July 2, 2025

Daniel Parcher
Tara and Kent Hallahan
Andrew and Nicky Rainbolt

The Aspen Brook Board has received your most recent request of June 23 in which you advised that the Board denied your request “to finish the ADR meeting.”  In our view, while the meeting was accidentally terminated because of Zoom’s policy on time limits without a subscription, all of your topics were thoroughly discussed.  

In addition, you subsequently attended the Board meeting on the same day, April 29, which was open to all owners.  At that meeting, you exercised your right to express your concerns and you proceeded to reiterate your concerns/issues from the private April 29 meeting to the Board and owners in attendance.  Hence we believe your issues/concerns were fully disclosed and addressed.

You had two concerns/issues: 1) that “the Board incorrectly stated that we see a correlation between one night rentals and transient rule violations”; and 2) “that the Board review the complaint against the Werders submitted by Nathan Welton last summer.”

Regarding item 1), during our meeting on April 29, the Board clarified that the referenced correlation represented the opinions of the new Board members, and this item was then opened for discussion among the owners and other Board members to seek their views.  Both owners and Board members in attendance expressed their opinions.  Andrew was also in attendance and expressed his opinion.  During that open discussion, an owner suggested that a survey be sent to owners to solicit their opinions on this subject.  As we stated earlier and in our meeting, each and every owner is entitled to their opinion.  We are not asking that you withdraw your opinion and neither should we be forced to withdraw our opinions.  This issue was fully discussed in our meeting.  Hence no follow up was deemed warranted.

At the meeting of April 29, you then informed the Board of your second concern: that the Board review the complaint against the Werders submitted by Nathan Welton last summer.   A discussion then ensued regarding the details of the complaints.  It was during that discussion that the meeting ended prematurely.  However, your stated objective was to inform the Board of the complaint against the Werders and this objective was accomplished.  Hence no follow up meeting was needed on this topic as well.  


In any case, you have requested records of the Board’s action not to accept your request for a further meeting.  You are not entitled to any communications between the Board and its attorney because these are protected by the attorney-client privilege.  You are entitled to Board communications related to the decision to send you our letter of May 12.  These emails are attached for your reference.
