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N O  C O N S U LT A T I O N

Northern Water leaders hope a "no surprises" approach can shake the 
shroud of distrust left behind by the contentious Thornton pipeline public 
review process, [NISP project manager Carl] Brouwer said.

They plan to talk to every resident in the pipeline path and "demystify the 
process" before county commissioners review the route.

-Fort Collins Coloradan, March 21, 2019 



T H O R N T O N  W A T E R  P R O J E C T  R E J E C T E D



L U C  1 4 . 1 0 ( D ) ( 1 )

The proposal is consistent with the master plan and 
applicable intergovernmental agreements affecting 
land use and development.

Not met.



L U C  1 4 . 1 0 ( D ) ( 4 )

The proposal will not have a significant adverse affect on 
or will adequately mitigate significant adverse affects on 
the land on which the proposal is situated and on lands 
adjacent to the proposal.

Not met.



L U C  1 4 . 1 0 ( D ) ( 1 1 )

The proposal demonstrates a reasonable balance 
between the costs to the applicant to mitigate 
significant adverse affects and the benefits achieved by 
such mitigation. 

Not met.



L U C  1 4 . 1 0 ( A )

The applicant must submit a complete and sufficient 
application that is consistent with the submittal 
requirements that are stated at the pre-application 
conference. 

Not met.
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