacks along the canal for maintanence and access purposes. Blake noted that they will 
not be using the canals water. 
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington asked if Monarch would be producing 250MW back into the grid? 
Blake Johnson explained that the 250MW references the electrolizer, specifically the power that it would 
take to run that infrastructure. How much electricity that would be put back onto the grid is currently in 
discussion. It would depend on how much liquid hydrogen would be trucked off-site and how much of 
that hydrogen is left over to be regasified to fuel that fuel cell. The 250MW is what would be pulled off of 
the grid. 
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington asked how is electricity be produced at this facility? 
Blake Johnson explained that the hydrogen would run the fuelcell to produce electricity.  
Clayton Miller asked how many trucks would come out of the facility daily/weekly? 
Blake Johnson, “We are anticipating 13-14 truckloads per day.” 
Dave Musgrave asked where the truckloads would be going? Is hydro more explosive than gasoline? 
Blake Johnson explained that he was unsure but it would probably go to Industrial areas. It would 
depend on who they would be partnered with. 
Danielle Murphy explained the specifics of hydrogen and its properties. She mentioned that it is not 
more or less explosive than other fuels due to it’s various properties. It is different and needs to be treated 
differently from a safety perspective. 
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington noted that the production capacity is about 90 tons per day of 
hydrogen and the above ground storage is 20 tons. Robert asked where the rest of the hydrogen is stored? 
Blake Johnson explained that the above ground storage onsite is to accomedate for any potential 
shutdowns. The rest would be trucked off-site.  
Nathan Troudt asked Danielle what would be a worst-case safety scenario for an explosion? 
Danielle Murphy explained in regards to worst-case credible scenarios, that it would be specific to 
design and controls-mitigations built into the design. All hydrogen systems designs that utilize Best 
Practices would have detection for a release. During that detection, it would trip Fail Safe Shutdown, 
meaning isolating the storage to limit the max amount quantity to be released, therefore the potential fire 
explosion risk is limited. Codes and standards are in place to require setbacks from areas like bulk storage 
and electrolizers, to prevent things like an explosion. NFPA 2 is the National Fire Protection Agencies 
main standard for hydrogen systems. A risk analysis would be completed to identify any worst-case 
credible scenarios and ensure that setback distances, safety and mitigations ensure safety onsite and safety 
for the public. 
Nathan Troudt asked if they were planning to have training scenarios with the Brush Fire Department? 
Blake Johnson said that they had spoke to Mr. Anderson with the Brush Fire Department. Once the 
project is constructed we would plan to have safety personnel onsite to conduct a walk-thru and onsight 
training.  
Dave Musgrave asked what do they use to put out a fire? Water? Foam? 
Danielle Murphy explained the products utilized and procedures for isolating and putting out a potential 
fire at the hygrogen facility. 
Blake Johnson added that they do not plan to have the Brush Fire Department directly respond to fires at 
the facility. Monarch will have trained onsite staff that would handle the fire. The Brush Fire Department 
would respond to the perimeter of the facility. 
Clayton Miller asked how many employees will be onsite once the project is operating? 
Blake Johnson explained how many employees would be onsite 24/7 through the various shifts. 
Nathan Troudt asked if truck traffic would be 24/7, 7 days per week or would there be limits? 
Blake Johnson explained that they had discussions with Morgan County about 7am start times, similar to 
construction standards 7am start times. They are working to set a time for when trucking operations 
would cease in the evening. 
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Public Comment Open In Favor:  
Monty Torres, City Administrator for the City of Brush, validated and spoke about the current 1-year 
lease agreement for Monarch to conduct their due diligence. He stated that a long term lease agreement 
with the applicant is also being drafted. Monty noted that the City of Brush is all about the safety of the 
residents and understand that they have concerns about the safety of this technology that is new to the 
area. He explained that this proposed project will help support the City of Brush’ initiative as well as 
some of the Special Districts along with the County Commissioner’s to help with the property tax 
reduction that we are anticipated to see. Some Special Districts are anticipated to see that when the 
Pawnee Power Plant transitions to a natural gas. It will also help to create jobs. The current tenant farmer 
that farms this property for the City of Brush has a 5 year lease that they are part of the way through. The 
City has to take care of this farmer as well because he has put some money in to this property in regards 
to farming. The City may need to run some utilities to the south of Brush to service this facility. If this 
occurs it may benefit others in this area. The City of Brush will at some time have discussions about 
annexing this property into the city. 
Chuck Miller, 26060 MCR S, Brush , CO. is not in favor or against this project but would like to gain 
more knowledge about this project. Chuck asked for clarification of who the potential lowered taxes 
would be for, the people in the city or the entire county? 
Monty Torres stated that he was referring to the eastern part of the county where the Pawnee Power 
Plant currently sits. It is their understanding that there will be a shortage of property taxes to those Special 
Districts. The more buildings and businesses that are built in the eastern part of the county, it should help 
to offset some of those losses to the Special Districts.   
Chuck Miller asked the Board to address Amended Floodplain Regulations of 2021, Section 3-770, 
including A, B and C. Uses prohibited in the floodplain and flooding areas.   
Nicole Hay noted that they will have to get a floodplain permit through Morgan County and we will also 
be working with CDPHE to address Stormwater. 
 
Public Comment Against:  
Jeanette Tefft, 15898 Co Rd 28, Brush, CO. lives across the street from the proposed project. Jeanette 
states that she has spoken to Blake on 3 separate occasions. She noted that each of the conversations were 
inconsistent with one another. Jeanette is concerned that the fuel is comparable to rocket fuel and will 
eventually cause an explosion leading to damage, injury and possibly death. She also expressed concern 
that her property value will drop and her insurance will rise if the holding tanks are close to her home. 
She doesn’t want to see an industrial zoned business next to her agricultural zoned land. Jeanette 
expressed many concerns that she feels could have potentially negative impacts to the community. She 
urged the Board to postpone this application until it could be further examined by the board. 
Jeff Cook, 29152 Co Rd O.5, Brush, CO. stated that he is not totally against this project. He owns 
property ½ mile south and east of this project. Jeff noted that he use to live in the house that is on this 
same property as this proposed project. He states that the home had to be raised up 3 feet due to being in 
the floodplain. He explained that after a 3-4” rain, a foot of water can gather at the corner of the field on 
this property. The water can take at least a week to drain out due to poor drainage. He is also concerned 
that 14 trucks per day is actually 28 trucks going in and out on that road. He feels that this is a lot of 
traffic for this location to handle. Jeff is concerned about what will be dumped down the injection well. 
He stated he is against this project until more information can be obtained and also feels that this is not a 
good location for this plant. 
Jeanette Corbin, 16200 Co Rd 28.5, Brush, CO. is opposed to this project. Jeanette expressed concern 
that this project has a lot of information that the Board may not fully be educated on. She doesn’t feel that 
this is a good location for this project in a predominantly agricultural area. Jeanette expressed that this 
application should be given more time to be reviewed by the Board especially about the production of 
hydrogen as well as many other factors and information so they can see what it may potentially do to the 
community. She does not see the benefits of this project for the community, especially if it is shipped 
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away to other locations for use. Jeannette noted that more residents will be impacted along the haul route 
than what Monarch mentioned and the roads will be heavily impacted. 
Dave Tefft, 15898 Co Rd 28, Brush, CO. is against this project. He wants to see this parcel kept as 
farmland. He noted that this area does have drainage issues after heavy rains. Dave mentioned that the 
Tomato Plant next door to this location had an explosion followed by a fire a few weeks ago. He noted 
that it took the fire department 20 minutes to get the location. Also, the nearby Pawnee Power Plant had a 
coal fire recently. Dave mentioned that he understands that these things happen and they can’t always be 
placed under control as planned or extinguished in a timely manner. He is concerned that this is too close 
to residences and can pose a dangerous threat to the lives of his family and community. 
Robert L. Pennington, 16415 Co Rd 28, Brush, CO. mentioned that he spoke to Dale Colerick with the 
City of Brush. Dale informed him that the water to be used was Quality Water at 40 gallons per minute, 
24/7, 365 days per year. This is a significant amount of water in that timeframe. Robert was concerned if 
tax subsidized money will be used to build this plant? Will the average consumers water bill go up? Will 
the hyrdrogen plant pay the same amount as the average consumer does for water? How many trucks will 
be used during construction? Will the speed limit be reduced or controlled? Where will the transmission 
lines run? He noted that as an appraiser, he has seen some companies grow large and then file bankruptcy 
to where the landowner is stuck with the cleanup or watches it die in place. Robert suggests some form of 
insurance for projects like this. He would like to see a list of other cities where Monarch has put in these 
plants before so they can be contacted to see what the pluses and negatives of a project like this are. 
Karina Graulus, mother lives at 14700 Co Rd 29, Brush, CO. She is concerned about the potential 
added traffic to the road and the current road conditions for the farmers as well as the proposed 
employees. She would like to know if the road will be widened and who will maintain it? Karina 
expressed concern over what will be injected in to the wells especially in a flood area next to the 
irrigation ditch and the Beaver Creek. 
Chris Ley, Brush, CO. 19490 Co Rd 27, Brush, CO. owns the farm directly to the north of this 
proposed project location. The Leys object to this project. Chris expressed concern over unanswered 
questions that she has and feels that Monarch does not have the answers for. She noted that Monarch was 
a new company in 2021 and may not have the credentials for this project. The Leys are concerned that the 
injection wells may contaminate the ground water and also the safety concerns of moving the large farm 
equipment down the roads and dealing with the semis that also will come down that road to the proposed 
project location. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT CLOSED 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION WITH THE APPLICANT: 
Blake Johnson discussed the process of how the raw water utilized for this project is handled and later 
injected back in to the ground. He noted that Monarch is working with FEMA about the floodplain area 
and the next steps in the process. Monarch is awaiting the rules for the Federal Tax Credit for production 
of hydrogen and that is the only taxing supplement for this project. Monarch is a newer company and has 
recently secured a Series A funding for this project. All development and construction in to the operation 
period will be privately funded. Blake spoke about the community benefits and jobs that this project will 
create for the area. A facility such as this will help to make utility availablity more consistent on the grid. 
Monarch has been working in coordination with Road and Bridge to determine the haul route and will 
also enter in to a Road Use Agreement when the time comes. 
Danielle Murphy explained the scope of hydrogen production, storage and safety to the Board and 
general public in attendance. Safety is critical and the rigor on safety is higher since it is a newer 
technology and needs to be treated differently than other traditional fuels. Hydrogen can embrittle 
materials, however, this can be mitigated by using appropriate materials accordingly. Electrolysis has 
been around for over 100 years on scales larger than what Monarch is proposing.  
Clayton Miller asked about the purity of the water after being processed. 
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Blake Johnson explained that various minerals and metals are contained in the groundwater. Monarch 
has a process to where they need to meet certain purity standards for the equipment. Monarch has had 
discussions with the City of Brush about their planned facility. It is Monarchs understanding that the 
depth of that well will be below any water that will be used for drinking by several thousand feet. 
Nathan Troudt asked if Monarch has held any community meetings prior to this application being 
submitted? 
Blake Johnson explained that several discussions have taken place with the different entities that would 
have interest in this project. Notification was sent out via mail. Blake attempted phone calls to all the 
individuals on that list as well as residences that fell outside of that ¼ mile threshold. This was all 
attempted by Monarch prior to the notification that was sent out this weekend by the County. 
Nathan Troudt asked if any of this feedback that we are seeing tonight came out prior to these 
conversations? 
Blake Johnson explained that several discussions had taken place as well as a discussion with Dale 
Colerick with the City of Brush. He passed along concerns from various community members. A separate 
meeting was set up with one of the previous speakers from tonight’s meeting, addressing her concerns. 
Danielle Murphy came along to attempt to address her concerns from a safety perspective. Blake believes 
that there were 2-3 conversations with her.  
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington asked about the Floodplain Regulations 3-770. 
Morgan County Attorney, Kathryn Sellars, referred Robert to the Consultants overview included in the 
packet regarding this matter. This is beyond the scope of this hearing. That is why the suggested condition 
is in the staff report that they have to obtain the floodplain permit. It is a significant hurdle. Monarch will 
have to bring the property out of the floodplain or get a letter of map revision from FEMA. That is 
beyond the scope of this Board. Kathryn clarified for the record, that the injection well is not part of this 
application. The injection well is proposed and ran by the City of Brush and not Monarch. It is on the 
same property but is not part of the leased premises to Monarch. Kathryn read Section 3-770. 
Robert Pennington asked Blake if he could elaborate on what studies have or haven’t been completed 
thus far. 
Blake Johnson stated that they have performed a Drainage and Runoff Study Controlled Plan as part of 
the application. The Site Plan in the packet is where the drainage basin came from. It is to accomm  odate 
for flooding events that could impact the site. “Specifically to the FEMA floodplain issue, we are 
currently working with environmental engineering groups to further understand that process of what we 
would need to go through with FEMA.” 
Vice Chairman Robert Pennington asked, with addressing number 2, what does that cover? Is that a 
more in depth look at their Site Plan along with the floodplain elevation and what it could affect?   
Nicole Hay noted that she relies on Morgan County’s Consultant. The plans and studies that they gave us 
were done in 2D modeling. Beaver Creek floodplain was done with 1D modeling. So they can’t be 
compared as apples to apples. FEMA requires a 1D model. They will have to determine if this project will  
increase or decrease the floodplain by 0.3 feet. If that is the case then they need to apply for a letter of 
map revision. Several things need to be done first before they come to MCPZ to do the permit. They need 
to be working with FEMA, more modeling, looking at their Site Plans, Stormwater, etc. 
Clayton Miller asked what is a typical life span of a facility like this? 
Blake Johnson mentioned that the lease is intended to cover the useful life of the project. 
Clayton Miller asked if Monarch is perceiving a 30 year lease? 
Blake Johnson stated that the 35 year lease that they would be putting in place with the City of Brush, is 
a set amount of time with extensions that can be implemented throughout the lease as the facility is up 
and running. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
 
Nathan Troudt moved to continue this public hearing until the next meeting on December 11th, 2023, 
and the public comment portion of the public hearing will not be closed. 
Allyn Wind seconded the motion.   
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Allyn Wind, Clayton Miller, Robert Pennington, Dave Musgrave and Nathan Troudt voted yes with  
Erik Mohrlang voting no. 
Motion carried 5-1. 
 
This application will be tabled until the next Planning Commission on December 11th, 2023. 
 
Erik Mohrlang motioned to adjourn the meeting.  
Dave Musgrave seconded the motion. 
Motion carried 6-0. 
Meeting was adjourned at 9:30 P.M. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Cheryl Brindisi,, Planning and Zoning Administrative Assistant 
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