From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
2D Pro Statement
Monday, September 21, 2020 10:07:47 AM
Pro Statement for Ballot Measure 2D.docx

Sam:
Attached is the pro statement submitted by the proponents of ballot measure 2D, with my
edits. Please let me know what you think. I've asked Steve and Cheryl for the average monthly
residential charge, which I recall is about $2. I'll insert after I get your edits and then I'll send to
Dianne and you can send to whomever your working with at the County Clerk's office.
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: Discussion of Xcel Settlement issues

From:
To:
Subject:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: HOLD Boulder Meeting with Xcel

From:
To:
Subject:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: HOLD Boulder Meeting with Xcel

From:
To:
Subject:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: HOLD- Finalizing Settlement Agreement with Xcel team

From:
To:
Subject:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: HOLD- Finalizing Settlement Agreement with Xcel team

From:
To:
Subject:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: Xcel updates

From:
To:
Subject:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas
Accepted: Xcel updates

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Yates, Bob; Brautigam, Jane; Gehr, David; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Weaver, Sam; Haddock, Kathy
CONFIRMED Xcel updates in place of United Team Meeting

Call in information

Participant:
Participant Call in #: (303) 441-3000 or 3000
Participant Meeting #: 50826501 (press #)

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Yates, Bob; Brautigam, Jane; Gehr, David; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Weaver, Sam; Haddock, Kathy
CONFIRMED Xcel updates in place of United Team Meeting

Call in information

Participant:
Participant Call in #: (303) 441-3000 or 3000
Participant Meeting #: 50826501 (press #)

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Agurries, Desiree
Calls
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:55:40 AM

Tom:
Just checking in on the scheduling of calls today with Sam on the Xcel negotiations and with
Mark on the initiative ordinance.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Chamber Piece
Monday, July 20, 2020 6:03:11 PM
Chamber21.7.20.pdf

Sam:
As discussed, attached is the piece that I wrote at the request of the Chamber.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Declined: Xcel updates

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carr, Thomas
Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob; Catanach, Steve; Haddock, Kathy; Gehr, David; Koehn, Jonathan; Sandoval, Emily;
Telischak, Lex; Lehrman, Matthew
Brautigam, Jane
Discussion of Xcel Settlement issues

This seems to have fallen off of my calendar. We were meeting every Thursday at 2. Is this okay?
________________________________________________________________________________
Join Microsoft Teams Meeting <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetupjoin/19%3ameeting_M2UxMTc1NWEtZjhjNi00MzdlLWE5YmQtNjFhYzc3NDBlZjc1%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%220a7f94bb40af-4edc-afad-2c1af27bc0f3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%2242a93778-e684-4fbc-96a3-7a39fb90fe10%22%7d>
Learn more about Teams <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting> | Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?
organizerId=42a93778-e684-4fbc-96a3-7a39fb90fe10&tenantId=0a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad2c1af27bc0f3&threadId=19_meeting_M2UxMTc1NWEtZjhjNi00MzdlLWE5YmQtNjFhYzc3NDBlZjc1@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=enUS>
________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carr, Thomas
Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob
Do you have any time to talk about Xcel today?
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:13:00 AM

Tom Carr
Boulder City Attorney
(303) 441-3020
(pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob; Bob Yates
FW: FYI--Xcel Attempting to Undermine Colorado Carbon Goals at CDPHE (July 2020)
Thursday, July 23, 2020 10:41:55 AM
image001.png

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: lglustrom <lglustrom@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 2:12 PM
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: KC Becker <repkcbecker@gmail.com>; Edie Hooton <ediehooton@gmail.com>; Steve Fenberg
<steve@stevefenberg.org>; Boulder County Board of Commissioners
<commissioners@bouldercounty.org>; Mike Foote <senatorfoote@gmail.com>
Subject: FYI--Xcel Attempting to Undermine Colorado Carbon Goals at CDPHE (July 2020)

External Sender
Below is from a trusted source...Gotta say, I've seen this more often than I can count-Big PR effort to "say one thing" and then do another in complicated agency processes...
Just saying...
There is a stakeholder process underway at the Air Division to determine how electric utilities –
particularly Xcel – will demonstrate compliance with the emission reductions required by Clean
Energy Plans (80% below 2005 levels by 2030).
In particular, Xcel has been pushing to increase it’s emissions budget in 2030, so that it’s not
required to reduce emissions by 80%. There are two major ways the utility is doing this:
1. Xcel wants a “blank check” to emit additional carbon pollution associated with any
electrification of buildings or transportation that happens between now and 2030. To be
clear, WRA supports beneficial electrification, but thinks Xcel should meet – or at least try to
meet - those electrification loads with clean renewables. We don’t want beneficial
electrification to enable Xcel to continue operating their fossil plants.
2. Xcel wants to count emission reductions associated with wholesale customers that were
customers in 2005, but have since left Xcel’s system, like IREA, Holy Cross, and Black Hills
Energy. This is also problematic – those customers’ energy loads (and emissions) still exist,
they are just being served by someone else’s power plant. Allowing Xcel to count those

emissions lets them off the hook for achieving deeper, real reductions.

Leslie Glustrom
Boulder, Colorado
720-341-3154-cell

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
FW: Presentation and Council packet regarding economic losses in Boulder
Saturday, May 2, 2020 11:45:39 AM
2C_Financial_Update_Presentation-1-20200428.pdf
Agenda_2020_4_28_Meeting(627)(2).pdf
image001.png
image002.png

Bob,
I meant to CC you.
Cheers,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Weaver, Sam
Sent: Saturday, May 2, 2020 11:36 AM
To: Grano, Jill <Jill.Grano@mail.house.gov>; Sally Anderson (sally.anderson@mail.house.gov)
<sally.anderson@mail.house.gov>
Cc: Joe Neguse (joeneguse@gmail.com) <joeneguse@gmail.com>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Castillo, Carl <CastilloC@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Presentation and Council packet regarding economic losses in Boulder
Jill, Sally, and Joe,
Find attached the presentation from our April 28 Council meeting, as well as our agenda packet for
the meeting. These documents cover:
1. Economic outlook for Boulder from Richard Woebbekind
2. Boulder business survey on COVID impacts (1,250 business responses)
3. Negative revenue impacts and service impacts on the City of Boulder from COVID-19
Thanks for your interest in these documents, and your advocacy in DC!
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From:
To:
Subject:

Carr, Thomas on behalf of Joyce, Heidi
Yates, Bob; Lehrman, Matthew; Telischak, Lex; Sandoval, Emily; Nading, Laurie; Gichon, Yael; Harberg, Robert; Haddock, Kathy; Bennett, Sarah; Elam, Carolyn; Gehr, David; Koehn, Jonathan; Catanach, Steve; Pattelli, Cheryl; Bullock, Bryan; Brautigam, Jane; Taddeucci, Joe;
Castillo, Carl; Carr, Thomas
FW: Re-Purposed United Team Meeting to Prep for 4 pm Meeting with Xcel

Steve, David, Kathy and I are discussing this afternoon’s meeting. Do you have a few minutes to join us?
________________________________________________________________________________
Join Microsoft Teams Meeting <https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/t-59584e83/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2Fl%2Fmeetupjoin%2F19%253ameeting_MmU3YTgwN2QtMzI1ZC00NGE0LTgyNjYtNjgzYTY0ODFlY2M3%2540thread.v2%2F0%3Fcontext%3D%257b%2522Tid%2522%253a%25220a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad-2c1af27bc0f3%2522%252c%2522Oid%2522%253a%2522d1985864-1e56-4383-8f52d5f48fd60ac5%2522%257d&data=02%7C01%7CCarrT%40bouldercolorado.gov%7C6e599e84c2444160b28208d83e4822dd%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C637327826821778599&sdata=gjwY5RjDyucw4KG4IxoysfUyRHmTtDTr1ZylQrMjIMc%3D&reserved=0>
+1 720-593-3714 <tel:+1%20720-593-3714,,827275309#>    United States, Denver (Toll)
Conference ID: 827 275 309#
Local numbers <https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdialin.teams.microsoft.com%2F8d898b42-b0fe-4d61-a9a4a8af5e6ee1c4%3Fid%3D827275309&data=02%7C01%7CCarrT%40bouldercolorado.gov%7C6e599e84c2444160b28208d83e4822dd%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C637327826821778599&sdata=87%2FAjTidpZZDS70AsSbFMrEftWXsAGEKdmN6Zgv2cEY%3D&reserved=0> | Reset PIN
<https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?
url=https%3A%2F%2Fmysettings.lync.com%2Fpstnconferencing&data=02%7C01%7CCarrT%40bouldercolorado.gov%7C6e599e84c2444160b28208d83e4822dd%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C637327826821788543&sdata=GX%2BKItA9edfLzxiofLNFbMHIzfFLA4N6WsCPb5esp78%3D&reserved=0>
| Learn more about Teams <https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?
url=https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FJoinTeamsMeeting&data=02%7C01%7CCarrT%40bouldercolorado.gov%7C6e599e84c2444160b28208d83e4822dd%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C637327826821788543&sdata=z9SjqWNo3f4Ue%2FS6trlYNUvTaCh7%2Flb00np2Z25WggI%3D&reserved=0> |
Meeting options <https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2FmeetingOptions%2F%3ForganizerId%3Dd1985864-1e56-4383-8f52-d5f48fd60ac5%26tenantId%3D0a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad2c1af27bc0f3%26threadId%3D19_meeting_MmU3YTgwN2QtMzI1ZC00NGE0LTgyNjYtNjgzYTY0ODFlY2M3%40thread.v2%26messageId%3D0%26language%3DenUS&data=02%7C01%7CCarrT%40bouldercolorado.gov%7C6e599e84c2444160b28208d83e4822dd%7C0a7f94bb40af4edcafad2c1af27bc0f3%7C0%7C0%7C637327826821798509&sdata=YMs1pt9mdZS0GahlCos3tmNYCM9znEeMicCnXbWgGVg%3D&reserved=0>
________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Subject:

Carr, Thomas on behalf of Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J
Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob; Carr, Thomas; Gehr, David; Agurries, Desiree
FW: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Distribution Planning

Do you want David at this meeting?

-----Original Appointment----From: Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J <hollie.velasquez@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 8:28 AM
To: Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J; Carr, Thomas; Agurries, Desiree
Subject: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Distribution Planning
When: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 8:00 AM-9:00 AM (UTC-07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Zoom Meeting (Details Below)

-----Original Appointment----From: Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J <hollie.velasquez@xcelenergy.com <mailto:hollie.velasquez@xcelenergy.com> >
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 8:15 AM
To: Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J; Agurries, Desiree
Subject: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Distribution Planning
When: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 8:00 AM-9:00 AM (UTC-07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Zoom Meeting (Details Below)

External Sender
Join Zoom Meeting
https://zoom.us/j/4558080498?pwd=NUJFWFQwWXpWT1FJdXNscHUycXJOdz09

Meeting ID: 455 808 0498
Password: holliezoom

One tap mobile
+12532158782,,4558080498#,,1#,782138# US (Tacoma)
+13462487799,,4558080498#,,1#,782138# US (Houston)

Dial by your location
        +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
        +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
        +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose)
        +1 301 715 8592 US (Germantown)
        +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
        +1 929 205 6099 US (New York)
Meeting ID: 455 808 0498
Password: 782138
Find your local number: https://zoom.us/u/ab2uXHflmW

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Fw: Afternoon
Friday, May 8, 2020 2:42:00 PM

FYI

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 8, 2020 2:32 PM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: Re: Afternoon

Thanks much Alice. I'll make sure Patrick has Colleen's contact information.
I had expected to receive and to be able to review the city's draft of a joint press release by
this morning, so that your team could be looking at it by now. But, as you may have seen,
Patrick coincidentally announced his resignation yesterday to take a position with PERA. While
Patrick will still be with the city for a couple more weeks, the transition to his successor may
have slowed things down a bit. I'll check the status now and get back to you with what I find
out.
Best,
Bob

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Friday, May 8, 2020 1:52 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Afternoon

External Sender
Bob,
I wanted to make sure I didn’t miss it, but it seems I don’t have the contact information for Patrick in
your communications area. Just in case it is easier, here is Colleen’s contact information if you’d like
to pass it to Patrick.
Colleen Mahoney
Group Manager PR & Media Relations
(612)330-6940
Colleen.M.Mahoney@xcelenergy.com
Regards,

Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Yates, Bob
Fw: CCE Resolution
Monday, January 6, 2020 8:19:45 AM

Post on Hotline. Add "could" before ultimately.

From: Young, Mary <YoungM@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Sunday, January 5, 2020 10:35 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: CCE Resolution

How about this?
"The City of Boulder supports the CCE Study Bill while acknowledging that a majority of the
Boulder voters have requested that city staff continue to explore the creation of a local
electric utility.
CCE could also result in more choice for all communities in Colorado and ultimately
accelerate our state’s ability to achieve its clean energy goals.”
Resolution language:
The City of Boulder supports the CCE Study Bill while affirming its ongoing commitment to
create a
local electric utility. In fact CCE is complementary to municipalization because it may result
in more
choice for all communities in Colorado, and ultimately accelerate our state’s ability to achieve
its clean
energy goals.
Mary Dolores Young
Member of City Council
C: 303-501-2439
YoungM@bouldercolorado.gov
http://www.bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Fw: Muni or Not Discussions
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:52:09 AM

FYI, especial on the handcuffs that Denver accepted. Lesson learned.
Bob

From: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:37 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Hi Bob,
Appreciate your thinking on this issue. To your first point, I 100% agree. I had a strong reaction to the issue of Xcel
wanting us to discuss our policy positions on state issues in advance, or more importantly, limit our ability to advocate
for certain issues. Our colleagues in Denver have a similar situation where they did agree to a similar provision. It has
caused quite a few problems in staff engaging in proceedings at regulatory agencies (PUC, CDPHE), at the legislature, and
in general program outreach. They are required to run everything through the mayors office which is then run by Xcel
first. Not only is it a slow process, most of the activities are “denied” . I also fear the implications to our policy coalition
CC4CA. Even though there are 35 participating communities, we are most often looked to for guidance and direction on
policy positions for the group. I would not want to jeopardize the efforts of that organization in any way.
To your second question, I do not believe the rule can be waived by Xcel. We have asked these questions previously,
and understandably, Xcel’s answer was no. There is the ability to “enhance” a project with other technologies (storage,
microgrid, etc.), making a project a potential candidate for a Section 123 project, which is the “innovative” category. In
this instance, an argument could be made to the PUC to waive the requirements. There are other work-a-rounds we are
exploring with the grid group like aggregating the load’s from multiple meters. Hopefully we can make some progress,
as it is an important issue for us looking forward.
Bob, I also wanted to take the opportunity to say thank you for your leadership on this issue. I’m hopeful we can find an
agreeable solution through this process that helps us accelerate our efforts locally. Fingers crossed.
Warmly,
Jonathan
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 12:07 PM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Muni or Not Discussions

Thanks so much Jonathan. I'm sure I've asked this question before, and one of these times the answer will stick
with me. Your reply is immensely helpful. It re-enforces in my mind the need for the city to preserve the right to
advocate for state law changes, even if those are not necessarily in Xcel's interests (as Xcel wants us to do in the
proposed settlement agreement).
Your Lumos example made be wonder if the 120% rule can be waived by Xcel. A quick look at Section 124 did not
surface a waivable exception to me, but I may have missed it. If the rule can be waived, is it at Xcel's discretion,
or are there criteria? I'm sure that you're already factoring this into your current grid modernization discussions

with Xcel, but it would seem that relief from this rule would be pretty important to us, for the reasons you state.
Best,
Bob
From: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2020 11:41 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions

Hi Bob, sorry for the slow response. I was mostly out of pocket this weekend…

Regarding the 120% Rule:
Yes, the 120% rule is codified in the Colorado Revised Statutes , Title 40, Section 124 which is the Renewable
Energy Standard. The rule sets a system capacity limit for IOU customers of 120% of the customers annual
consumption. The specific language states:
…”retail distributed generation shall provide electric energy primarily to serve the customer's load and shall be
sized to supply no more than one hundred twenty percent of the average annual consumption of electricity by the
customer at that site. For purposes of this subparagraph (VIII), the customer's "site" includes all contiguous
property owned or leased by the customer without regard to interruptions in contiguity caused by easements,
public thoroughfares, transportation rights-of-way, or utility rights-of-way”
The City has been actively working to either increase the restriction or remove for some time. While we have
been unsuccessful, we have been able to chip away at it slightly. A few notable examples:
1. We worked to add supplemental language in the definition (above) that relates to contiguous property, as

CU (and many large “campus style” customers) are traditionally seen one premise, and thereby limited to
the capacity limit by the one facility where a solar installation occurred. SO CU, Ball Aerospace and other
campus style customers who want to install solar on multiple buildings are now able to do so. That was a
state-wide provision.
2. We’ve included a request to work jointly with Xcel to seek a statutory change to the rule as part of our
previous negotiations.
3. We have tried multiple times to gain legislative support to modify the language, and have been
unsuccessful. We continue to raise the issue in every RES Plan review at the PUC putting the issue in our
Direct testimony.
4. In 2010, I worked to Rep Levey and Paula Connelly from Xcel to write the Community Solar Gardens Bill
that became the nations first community solar program. This was one way to bypass the 120%
requirement for greenfield solar projects, which is commonly referred to as Virtual Net metering.
A bit more detail (offered to provide a deeper dive if you feel inclined to read!):
The 120% rule was added by Xcel as part of the original RES Standard to both limit the amount of Distributed
Generation (DG), and ensure equal access to the standard rebate that was offered at the time. The RESA
(Renewable Energy Standard Adjustment), which is the 2% we all pay on our Xcel bills, is the fund that paid for
the upfront solar rebates. The thinking was that if there was no limit on project size, developers might gobble up
all the available funds with a few large projects. IN addition, Xcel currently relates the 120% rule to how much

energy the sites service can handle. The rule is meant to calculate how many amps can be back fed through the
load site of the existing equipment with a measure of safety. That too can be addressed through service panel
upgrades as part of the project design.
Things are drastically different today. The price of installing solar has so far below what it used to be, Xcel no
longer offers standard rebates to offset the installation cost, and the REC incentives paid to Solar Rewards
customers in cents per kilowatt hour is $0.005/kwh. In other words, customers are not installing solar because of
the very low REC payment. Additionally, the rule never contemplated the increase in load associated with
electrifying our buildings or vehicles. We did work with a broad coalition of stakeholders to add a EV provision.
Xcel is now required to add up to 250 kWh per month to the average historical load with proof of EV purchase,
allowing bit more headroom in the system size.
Finally, the 120% rule is extremely limiting in siting solar in the most beneficial locations. Consider projects
where there is no onsite load like a brownfield or greenfield development. This includes critical facilities that
might become sheltering sites for resilience purposes, like churches, Rec centers etc. They may have limited
annual consumption but with maximized solar and storage, can be a community asset.
I often use the following example to emphasize the impact of the rule: The below image is a Google map capture
of a warehouse at foothills and East Pearl. The site used to be the home of Lumos Solar who asked Xcel
permission to exceed the 120% and cover the flat warehouse roof with solar to design an isolated microgrid that
would serve adjacent loads including the EV charging. Because the load of the tenants in the building was so low,
they were limited to a system that missed the opportunity to take advantage of the exceptional solar potential.
You can see the actual installed project circled in red below:

Final point… In 2015 my office developed An online tool in partnership with NREL and Mapdwell, a clean-tech
spinoff from M.I.T., that allows Boulder residents and business owners to understand the solar potential of their
property and connect with solar resources. The Mapdwell Solar System Boulder’s Solar Tool was used to

determine how much electricity could be generated on a certain property, estimate system costs and payback
times and find solar contractors and rebates. It was also used to evaluate community wide solar potential. The
analysis showed that there is more than 500 megawatts of solar capacity utilizing high-potential rooftops. Many
of those sites will be limited by the current capacity limits unfortunately.
Hopefully this background is helpful. I would be glad to jump on a call and talk this through at a deeper level if
you would like!
Best,
Jonathan

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Saturday, June 13, 2020 11:54 AM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Muni or Not Discussions

Thanks Jonathan. It's interesting to see this historical perspective.
Quick questions that I should know the answers to: Is the 120% on-site renewable generation limit a state law? If
so, what efforts has Boulder made to try to get it changed?
Best,
Bob
From: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 8:27 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: FW: Muni or Not Discussions
Sam and Bob,
Good morning. Jane requested that I forward the two attached documents to the two of you. This is in reference to the
“terms” mentioned by Susan Osborne in a recent email (see the email thread below). I believe they are the documents
she was referring to. Please let me know if you have any questions!
Jonathan
From: Koehn, Jonathan
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 11:13 AM
To: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Jane,

Please find attached two documents that I believe were the basis for much of our conversation during the early part of
our municipalization discussions with Xcel.
The first, titled "Agreement for a Clean Energy Future" is a document that contains 9 specific provisions Boulder was
seeking in June of 2010. Many of these items are no longer relevant, but I believe this was the list Susan was referring
to.
The second document called “Exploring Opportunities for Reaching Boulder’s Energy Future Goals” is the document
that we commonly refer to as the “White Paper”. This was the document that Deb, David Driskell and I put together in
response to Xcel suggesting they didn’t know what we “want.” I actually think much of this document is still relevant,
and is useful in guiding out thinking now.
I can also dig up the very original term sheet items from 2009, but I don’t believe that’s what Susan was looking for. I will
keep searching the archives to make sure there isn’t anything else worth surfacing.
Best,
Jonathan
-----Original Message----From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 3:55 PM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: FW: Muni or Not Discussions
Jonathan, Do you think you can find the 12 requests that Mayor Osborne is talking about?? See below.
Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA – CM
(pronouns: she/her/hers) What's This?
                                                           
O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov
City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov
-----Original Message----From: Susan Osborne <susanna.osborne@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 3:26 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Muni or Not Discussions
External Sender
Dear Sam and Bob,

In reading through some notes from yesterday’s online conversation with Xcel, I was reminded of the 12 requests my
council had for Xcel at the start of our franchise negotiations. As I recall many were simple requests for info sharing,
while others were more complicated and would have required going to the PUC together. Jane is copied on this note in
the hopes that she can put her hands on our list.
Jane and our staff were completely stonewalled by the company at the time, and it felt as though there was never a
serious discussion about our (v reasonable) requests. I am a patient and diplomatic person by nature, but the experience
was both disappointing and aggravating. It led almost the entire council to the point of giving up on Xcel.
If you haven’t looked at our requests, please do. Some may no longer be relevant, but those that I remember should be
a part of the current conversation.
I admit to being puzzled about the timing of the talks with Xcel. We’ve expended such an effort to get to this point legally and tactically- that waiting until the costs are clear seems sensible to me. I trust your judgement tho and of
course wish the best for our wonderful town.
Regards,
Susan
Susan M Osborne
525 College Ave.
Boulder, CO
80302
(720) 340-0159
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan
Huntley, Sarah
Fw: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Group Check In: CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO RULE 408 AND NDA
Thursday, May 28, 2020 7:02:05 AM

Folks:
In light of Xcel's proposed item 3, I wonder if we should have Sarah Huntley join today's call, or
at least the last part of it. Sarah is copied.
Best,
Bob

From: Ihle, Jack <Jack.Ihle@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2020 11:26 PM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Cowan, Neil <Neil.Cowan@xcelenergy.com>; Chacon, Beth J <beth.j.chacon@xcelenergy.com>;
Ream, Lance J <Lance.J.Ream@xcelenergy.com>; Agurries, Desiree
<AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Group Check In: CONFIDENTIAL PURSUANT TO
RULE 408 AND NDA

External Sender
Dear Mayor Weaver, Bob and Alice,
The Boulder and PSCo work teams suggest the following agenda for the group check-in meeting
tomorrow:
1. Overview of the work teams’ proposed “5 week plan” to develop and refine needed
deliverables by early July (Jack and others)
2. “Comprehensive Community Grid Planning” process overview. (Neil and others)
3. Discussion on expectations for community engagement (Jonathan, Hollie, others)
You may well other thoughts. Please let us know if you’d prefer other agenda items.
Best,
Jack Ihle
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Director, Regulatory & Strategic Analysis
1800 Larimer Street, Suite 1400, Denver, CO 80202

P: 303.294.2262
E: jack.ihle@xcelenergy.,com

________________________________________________

XCELENERGY.COM
This e-mail, and any attachments, may contain confidential or private material for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply mail and
delete all copies of this message and any attachments.

-----Original Appointment----From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 7:43 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K; Yates, Bob; Catanach, Steve; GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov; Jonathan Koehn;
Weaver, Sam; Cowan, Neil; Chacon, Beth J; Ihle, Jack; Ream, Lance J; Agurries, Desiree
Subject: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Group Check In
When: Thursday, May 28, 2020 2:00 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Zoom Meeting (Details Below)
Alice Jackson is inviting you to a scheduled Zoom meeting.
Topic: Daily Touch Base
Time: May 28, 2020 02:00 PM Mountain Time (US and Canada)
Join Zoom Meeting
https://xcelenergy.zoom.us/j/95405822587?pwd=V0NyUWZVYnNFRDh4eDYvRVBLVlpMZz09
Meeting ID: 954 0582 2587
Password: 836350
One tap mobile
+16699009128,,95405822587#,,1#,836350# US (San Jose)
+12532158782,,95405822587#,,1#,836350# US (Tacoma)
Dial by your location
        +1 669 900 9128 US (San Jose)
        +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
        +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
        +1 646 558 8656 US (New York)
        +1 301 715 8592 US (Germantown)
        +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
Meeting ID: 954 0582 2587
Password: 836350
Find your local number: https://xcelenergy.zoom.us/u/acSYUnBPPd

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Fw: [Potential SPAM] FW: Empower Our Future (EOF) Letter on Xcel-Boulder Discussions
Friday, May 22, 2020 9:48:12 AM

Sam:
I am reading, but not directly responding to, the various inputs that we have received so far.
But, since Paul asked me specifically to acknowledge his letter, I did so. Just FYI.
Bob

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:43 AM
To: paul.culnan <paul.culnan@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: [Potential SPAM] FW: Empower Our Future (EOF) Letter on Xcel-Boulder Discussions

Paul:
Yes, I did read your letter on Wednesday, and I'm sure other council members did as well. I
won't respond to the requests in the letter point by point, but let me say that many of the
things that you suggest are being discussed. There will be a more formal community
engagement process over the coming weeks, and I do hope you and your colleagues will
participate in that, in addition to the comprehensive letter that you sent this week.
Best regards,
Bob

From: Paul Culnan <paul.culnan@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2020 9:05 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: [Potential SPAM] FW: Empower Our Future (EOF) Letter on Xcel-Boulder Discussions

External Sender
Hi Bob,
I wanted to check in with you in particular because you and Sam are the elected representatives
involved in the discussions with Xcel.
Hopefully you have found time to read the EOF letter and I would like to know your initial
impression.
Thanks,
Paul

Paul Culnan
3555 Silver Plume CT, Boulder CO 80305
720-375-6806
paul.culnan@gmail.com

From: Paul Culnan [mailto:paul.culnan@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 12:11 PM
To: 'council@bouldercolorado.gov'
Cc: 'slounsberry@dailycamera.com'; 'editorial@boulderweekly.com'; 'boulderbeatnews@gmail.com';
'jkohler@denverpost.com'; 'markjaffe70@gmail.com'; 'allen.best@comcast.net'; 'conorjmay@gmail.com'
Subject: Empower Our Future (EOF) Letter on Xcel-Boulder Discussions

[When I sent this yesterday I forgot to give the e-mail a subject line. Having heard absolutely no
response, I am sending it again. I apologize.]
Dear Council and Others—
We have attached an extended letter from Empower Our Future regarding discussions between
Boulder and Xcel.
We are anxious to reduce carbon emissions and build a local, distributed electrical generation
system, but we fear that discussions with Xcel are not likely to be fruitful unless Xcel is very seriously
willing to be a true partner in achieving Boulder's energy goals as we've laid out.
We appreciate the City Council's oversight on these discussions and ask that citizens be included in
the process as quickly as possible to ensure the best possible outcome.
Sincerely,
Paul Culnan and Conor May for Empower Our Future

Paul Culnan
720-375-6806
paul.culnan@gmail.com
Connor May
conorjmay@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Fwd: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
Saturday, May 9, 2020 9:50:34 PM

Let’s discuss in the morning.
Begin forwarded message:
From: "Jackson, Alice K" <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Date: May 9, 2020 at 8:54:49 PM MDT
To: "Yates, Bob" <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>, "Weaver, Sam"
<weavers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Settlement Discussion: Franchise


External Sender
After reading the franchise and thinking about it a bit, we will be able to work
with a 5 year check in.
Alice

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Brautigam, Jane; Carr, Thomas; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan
Weaver, Sam
Fwd: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
Saturday, May 9, 2020 9:52:05 PM

FYI
Begin forwarded message:
From: "Jackson, Alice K" <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Date: May 9, 2020 at 8:54:49 PM MDT
To: "Yates, Bob" <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>, "Weaver, Sam"
<weavers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Settlement Discussion: Franchise


External Sender
After reading the franchise and thinking about it a bit, we will be able to work
with a 5 year check in.
Alice

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
Fwd: Your email
Friday, September 11, 2020 7:34:13 PM
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png

Let’s discuss tomorrow before I write my emails to Jane and Phil. The lack of any
identification of quantitative criteria that we could show to our community and anyone can
interpret is bugging me. I think of the emissions criteria that we established in our negotiations
with Xcel as a potential model.
Thanks,
Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Mobile: 303-416-6130
Begin forwarded message:
From: Frances Draper <Frances.Draper@colorado.edu>
Date: September 11, 2020 at 6:53:16 PM MDT
To: "Weaver, Sam" <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Your email


Dear Sam:
Thank you for your reply and questions. Here are the answers as I know them be
right now, and we can provide further information later:
The statement that “we have determined that 90% of our students would be in
Boulder even if we were fully online” was my error as it represented anecdotal
information from conversations with current students, but no survey. My
apologies! What we do know is that our fall 2019 data showed that over 25,000
of our students lived in the Boulder community, which is fairly stable year in and
year out. Additionally, it is typical that the majority of leasing agreements are
signed between November and January each year and do not provide flexibility
for early termination without financial penalty. While some off-campus students
did return home last March, many stayed in Boulder.   
On the next topic, shifting modes of operation, as Patrick O’Rourke stated in our
last meeting, is dependent on a number of factors looking at conditions external
and internal to the campus. We are particularly looking at whether the rate of

infection is surpassing our resources to respond to cases. We are also in constant
communication with Boulder County Public Health on discussions related to
whether to isolate and quarantine classroom and facilities. Decisions related to
the quarantining of off-campus facilities, like fraternity and sorority houses, are
based upon the county’s investigations and determination.
Additionally, as soon as it is adopted, we will work with the county on aligning
with the new criteria under Safer at Home framework. Under that framework,
institutions of higher education across the state would be expected to transition
between operational statuses based upon a number of factors, including the rate
of infection in the community, an increasing rate of positive tests, the utilization
of hospital resources, the epidemiological trend, and transmission risk factors that
may substantially worsen virus transmission in a community. If the data indicates
that a change in Safer at Home status may be indicated, we will collaborate with
the county and CDPHE in those discussions and in presenting mitigation
strategies.
Since we began planning for this academic year, we’ve recognized that it’s not a
dichotomous decision of just “remote versus in person.” We would consider
temporary remote instruction and other options before we would move fully
remote for the rest of the semester.
In our consultations with public health authorities, we are mindful of the fact that
abruptly closing campus could contribute to the spread of infection by taking
students from their residential environments and sending them to their
communities of origin. Consequently, we would need to evaluate the impact of
any change in status upon overall community health needs.
Finally, we are looking at Mary’s data request, and conferring with the county on
the data that it has reported on the ethnicity of the persons whom it reports as
being COVID-positive. We should note that the county does not collect ethnicity
data as part of its testing process, but instead that this is information is gathered
only through its contact tracing process if a person who is interviewed chooses to
disclose it. We operate our testing and contact tracing in coordination with the
county and will be determining what information we possess that would respond
to Mary’s request. We expect to get back to you early next week.
We too appreciate that tensions are high and that we need to stay in close
coordination, which we are committed to doing. Please feel free to share this
email with other council members and staff as you feel appropriate.

Kind Regards,
Frances

Frances Draper

Senior Strategic Advisor: Government and Community Engagement
University of Colorado Boulder
Boulder, Colorado 80309
O 303 492 4504
C 303 775 3192

From: "Weaver, Sam" <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Date: Friday, September 11, 2020 at 11:39 AM
To: Frances Draper <frances.draper@colorado.edu>, "dawnreinfeld@me.com"
<dawnreinfeld@me.com>
Cc: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>, Office of the Chancellor
<Chancellor@Colorado.EDU>, "CUBoardofRegents@cu.edu"
<CUBoardofRegents@cu.edu>, Patrick O’Rourke
<patrick.orourke@colorado.edu>, Dan Harrison <dan.nederland@gmail.com>,
'Teddy Weverka' <weverka@gmail.com>, Faan Tone Liu <faan.tone@gmail.com>,
"Zayach, Jeff" <jzayach@bouldercounty.org>
Subject: RE: Your email
Frances and other CU staff,
I appreciate the detailed and coordinated response to Ms. Reinfeld’s questions.
And to Ms. Reinfeld I will say that I am personally very sorry for your family’s loss, and
all of the associated pain and trauma. As someone with two of my family members
currently in assisted living situations, I know the concern and stress these times have
added to those situations.
The response from the university has raised a few questions for me.

1. The email message from Frances Draper states: “ We have determined that 90%
of our students would be in Boulder even if we were fully online instead of in a
hybrid mode.” I would like to understand the sources of data which support this
statement. While I do know that many college students who are in a fully online learning mode are operating in independent pods, my understanding is that

they are fairly distributed around the country and not necessarily concentrated
around college campuses. I think it would be helpful for future planning
coordination to understand how the university has come to the conclusion
stated in the response.
2. Another question that I have is around the four modes of operation designated
on the CU website here: https://www.colorado.edu/roadmap/modes-operation
It appears that CU is in the Expanded mode, which is the second least stringent
of the four modes described. What would be the triggers to decide internally to
move to a more restricted mode? The website mentions state-level restriction
changes as one potential trigger, but that is an externally-imposed
circumstance. The website also states factors which could lead to moving to the
next level of stringency: “These constraints may include limitations on our
testing, notification and ability to isolate.” What would be the criteria for moving
from the current Expanded mode into the Limited mode?
Boulder County is now in its third spike in COVID cases since the pandemic arrived here
in March, and I know that other Council members as well as myself are interested in
making sure that we are tracking all of the data available on impacts. Council Member
Young had asked for the following information on Monday afternoon:
“I would like to see your data on COVID testing and positive test results disaggregated
by race and ethnicity separately for students, faculty and front line staff. It would be
helpful to include rate of testing and total number of tests as well as percentages for
each (students, faculty, front line staff). I do understand that off campus students are
not being tested and that many faculty members are teaching mostly remotely.”
“Should your data show disparities similar to what Boulder County Public Health
presented, please summarize your strategies for addressing them.”
Is there a timeline for responding to these questions from Council Member Young?
I appreciate CU’s cooperation in navigating these unprecedented times, and want to
make sure that we are keeping our lines of communication wide open.
Many thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: frances.draper@colorado.edu <Frances.Draper@colorado.edu>
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2020 1:05 PM
To: dawnreinfeld@me.com
Cc: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Council
<council@bouldercolorado.gov>; Office of the Chancellor
<Chancellor@Colorado.EDU>; CUBoardofRegents@cu.edu; Patrick T. O'Rourke
<patrick.orourke@colorado.edu>
Subject: Your email

External Sender
Dear Ms. Reinfeld,
Thank you for reaching out to Bob Yates, the Chancellor and our Board of Regents. As you know, Bob
forwarded your communication to him to Patrick O’Rourke and me and the Chancellor also
forwarded your email to him and the Regents. I have been asked to respond on behalf of all of us so
you receive a coordinated reply. First, our sincere condolences for the loss of your step-father. We
understand the severe impact COVID has had on this community and we know how important this is
for you and so many families with elders in residential care facilities.
Second, please know that we are working diligently to reduce the risk of the virus spreading on
campus and in the broader Boulder community. During this global pandemic, we are working to do
our part to mitigate risks to all. I encourage you to review our detailed plan - Road Map to Fall 2020.
There you can also view our COVID-19-Ready Dashboard, which will provide you with numbers of
surveillance tests, diagnostic tests, cases identified and use of quarantine beds. It is important to
note that in college towns around the country, even where colleges are fully online, students have
chosen to move there with friends, live in their apartment or house and do their classes on line
there. We have determined that 90% of our students would be in Boulder even if we were fully
online instead of in a hybrid mode.
To get directly to your concerns about student behavior off campus (parties), I assure you we are and
will continue to take action, and to that end are working with many partners in support of
compliance.
The Road Map includes new Student Code of Conduct requirements, expanded collaboration with
the city of Boulder, Boulder Police Department and other key organizations and new processes all of
which are maximizing enforcement of compliance with public health orders:
●      Our Student Code of Conduct was amended to require students to follow public health
orders on and off campus as well as newly developed campus policies while on campus.
Students found responsible for violating these expectations face a range of sanctions.
●      For any student, upon receiving a first violation for hosting or attending a party, the
consequences are:
○      Two-week prohibition from coming on campus
○      Probation, which can have serious impacts on future plans to study abroad or
attend graduate school, and a required education program

●      A second violation for hosting a party can lead to suspension
●      A host of new efforts, processes and partnerships are helping us hold students
accountable for their off-campus behavior, including:
○      Asking community members to report such behavior, with appropriate
details, directly to our reporting form. With that information in hand, our staff
from the Office of Student Conduct will follow up directly with the students.
○      Development of collaborative relationships with the Boulder Area Rental
Housing Association (BARHA) and an increasing number of property managers and
landlords who are assisting in informing students of public health orders and
informing CU and lease co-signers (typically parents) when they are notified by the
city of violations on their properties.
○      Weekly meetings with representatives from the city, Boulder County Public
Health and BPD to discuss the effectiveness of our joint efforts and evaluate the
need for potential additional efforts.
○      CU Police Chief Jokerst has been working closely with the Boulder Police Chief
Herold, resulting in:
■      Joint patrols Thursdays, Fridays and Saturdays the first several
weeks of the semester and joint response to complaints about student
parties.
■      Expedited release of citations by Boulder Police to CU Student
Conduct & Conflict Resolution, which in turn expedites our contact with
noncompliant students through the conduct process.
■      CUPD’s contribution of half the cost to Boulder PD of adding officers
and overtime for Hill patrols during the first several weeks of the
semester.
■      CU is now informed by BPD when properties receive warnings ,
allowing CU Student Conduct to take interventions steps promptly in
meetings with the students.
●      Through these and other efforts as of Sept. 1:
○      Assistant Dean of Students/Student Conduct has met directly with 35
students from eight properties that received warnings from the Boulder Police
Department to address off campus noncompliant behavior
○      Assistant Dean of Students is in the process of meeting with four more
properties from this past weekend
○      30 students are currently in the conduct process for nuisance party or noise
violations
○      12 properties going through nuisance abatement process with the city in
addressing student behavior and neighborhood/BPD complaints

●      Additionally, regarding the unaffiliated (with CU) fraternities which have held parties
on the Hill:
○      You may have seen the more recent article in the Camera and the Denver
Post about the crack down by the Undergraduate Interfraternity Council on the
fraternities who had held parties, indicating that in addition to CU’s efforts directly
with students, our efforts with the IFC have also been effective.
○      Reports of parties held by the unaffiliated Greek fraternities on the Hill have
been sent by CU to Mr. Marc Stine, IFC on the Hill Greek Advocate, and efforts for
a greater level of collaboration with IFC on the Hill seem to be bearing fruit.
○      Regardless, these are CU students. If CU receives or identifies the names of
responsible persons or student leadership of the IFC chapter, Student Conduct will
adjudicate to hold those students accountable.
●      And our messaging to students remains firm, as you can read In the August 27
message from Vice Chancellor for Students Affairs Akirah Bradley.
Thank you for reaching out. We do understand your concerns and assure you that these concerns
are shared by CU Boulder leadership and throughout the institution, including the vast majority of
our students. We are collectively and individually members of the Boulder community and want to
protect each other and our fellow community members.
Kind Regards,

Frances Draper

Senior Strategic Advisor: Government and Community Engagement
University of Colorado Boulder
Boulder, Colorado 80309
O 303 492 4504
C 303 775 3192

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
Fwd: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
Saturday, September 19, 2020 7:09:20 PM

Bob, if you have time, let’s discuss the thread below. I will send one more.
Thanks,
Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Mobile: 303-416-6130
Begin forwarded message:
From: Steve Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net>
Date: September 19, 2020 at 5:05:18 PM MDT
To: "Weaver, Sam" <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
 Well, that’s nonsense —
TABOR explicitly states that its election requirements cover an “extension of an
expiring tax”. It’s right in section (4), which I copied from TABOR at the bottom
of the email.

(4) REQUIRED ELECTIONS. Starting November 4,
1992, districts must have voter approval in advance
for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies, any new tax, tax
rate increase, mill levy above that for the prior
year, valuation for assessment ratio increase
for a property class, or extension of an
expiring tax, or a tax policy change directly
causing a net tax revenue gain to any district.
(b) Except for refinancing district bonded debt
at a lower interest rate or adding new
employees to existing district pension plans,
creation of any multiple-fiscal year direct or
indirect district debt or other financial
obligation whatsoever without adequate
present cash reserves pledged irrevocably and
held for payments in all future fiscal years.

On Sep 19, 2020, at 5:01 PM, Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:
I think the argument is that this is not a TABOR issue...
Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Mobile: 303-416-6130
On Sep 19, 2020, at 4:51 PM, Steve Pomerance
<stevepom335@comcast.net> wrote:
 Thanks Sam.
Gehr and Toro missed the critically important statement
in this case — it’s at the bottom of the section B in the
Supreme Court’s decision.
The Supreme Court said it explicitly — “all [TABOR]
ballot issues must comply with subsections (i) and (v)…”
And subsection (v) contains the “for and against” 500
word statement requirement. I don’t know how it could
be any clearer.
No one is arguing that an extension is the same as an
increase, which is the only point that Gehr and Toro are
making.
What I am arguing is that extensions still fall under
certain of TABOR’s requirements but not all, just like the
Supreme Court says.
I have to say that this sounds like a repeat of the petition
debacle — Carr passes judgement without knowing the
law, and then asks his staff to cover for him when it turns
out he was wrong.
Steve

Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b)(i)-(v). While all ballot
issues must comply with subsections (i) and (v), an
election for a tax increase must also comply with

subsections (ii) and (iii). Id. Section (3)(c) also requires
ballot titles for tax increases to begin "SHALL
(DISTRICT) TAXES BE INCREASED (first, or if
phased in, final, full fiscal year dollar increase)
ANNUALLY...?" Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(c). The
requirements in sections (3)(b) and (3)(c) apply
explicitly to tax increases but make no mention of tax
extensions. See id.

On Sep 19, 2020, at 4:29 PM, Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:
Steve,
Here is the legal analysis from David Gehr and
Luis Toro:
The Supreme Court construed TABOR
in Bruce v. City of Colo. Springs, 129 P.3d 988,
996-97 (Colo. 2006)
“After examining the various arguments for an
expanded reading of ‘increase,’ we reject these
arguments in favor of the plain language of section
(3). We are not persuaded by Bruce's suggestion
that section (4)(a) serves as a definitional provision
for section (3), nor by his assertion that the plain
meaning of "increase" should be liberally
construed in place of its plain and ordinary
meaning. In sum, we find no compelling reason to
deviate from the plain language of Amendment 1
entailing the adoption of an expansive definition of
the term "increase" to encompass "extension."
The election notice provisions serve to inform the
voters, and an unnecessarily broad definition of
"increase" would lead to potential confusion in
contravention of that purpose. Accordingly, we
reject the trial court's legal determination that an
extension of an expiring tax is equivalent to a tax
increase. Consistent with this finding, the
additional ballot title requirements of section (3)
that apply to tax increases do not apply to Issue
1A. Therefore, we reverse the order of the trial
court granting summary judgment for Bruce.“

From the same case: “The requirements in

sections (3)(b) and (3)(c) apply explicitly to tax
increases but make no mention of tax
extensions.”
Because the pro-con statement requirement
contained in Section (3)(b), which the Colorado
Supreme Court said in Bruce do not apply to tax
extensions, we are correct not to include procon statements in the booklet for the UOT tax
repurpose and extension.
Cheers,

Sam Weaver
<image001.png>
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Pomerance, Stephen
<stevepom335@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 4:21 PM
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: possible missing pro and con
statements on the UOT extension

External Sender
To the Council:
A friend asked me on Thursday whether
Pro/Con statements are required for all tax
ballot measures. My friend raised this issue
because the City’s Election page did not
request them except for the Evictions tax
increase measure. (That page is copied below.)
I wasn’t sure, so I looked up TABOR on Lexis
(copied in full at the bottom of this email) and
also what seemed to be an important case
distinguishing tax increases from tax extensions
with regard to what TABOR requires, which was
in the Lexis Case Notes below the actual
statutory language. (Amusingly, Doug Bruce,

who wrote TABOR, was representing himself
against the City of Colorado Springs…)
My conclusion is that the “for and against”
statements required in TABOR — Colorado
Constitution, Art. X, Sec. 20. (3)(b)(v) — appear
to be required for tax extensions, such as the
UOT measure, as well as for tax increases, such
as the Evictions measure. But the standard
TABOR language of “shall taxes be increase…” is
not required in the ballot measure.
So on Thursday, I suggested that this lack of
“for and against” statements might be an issue
to the City Clerk and also the City Manager, and
also to some folks in the CAO as well as to few
of you on Friday. FYI, so far I have not received
a substantive response, not that I am owed
one.
In any case, if I were in your shoes, I would
pursue this issue ASAP and fully satisfy
yourselves as to what is required, given the 45
day timing requirements in TABOR.
Below are some cuts from what appears to be
the relevant case. They seem pretty clear to me
— any tax extension ballot measure must be
included in the TABOR Notice, and must have
500 word “for and against" statements, and
these “for and against” statements must be
filed 45 days before the election.
But I could be wrong, and there may be some
other case law that goes in the other direction,
or whatever...
Regards,
Steve Pomerance
*****

From:

Bruce v. City of Colorado Springs, 129
P.3d 988 (Colo. 2006)
Supreme Court of Colorado
https://www.courtlistener.com/opinion/2633241/brucev-city-of-colorado-springs/
Here the Court is discussing the part of
TABOR (Article X, Sec. 20) that identifies what
items TABOR requires to gain voter approval.
Note that an “extension of an expiring tax”
like the UOT extension, requires approval at a
TABOR election. This “Section (4)” is part of
TABOR.
Section (4) states in relevant part:
... districts must have voter approval in
advance for: (a) Unless (1) or (6)
applies [annual district revenue is less
than annual payments on general
obligation bonds, pensions, and final
court judgments, or in case of
emergency], any new tax, tax rate
increase, mill levy above that for the
prior year, valuation for assessment
ratio increase for a property class,
or extension of an expiring tax, or a tax
policy change directly causing a net tax
revenue gain to any district.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(4) (emphasis
added).

Here the Court is making distinctions between
what Notices are required for
tax extensions versus tax increases. Note that
at the bottom of this section, the Court states
that all TABOR ballot issues, including tax
extensions, must comply with the Notice
requirements in (i) which includes the ballot
title and text, and in (v) which has the 500
word summaries for and against and must be
delivered to the “election officer” by 45 days
before the election:

"While all ballot issues must comply
with subsections (i) and (v), an
election for a tax increase must also
comply with subsections (ii) and
(iii)."

B.
Section (3) requires election notice titles to
state in order of preference: "NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES/TO
INCREASE DEBT/ON A CITIZEN
PETITION/ON A REFERRED MEASURE."
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b). Accordingly,
election notice titles for tax increases must
begin with the phrase "NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE
TAXES." Id. The subsections of section (3)
(b) go on to specify additional
requirements for election notices:
(i) The election date, hours, ballot title,
text, and local election office address
and telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded
debt increases, the estimated or actual
total of district fiscal year spending for
the current year and each of the past
four years, and the overall percentage
and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each
proposed district tax increase, district
estimates of the maximum dollar
amount of each increase and of district
fiscal year spending without the
increase.
(iv) For proposed district bonded debt,
its principal amount and maximum
annual and total district repayment
cost, and the principal balance of total
current district bonded debt and its
maximum annual and remaining total
district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words
each, one for and one against the
proposal, of written comments filed
with the election officer by 45 days
before the election. No summary shall
mention names of persons or private

groups, nor any endorsements of or
resolution against the proposal.
Petition representatives following these
rules shall write this summary for their
petition. The election officer shall
maintain and accurately summarize all
other relevant written comments. The
provisions of the subparagraph (v) do
not apply to a statewide ballot issue,
which is subject to the provisions of
section 1(7.5) of article V of this
constitution.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b)(i)(v). While all ballot issues must comply
with subsections (i) and (v), an election for
a tax increase must also comply with
subsections (ii) and (iii). Id. Section (3)(c)
also requires ballot titles for tax increases
to begin "SHALL (DISTRICT) TAXES BE
INCREASED (first, or if phased in, final,
full fiscal year dollar increase)
ANNUALLY...?" Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)
(c). The requirements in sections (3)(b)
and (3)(c) apply explicitly to tax increases
but make no mention of tax extensions. See
id.
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Pro/Con Statements - Deadline
NOON on September 18
Any registered elector in the City of Boulder
may submit a Pro/Con statement regarding
the "No Evictions Without Representation
ballot mesaure that will then be summarized
and included in the TABOR Notice. The
deadline for submitting is NOON on Friday,
September 18.  
Statements are limited to no more than 500
words and shall not mention names of
persons or private groups, nor any
endorsements of or resolutions against the

proposal. Statements must be emailed in a
Word-type format to Pam Davis, Acting City
Clerk,
at cityclerkstaff@bouldercolorado.gov .
NOTE : Each statement MUST be signed by a
City of Boulder registered voter and include
their address where they are registered to
vote in order to be accepted.

City Ballot Measures for Nov. 3, 2020
General Election
Boulder voters will determine the fate of five
city ballot issues on the Nov. 3, 2020,
general election:
2B  No Evictions Without
Representation   (Ballot Issue)
2C  Public Service Company Franchise
2D  Repurpose the Utility Occupation
Tax
2E  Direct Election of the Mayor
2F  Charter Amendment Related to the
Boulder Arts Commission   
*****

Section 20. THE
TAXPAYER'S BILL OF
RIGHTS
(1) GENERAL PROVISIONS. This section takes effect
December 31, 1992 or as stated. Its preferred
interpretation shall reasonably restrain most the
growth of government. All provisions are selfexecuting and severable and supersede conflicting
state constitutional, state statutory, charter, or other
state or local provisions. Other limits on district
revenue, spending, and debt may be weakened only
by future voter approval. Individual or class action
enforcement suits may be filed and shall have the
highest civil priority of resolution. Successful
plaintiffs are allowed costs and reasonable attorney
fees, but a district is not unless a suit against it be
ruled frivolous. Revenue collected, kept, or spent
illegally since four full fiscal years before a suit is
filed shall be refunded with 10% annual simple
interest from the initial conduct. Subject to judicial
review, districts may use any reasonable method for
refunds under this section, including temporary tax
credits or rate reductions. Refunds need not be

proportional when prior payments are impractical to
identify or return. When annual district revenue is
less than annual payments on general obligation
bonds, pensions, and final court judgments, (4)(a)
and (7) shall be suspended to provide for the
deficiency.
(2) TERM DEFINITIONS. Within this section:
(a) "Ballot issue" means a non-recall petition
or referred measure in an election.
(b) "District" means the state or any local
government, excluding enterprises.
(c) "Emergency" excludes economic
conditions, revenue shortfalls, or district
salary or fringe benefit increases.
(d) "Enterprise" means a government-owned
business authorized to issue its own revenue
bonds and receiving under 10% of annual
revenue in grants from all Colorado state and
local governments combined.
(e) "Fiscal year spending" means all district
expenditures and reserve increases except, as
to both, those for refunds made in the current
or next fiscal year or those from gifts, federal
funds, collections for another government,
pension contributions by employees and
pension fund earnings, reserve transfers or
expenditures, damage awards, or property
sales.
(f) "Inflation" means the percentage change in
the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics
Consumer Price Index for Denver-Boulder, all
items, all urban consumers, or its successor
index.
(g) "Local growth" for a non-school district
means a net percentage change in actual
value of all real property in a district from
construction of taxable real property
improvements, minus destruction of similar
improvements, and additions to, minus
deletions from, taxable real property. For a
school district, it means the percentage
change in its student enrollment.
(3) ELECTION PROVISIONS. (a) Ballot issues shall be
decided in a state general election, biennial local
district election, or on the first Tuesday in November
of odd-numbered years. Except for petitions,
bonded debt, or charter or constitutional provisions,
districts may consolidate ballot issues and voters
may approve a delay of up to four years in voting on
ballot issues. District actions taken during such a
delay shall not extend beyond that period.
(b) At least 30 days before a ballot issue
election, districts shall mail at the least cost,

and as a package where districts with ballot
issues overlap, a titled notice or set of notices
addressed to "All Registered Voters" at each
address of one or more active registered
electors. The districts may coordinate the
mailing required by this paragraph (b) with
the distribution of the ballot information
booklet required by section 1 (7.5) of article V
of this constitution in order to save mailing
costs. Titles shall have this order of
preference:"NOTICE OF ELECTION TO
INCREASE TAXES/TO INCREASE DEBT/ON A
CITIZEN PETITION/ON A REFERRED
MEASURE." Except for district voter-approved
additions, notices shall include only:
(i) The election date, hours, ballot title,
text, and local election office address
and telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded
debt increases, the estimated or actual
total of district fiscal year spending for
the current year and each of the past
four years, and the overall percentage
and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each
proposed district tax increase, district
estimates of the maximum dollar
amount of each increase and of district
fiscal year spending without the
increase.
(iv) For proposed district bonded debt,
its principal amount and maximum
annual and total district repayment
cost, and the principal balance of total
current district bonded debt and its
maximum annual and remaining total
district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words
each, one for and one against the
proposal, of written comments filed
with the election officer by 45 days
before the election. No summary shall
mention names of persons or private
groups, nor any endorsements of or
resolutions against the proposal.
Petition representatives following
these rules shall write this summary for
their petition. The election officer shall
maintain and accurately summarize all
other relevant written comments. The
provisions of this subparagraph (v) do
not apply to a statewide ballot issue,
which is subject to the provisions of

section 1 (7.5) of article V of this
constitution.
(c) Except by later voter approval, if a tax
increase or fiscal year spending exceeds any
estimate in (b)(iii) for the same fiscal year, the
tax increase is thereafter reduced up to 100%
in proportion to the combined dollar excess,
and the combined excess revenue refunded in
the next fiscal year. District bonded debt shall
not issue on terms that could exceed its share
of its maximum repayment costs in (b)(iv).
Ballot titles for tax or bonded debt increases
shall begin, "SHALL (DISTRICT) TAXES BE
INCREASED (first, or if phased in, final, full
fiscal year dollar increase) ANNUALLY...?" or
"SHALL (DISTRICT) DEBT BE INCREASED
(principal amount), WITH A REPAYMENT COST
OF (maximum total district cost), ...?"
(4) REQUIRED ELECTIONS. Starting November 4,
1992, districts must have voter approval in advance
for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies, any new tax, tax
rate increase, mill levy above that for the prior
year, valuation for assessment ratio increase
for a property class, or extension of an
expiring tax, or a tax policy change directly
causing a net tax revenue gain to any district.
(b) Except for refinancing district bonded debt
at a lower interest rate or adding new
employees to existing district pension plans,
creation of any multiple-fiscal year direct or
indirect district debt or other financial
obligation whatsoever without adequate
present cash reserves pledged irrevocably and
held for payments in all future fiscal years.
(5) EMERGENCY RESERVES. To use for declared
emergencies only, each district shall reserve for
1993 1% or more, for 1994 2% or more, and for all
later years 3% or more of its fiscal year spending
excluding bonded debt service. Unused reserves
apply to the next year's reserve.
(6) EMERGENCY TAXES. This subsection grants no
new taxing power. Emergency property taxes are
prohibited. Emergency tax revenue is excluded for
purposes of (3)(c) and (7), even if later ratified by
voters. Emergency taxes shall also meet all of the
following conditions:
(a) A 2/3 majority of the members of each
house of the general assembly or of a local
district board declares the emergency and
imposes the tax by separate recorded roll call
votes.
(b) Emergency tax revenue shall be spent only

after emergency reserves are depleted, and
shall be refunded within 180 days after the
emergency ends if not spent on the
emergency.
(c) A tax not approved on the next election
date 60 days or more after the declaration
shall end with that election month.
(7) SPENDING LIMITS. (a) The maximum annual
percentage change in state fiscal year spending
equals inflation plus the percentage change in state
population in the prior calendar year, adjusted for
revenue changes approved by voters after 1991.
Population shall be determined by annual federal
census estimates and such number shall be adjusted
every decade to match the federal census.
(b) The maximum annual percentage change
in each local district's fiscal year spending
equals inflation in the prior calendar year plus
annual local growth, adjusted for revenue
changes approved by voters after 1991 and
(8)(b) and (9) reductions.
(c) The maximum annual percentage change
in each district's property tax revenue equals
inflation in the prior calendar year plus annual
local growth, adjusted for property tax
revenue changes approved by voters after
1991 and (8)(b) and (9) reductions.
(d) If revenue from sources not excluded from
fiscal year spending exceeds these limits in
dollars for that fiscal year, the excess shall be
refunded in the next fiscal year unless voters
approve a revenue change as an offset. Initial
district bases are current fiscal year spending
and 1991 property tax collected in 1992.
Qualification or disqualification as an
enterprise shall change district bases and
future year limits. Future creation of district
bonded debt shall increase, and retiring or
refinancing district bonded debt shall lower,
fiscal year spending and property tax revenue
by the annual debt service so funded. Debt
service changes, reductions, (1) and (3)(c)
refunds, and voter-approved revenue changes
are dollar amounts that are exceptions to, and
not part of, any district base. Voter-approved
revenue changes do not require a tax rate
change.
(8) REVENUE LIMITS. (a) New or increased transfer
tax rates on real property are prohibited. No new
state real property tax or local district income tax
shall be imposed. Neither an income tax rate
increase nor a new state definition of taxable income
shall apply before the next tax year. Any income tax

law change after July 1, 1992 shall also require all
taxable net income to be taxed at one rate,
excluding refund tax credits or voter-approved tax
credits, with no added tax or surcharge.
(b) Each district may enact cumulative
uniform exemptions and credits to reduce or
end business personal property taxes.
(c) Regardless of reassessment frequency,
valuation notices shall be mailed annually and
may be appealed annually, with no
presumption in favor of any pending
valuation. Past or future sales by a lender or
government shall also be considered as
comparable market sales and their sales
prices kept as public records. Actual value
shall be stated on all property tax bills and
valuation notices and, for residential real
property, determined solely by the market
approach to appraisal.
(9) STATE MANDATES. Except for public education
through grade 12 or as required of a local district by
federal law, a local district may reduce or end its
subsidy to any program delegated to it by the
general assembly for administration. For current
programs, the state may require 90 days notice and
that the adjustment occur in a maximum of three
equal annual installments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
Fwd: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
Saturday, September 19, 2020 7:09:52 PM

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Mobile: 303-416-6130
Begin forwarded message:
From: Steve Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net>
Date: September 19, 2020 at 5:10:10 PM MDT
To: "Weaver, Sam" <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
 And if it were that simple — that TABOR doesn’t apply to tax extensions — the
Supreme Court would have not spent so many pages on the distinction between
increases and extensions, and just said it in one line.
The issue in the Bruce case was exactly about what parts of TABOR apply to
what, not whether it does or doesn’t.
And they concluded, correctly, is that TABOR doesn’t have the same rules for a
tax extension as for a tax increase. But it does have rules — the Notice, the for
and against, etc.

On Sep 19, 2020, at 5:05 PM, Steve Pomerance
<stevepom335@comcast.net> wrote:
Well, that’s nonsense —
TABOR explicitly states that its election requirements cover an
“extension of an expiring tax”. It’s right in section (4), which I copied
from TABOR at the bottom of the email.

(4) REQUIRED ELECTIONS. Starting
November 4, 1992, districts must

have voter approval in advance for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies,
any new tax, tax rate
increase, mill levy above that
for the prior year, valuation
for assessment ratio increase
for a property class, or
extension of an expiring tax,
or a tax policy change directly
causing a net tax revenue
gain to any district.
(b) Except for refinancing
district bonded debt at a
lower interest rate or adding
new employees to existing
district pension plans,
creation of any multiple-fiscal
year direct or indirect district
debt or other financial
obligation whatsoever
without adequate present
cash reserves pledged
irrevocably and held for
payments in all future fiscal
years.

On Sep 19, 2020, at 5:01 PM, Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:
I think the argument is that this is not a TABOR issue...
Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Mobile: 303-416-6130
On Sep 19, 2020, at 4:51 PM, Steve
Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net>
wrote:
 Thanks Sam.
Gehr and Toro missed the critically
important statement in this case — it’s at the
bottom of the section B in the Supreme
Court’s decision.

The Supreme Court said it explicitly — “all
[TABOR] ballot issues must comply with
subsections (i) and (v)…” And subsection
(v) contains the “for and against” 500 word
statement requirement. I don’t know how it
could be any clearer.
No one is arguing that an extension is the
same as an increase, which is the only point
that Gehr and Toro are making.
What I am arguing is that extensions still
fall under certain of TABOR’s requirements
but not all, just like the Supreme Court says.
I have to say that this sounds like a repeat of
the petition debacle — Carr passes
judgement without knowing the law, and
then asks his staff to cover for him when it
turns out he was wrong.
Steve

Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b)(i)-(v). While
all ballot issues must comply with
subsections (i) and (v), an election for a tax
increase must also comply with subsections
(ii) and (iii). Id. Section (3)(c) also requires
ballot titles for tax increases to begin
"SHALL (DISTRICT) TAXES BE
INCREASED (first, or if phased in, final,
full fiscal year dollar increase)
ANNUALLY...?" Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)
(c). The requirements in sections (3)(b)
and (3)(c) apply explicitly to tax increases
but make no mention of tax extensions. See
id.

On Sep 19, 2020, at 4:29 PM,
Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.go
v> wrote:

Steve,
Here is the legal analysis from
David Gehr and Luis Toro:
The Supreme Court construed
TABOR in Bruce v. City of Colo.
Springs, 129 P.3d 988, 996-97
(Colo. 2006)
“After examining the various
arguments for an expanded reading
of ‘increase,’ we reject these
arguments in favor of the plain
language of section (3). We are not
persuaded by Bruce's suggestion that
section (4)(a) serves as a definitional
provision for section (3), nor by his
assertion that the plain meaning of
"increase" should be liberally
construed in place of its plain and
ordinary meaning. In sum, we find
no compelling reason to deviate
from the plain language of
Amendment 1 entailing the adoption
of an expansive definition of the
term "increase" to encompass
"extension."
The election notice provisions serve
to inform the voters, and an
unnecessarily broad definition of
"increase" would lead to potential
confusion in contravention of that
purpose. Accordingly, we reject the
trial court's legal determination that
an extension of an expiring tax is
equivalent to a tax increase.
Consistent with this finding, the
additional ballot title requirements
of section (3) that apply to tax
increases do not apply to Issue 1A.
Therefore, we reverse the order of
the trial court granting summary
judgment for Bruce.“

From the same case: “The
requirements in sections (3)(b)
and (3)(c) apply explicitly to tax
increases but make no mention of
tax extensions.”

Because the pro-con statement
requirement contained in Section
(3)(b), which the Colorado
Supreme Court said in Bruce do
not apply to tax extensions, we
are correct not to include pro-con
statements in the booklet for the
UOT tax repurpose and extension.
Cheers,

Sam Weaver
<image001.png>
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Pomerance, Stephen
<stevepom335@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, September 19,
2020 4:21 PM
To: Council
<council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: possible missing pro and
con statements on the UOT
extension

External Sender
To the Council:
A friend asked me on Thursday
whether Pro/Con statements are
required for all tax ballot
measures. My friend raised this
issue because the City’s Election
page did not request them except
for the Evictions tax increase
measure. (That page is copied
below.)
I wasn’t sure, so I looked up
TABOR on Lexis (copied in full at

the bottom of this email) and also
what seemed to be an important
case distinguishing tax increases
from tax extensions with regard to
what TABOR requires, which was
in the Lexis Case Notes below the
actual statutory language.
(Amusingly, Doug Bruce, who
wrote TABOR, was representing
himself against the City of
Colorado Springs…)
My conclusion is that the “for and
against” statements required in
TABOR — Colorado Constitution,
Art. X, Sec. 20. (3)(b)(v) — appear
to be required for tax extensions,
such as the UOT measure, as well
as for tax increases, such as the
Evictions measure. But the
standard TABOR language of
“shall taxes be increase…” is not
required in the ballot measure.
So on Thursday, I suggested that
this lack of “for and against”
statements might be an issue to
the City Clerk and also the City
Manager, and also to some folks
in the CAO as well as to few of you
on Friday. FYI, so far I have not
received a substantive response,
not that I am owed one.
In any case, if I were in your
shoes, I would pursue this issue
ASAP and fully satisfy yourselves
as to what is required, given the
45 day timing requirements in
TABOR.
Below are some cuts from what
appears to be the relevant case.
They seem pretty clear to me —
any tax extension ballot measure

must be included in the TABOR
Notice, and must have 500 word
“for and against" statements, and
these “for and against”
statements must be filed 45 days
before the election.
But I could be wrong, and there
may be some other case law that
goes in the other direction, or
whatever...
Regards,
Steve Pomerance
*****

From:

Bruce v. City of Colorado
Springs, 129 P.3d 988
(Colo. 2006)
Supreme Court of Colorado
https://www.courtlistener.com/o
pinion/2633241/bruce-v-city-ofcolorado-springs/
Here the Court is discussing the
part of TABOR (Article X, Sec. 20)
that identifies what items TABOR
requires to gain voter approval.
Note that an “extension of an
expiring tax” like the UOT
extension, requires approval at a
TABOR election. This “Section
(4)” is part of TABOR.
Section (4) states in relevant
part:
... districts must have voter
approval in advance for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies

[annual district revenue is
less than annual payments
on general obligation
bonds, pensions, and final
court judgments, or in case
of emergency], any new
tax, tax rate increase, mill
levy above that for the prior
year, valuation for
assessment ratio increase
for a property class, or
extension of an expiring
tax, or a tax policy change
directly causing a net tax
revenue gain to any district.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(4)
(emphasis added).

Here the Court is making
distinctions between what
Notices are required for tax
extensions versus tax increases.
Note that at the bottom of this
section, the Court states that all
TABOR ballot issues, including
tax extensions, must comply with
the Notice requirements in (i)
which includes the ballot title
and text, and in (v) which has the
500 word summaries for and
against and must be delivered to
the “election officer” by 45 days
before the election:
"While all ballot issues
must comply with
subsections (i) and (v), an
election for a tax increase
must also comply with
subsections (ii) and (iii)."

B.
Section (3) requires election
notice titles to state in order of
preference: "NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE

TAXES/TO INCREASE
DEBT/ON A CITIZEN
PETITION/ON A REFERRED
MEASURE." Colo. Const. art.
X, § 20(3)(b). Accordingly,
election notice titles for tax
increases must begin with the
phrase "NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE
TAXES." Id. The subsections of
section (3)(b) go on to specify
additional requirements for
election notices:
(i) The election date, hours,
ballot title, text, and local
election office address and
telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district
tax or bonded debt
increases, the estimated or
actual total of district fiscal
year spending for the
current year and each of the
past four years, and the
overall percentage and
dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal
year of each proposed
district tax increase, district
estimates of the maximum
dollar amount of each
increase and of district
fiscal year spending
without the increase.
(iv) For proposed district
bonded debt, its principal
amount and maximum
annual and total district
repayment cost, and the
principal balance of total
current district bonded
debt and its maximum
annual and remaining total
district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to
500 words each, one for
and one against the
proposal, of written

comments filed with the
election officer by 45 days
before the election. No
summary shall mention
names of persons or private
groups, nor any
endorsements of or
resolution against the
proposal. Petition
representatives following
these rules shall write this
summary for their petition.
The election officer shall
maintain and accurately
summarize all other
relevant written comments.
The provisions of the
subparagraph (v) do not
apply to a statewide ballot
issue, which is subject to
the provisions of section
1(7.5) of article V of this
constitution.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b)
(i)-(v). While all ballot
issues must comply with
subsections (i) and (v), an
election for a tax increase must
also comply with subsections
(ii) and (iii). Id. Section (3)(c)
also requires ballot titles for
tax increases to begin "SHALL
(DISTRICT) TAXES BE
INCREASED (first, or if
phased in, final, full fiscal year
dollar increase)
ANNUALLY...?" Colo. Const.
art. X, § 20(3)(c). The
requirements in sections (3)(b)
and (3)(c) apply explicitly to
tax increases but make no
mention of tax extensions. See
id.
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Pro/Con Statements Deadline NOON on
September 18
Any registered elector in the
City of Boulder may submit a
Pro/Con statement regarding
the "No Evictions Without
Representation ballot mesaure
that will then be summarized
and included in the TABOR
Notice. The deadline for
submitting is NOON on Friday,
September 18.  
Statements are limited to no
more than 500 words and shall
not mention names of persons or
private groups, nor any
endorsements of or resolutions
against the proposal.
Statements must be emailed in a
Word-type format to Pam Davis,
Acting City Clerk, at
cityclerkstaff@bouldercolorado.
gov .
NOTE : Each statement MUST be
signed by a City of Boulder
registered voter and include
their address where they are
registered to vote in order to be
accepted.

City Ballot Measures for
Nov. 3, 2020 General
Election
Boulder voters will determine
the fate of five city ballot issues
on the Nov. 3, 2020, general
election:
2B  No Evictions Without
Representation   (Ballot
Issue)
2C  Public Service
Company Franchise

2D  Repurpose the Utility
Occupation Tax
2E  Direct Election of the
Mayor
2F  Charter Amendment
Related to the Boulder
Arts Commission   
*****

Section 20. THE
TAXPAYER'S
BILL OF RIGHTS
(1) GENERAL PROVISIONS. This
section takes effect December 31,
1992 or as stated. Its preferred
interpretation shall reasonably
restrain most the growth of
government. All provisions are selfexecuting and severable and
supersede conflicting state
constitutional, state statutory,
charter, or other state or local
provisions. Other limits on district
revenue, spending, and debt may be
weakened only by future voter
approval. Individual or class action
enforcement suits may be filed and
shall have the highest civil priority
of resolution. Successful plaintiffs
are allowed costs and reasonable
attorney fees, but a district is not
unless a suit against it be ruled
frivolous. Revenue collected, kept,
or spent illegally since four full fiscal
years before a suit is filed shall be
refunded with 10% annual simple
interest from the initial conduct.
Subject to judicial review, districts
may use any reasonable method for
refunds under this section, including
temporary tax credits or rate
reductions. Refunds need not be
proportional when prior payments
are impractical to identify or return.
When annual district revenue is less
than annual payments on general
obligation bonds, pensions, and
final court judgments, (4)(a) and (7)
shall be suspended to provide for

the deficiency.
(2) TERM DEFINITIONS. Within this
section:
(a) "Ballot issue" means a
non-recall petition or
referred measure in an
election.
(b) "District" means the state
or any local government,
excluding enterprises.
(c) "Emergency" excludes
economic conditions,
revenue shortfalls, or district
salary or fringe benefit
increases.
(d) "Enterprise" means a
government-owned business
authorized to issue its own
revenue bonds and receiving
under 10% of annual revenue
in grants from all Colorado
state and local governments
combined.
(e) "Fiscal year spending"
means all district
expenditures and reserve
increases except, as to both,
those for refunds made in the
current or next fiscal year or
those from gifts, federal
funds, collections for another
government, pension
contributions by employees
and pension fund earnings,
reserve transfers or
expenditures, damage
awards, or property sales.
(f) "Inflation" means the
percentage change in the
United States Bureau of
Labor Statistics Consumer
Price Index for DenverBoulder, all items, all urban
consumers, or its successor
index.
(g) "Local growth" for a nonschool district means a net
percentage change in actual
value of all real property in a
district from construction of
taxable real property
improvements, minus
destruction of similar

improvements, and additions
to, minus deletions from,
taxable real property. For a
school district, it means the
percentage change in its
student enrollment.
(3) ELECTION PROVISIONS. (a)
Ballot issues shall be decided in a
state general election, biennial local
district election, or on the first
Tuesday in November of oddnumbered years. Except for
petitions, bonded debt, or charter
or constitutional provisions, districts
may consolidate ballot issues and
voters may approve a delay of up to
four years in voting on ballot issues.
District actions taken during such a
delay shall not extend beyond that
period.
(b) At least 30 days before a
ballot issue election, districts
shall mail at the least cost,
and as a package where
districts with ballot issues
overlap, a titled notice or set
of notices addressed to "All
Registered Voters" at each
address of one or more
active registered electors.
The districts may coordinate
the mailing required by this
paragraph (b) with the
distribution of the ballot
information booklet required
by section 1 (7.5) of article V
of this constitution in order
to save mailing costs. Titles
shall have this order of
preference:"NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE
TAXES/TO INCREASE
DEBT/ON A CITIZEN
PETITION/ON A REFERRED
MEASURE." Except for district
voter-approved additions,
notices shall include only:
(i) The election date,
hours, ballot title, text,
and local election
office address and
telephone number.
(ii) For proposed

district tax or bonded
debt increases, the
estimated or actual
total of district fiscal
year spending for the
current year and each
of the past four years,
and the overall
percentage and dollar
change.
(iii) For the first full
fiscal year of each
proposed district tax
increase, district
estimates of the
maximum dollar
amount of each
increase and of district
fiscal year spending
without the increase.
(iv) For proposed
district bonded debt,
its principal amount
and maximum annual
and total district
repayment cost, and
the principal balance
of total current district
bonded debt and its
maximum annual and
remaining total district
repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up
to 500 words each,
one for and one
against the proposal,
of written comments
filed with the election
officer by 45 days
before the election. No
summary shall
mention names of
persons or private
groups, nor any
endorsements of or
resolutions against the
proposal. Petition
representatives
following these rules
shall write this
summary for their
petition. The election
officer shall maintain

and accurately
summarize all other
relevant written
comments. The
provisions of this
subparagraph (v) do
not apply to a
statewide ballot issue,
which is subject to the
provisions of section 1
(7.5) of article V of this
constitution.
(c) Except by later voter
approval, if a tax increase or
fiscal year spending exceeds
any estimate in (b)(iii) for the
same fiscal year, the tax
increase is thereafter
reduced up to 100% in
proportion to the combined
dollar excess, and the
combined excess revenue
refunded in the next fiscal
year. District bonded debt
shall not issue on terms that
could exceed its share of its
maximum repayment costs in
(b)(iv). Ballot titles for tax or
bonded debt increases shall
begin, "SHALL (DISTRICT)
TAXES BE INCREASED (first, or
if phased in, final, full fiscal
year dollar increase)
ANNUALLY...?" or "SHALL
(DISTRICT) DEBT BE
INCREASED (principal
amount), WITH A
REPAYMENT COST OF
(maximum total district cost),
...?"
(4) REQUIRED ELECTIONS. Starting
November 4, 1992, districts must
have voter approval in advance for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies,
any new tax, tax rate
increase, mill levy above that
for the prior year, valuation
for assessment ratio increase
for a property class, or
extension of an expiring tax,
or a tax policy change directly
causing a net tax revenue
gain to any district.

(b) Except for refinancing
district bonded debt at a
lower interest rate or adding
new employees to existing
district pension plans,
creation of any multiple-fiscal
year direct or indirect district
debt or other financial
obligation whatsoever
without adequate present
cash reserves pledged
irrevocably and held for
payments in all future fiscal
years.
(5) EMERGENCY RESERVES. To use
for declared emergencies only, each
district shall reserve for 1993 1% or
more, for 1994 2% or more, and for
all later years 3% or more of its
fiscal year spending excluding
bonded debt service. Unused
reserves apply to the next year's
reserve.
(6) EMERGENCY TAXES. This
subsection grants no new taxing
power. Emergency property taxes
are prohibited. Emergency tax
revenue is excluded for purposes of
(3)(c) and (7), even if later ratified
by voters. Emergency taxes shall
also meet all of the following
conditions:
(a) A 2/3 majority of the
members of each house of
the general assembly or of a
local district board declares
the emergency and imposes
the tax by separate recorded
roll call votes.
(b) Emergency tax revenue
shall be spent only after
emergency reserves are
depleted, and shall be
refunded within 180 days
after the emergency ends if
not spent on the emergency.
(c) A tax not approved on the
next election date 60 days or
more after the declaration
shall end with that election
month.
(7) SPENDING LIMITS. (a) The
maximum annual percentage

change in state fiscal year spending
equals inflation plus the percentage
change in state population in the
prior calendar year, adjusted for
revenue changes approved by
voters after 1991. Population shall
be determined by annual federal
census estimates and such number
shall be adjusted every decade to
match the federal census.
(b) The maximum annual
percentage change in each
local district's fiscal year
spending equals inflation in
the prior calendar year plus
annual local growth, adjusted
for revenue changes
approved by voters after
1991 and (8)(b) and (9)
reductions.
(c) The maximum annual
percentage change in each
district's property tax
revenue equals inflation in
the prior calendar year plus
annual local growth, adjusted
for property tax revenue
changes approved by voters
after 1991 and (8)(b) and (9)
reductions.
(d) If revenue from sources
not excluded from fiscal year
spending exceeds these limits
in dollars for that fiscal year,
the excess shall be refunded
in the next fiscal year unless
voters approve a revenue
change as an offset. Initial
district bases are current
fiscal year spending and 1991
property tax collected in
1992. Qualification or
disqualification as an
enterprise shall change
district bases and future year
limits. Future creation of
district bonded debt shall
increase, and retiring or
refinancing district bonded
debt shall lower, fiscal year
spending and property tax
revenue by the annual debt
service so funded. Debt

service changes, reductions,
(1) and (3)(c) refunds, and
voter-approved revenue
changes are dollar amounts
that are exceptions to, and
not part of, any district base.
Voter-approved revenue
changes do not require a tax
rate change.
(8) REVENUE LIMITS. (a) New or
increased transfer tax rates on real
property are prohibited. No new
state real property tax or local
district income tax shall be imposed.
Neither an income tax rate increase
nor a new state definition of taxable
income shall apply before the next
tax year. Any income tax law change
after July 1, 1992 shall also require
all taxable net income to be taxed at
one rate, excluding refund tax
credits or voter-approved tax
credits, with no added tax or
surcharge.
(b) Each district may enact
cumulative uniform
exemptions and credits to
reduce or end business
personal property taxes.
(c) Regardless of
reassessment frequency,
valuation notices shall be
mailed annually and may be
appealed annually, with no
presumption in favor of any
pending valuation. Past or
future sales by a lender or
government shall also be
considered as comparable
market sales and their sales
prices kept as public records.
Actual value shall be stated
on all property tax bills and
valuation notices and, for
residential real property,
determined solely by the
market approach to
appraisal.
(9) STATE MANDATES. Except for
public education through grade 12
or as required of a local district by
federal law, a local district may
reduce or end its subsidy to any

program delegated to it by the
general assembly for
administration. For current
programs, the state may require 90
days notice and that the adjustment
occur in a maximum of three equal
annual installments.

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
HOLD Boulder Meeting with Xcel

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
HOLD Boulder Meeting with Xcel

Alice Jackson is inviting you to a scheduled Zoom meeting.

Join Zoom Meeting
https://xcelenergy.zoom.us/j/97040508765?pwd=OEMycUpmdHRncDJtK2FDMVJRZCtUZz09

Meeting ID: 970 4050 8765
Password: 734089
One tap mobile
+13462487799,,97040508765#,,1#,734089# US (Houston)
+16465588656,,97040508765#,,1#,734089# US (New York)

Dial by your location
        +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
        +1 646 558 8656 US (New York)
        +1 669 900 9128 US (San Jose)
        +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
        +1 301 715 8592 US (Germantown)
        +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
Meeting ID: 970 4050 8765
Password: 734089
Find your local number: https://xcelenergy.zoom.us/u/aceiV0FusL

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Brautigam, Jane; Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Haddock, Kathy
HOLD Meeting re Alice Jackson"s response

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Haddock, Kathy; Catanach, Steve; Lehrman, Matthew; Telischak, Lex; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver,
Sam
HOLD Xcel Settlement Negotiations

Placing this as a hold for an additional option for meeting
________________________________________________________________________________
Join Microsoft Teams Meeting <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetupjoin/19%3ameeting_ZjJkMjQ3OGItN2FhNS00MGI2LWJmNWYtZDBlZWNhYTc5NTVh%40thread.v2/0?
context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%220a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad-2c1af27bc0f3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%2242a93778-e684-4fbc-96a37a39fb90fe10%22%7d>
Learn more about Teams <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting> | Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?
organizerId=42a93778-e684-4fbc-96a3-7a39fb90fe10&tenantId=0a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad2c1af27bc0f3&threadId=19_meeting_ZjJkMjQ3OGItN2FhNS00MGI2LWJmNWYtZDBlZWNhYTc5NTVh@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=enUS>
________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Yates, Bob; Brautigam, Jane; Gehr, David; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Weaver, Sam; Haddock, Kathy
HOLD Xcel updates in place of United Team Meeting

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Gehr, David; Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob
HOLD- Finalizing Settlement Agreement with Xcel team

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carr, Thomas
HOTLINE
Item 3I - Motion to Authorize the City Manager to enter into a settlement agreement with Xcel
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 2:40:00 PM

Several community members have raised a concern that Paragraph F of the Settlement Agreement
does not include a requirement that the PUC approve the franchise before the parties dismiss
ongoing litigation. This language is included in paragraph A. To avoid and confusion, Xcel has
agreed to amend paragraph F as follows:
F. Litigation. Upon certification of election results showing voter approval of the 2020 Franchise and
approval by the PUC:
1. The pending condemnation case in Boulder District Court Case 19CV31226 will be dismissed by
the parties thereto without prejudice.
2. The appeal of Boulder District Court Case No. 19-CV-30637 currently pending before the Colorado
Court of Appeals will be dismissed.
3. Boulder will withdraw the 210 Application and associated Offer of Settlement pending before
FERC.
4. PSCo’s pending award of attorneys’ fees shall be dismissed without any payment by Boulder.
5. Neither PSCo or Boulder shall seek or receive any award of costs or attorneys’ fees arising from
any of the pending litigation.
Tom Carr
Boulder City Attorney
(303) 441-3020
(pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

From:
To:
Subject:

Carr, Thomas
Gehr, David; Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob; Catanach, Steve
Meeting to discuss Xcel positions

Please let me know if this is a problem.
________________________________________________________________________________
Join Microsoft Teams Meeting <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetupjoin/19%3ameeting_MGY3ODFkN2UtMGM5OC00MTkwLTljN2MtMWMyZmQ2NmE1ODNm%40thread.v2/0?
context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%220a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad-2c1af27bc0f3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%2242a93778-e684-4fbc-96a37a39fb90fe10%22%7d>
Learn more about Teams <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting> | Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?organizerId=42a93778e684-4fbc-96a3-7a39fb90fe10&tenantId=0a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad2c1af27bc0f3&threadId=19_meeting_MGY3ODFkN2UtMGM5OC00MTkwLTljN2MtMWMyZmQ2NmE1ODNm@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=enUS>
________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam; Leslie Glustrom
Muni Article
Saturday, January 4, 2020 5:00:42 PM
January2020.pdf

Sam: Thanks for our conversation this afternoon and for suggesting edits to the Muni article
that I sent you this morning in draft. While I know that you disagree with some of the views
and characterizations that I express in the article, your suggestions were welcomed and
undoubtedly made the piece more balanced (or less unbalanced, from some perspectives). I
was the beneficiary of some suggested edits from others as well, which you will see reflected
in the attached revised draft.
Leslie: Sam mentioned that you might want to see this. While I would never presume to ask
you for revisions, you are always good at catching my mistakes and I will gratefully receive and
consider anything you want to share. And, if you don't, consider this a courtesy copy.
My best to both of you,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Carr, Thomas
HOTLINE
Potential Resolutions
Tuesday, October 6, 2020 4:44:00 PM
Resolution 1284 Alternative.pdf
Resolution 1284.pdf

As part of council’s consideration of item 5B this evening, council may wish to consider resolutions
supporting city ballot measures. I am attaching two alternative versions of a supporting resolution.
Resolution 1284 would show council support for all five of the city’s ballot measures. Resolution
1284 (Alternative) would provide support for only the two measures, 2B and 2F, which council
passed unanimously.
Tom Carr
Boulder City Attorney
(303) 441-3020
(pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
RE: 2D Pro Statement
Monday, September 21, 2020 10:15:04 AM
Pro Statement for Ballot Measure 2D - SPW edits.docx
image001.png

Bob,
Here are my edits.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:08 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: 2D Pro Statement

Sam:
Attached is the pro statement submitted by the proponents of ballot measure 2D, with my
edits. Please let me know what you think. I've asked Steve and Cheryl for the average monthly
residential charge, which I recall is about $2. I'll insert after I get your edits and then I'll send to
Dianne and you can send to whomever your working with at the County Clerk's office.
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Jackson, Alice K; Yates, Bob
RE: 5 minutes
Friday, May 29, 2020 2:03:21 PM
image001.png

No worries!

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 2:02 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: 5 minutes

External Sender
My apologies. I’m running 5 minutes behind. I’ll login as soon as I can.
Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Huntley, Sarah; Yates, Bob
RE: 5.29.20 Engagement Press Release.docx
Thursday, May 28, 2020 7:20:59 PM
5.29.20 Engagement Press Release - SPW edits.docx
image001.png

Sarah and Bob,
Attached find my suggested changes in Track Changes. I agreed with Bob’s suggestion on 5 total
engagement sessions, and included an attempt to add clarity in my edits. Feel free to use or not as
seems best.
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 6:52 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: 5.29.20 Engagement Press Release.docx
Importance: High
Here is the draft release for your review. If I hear back from you tonight, I am happy to send to Alice
and her team tonight. Otherwise, I will wait for the two of you to approve. Thanks!

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
von Keyserling, Patrick; Yates, Bob
Brautigam, Jane
RE: Article
Wednesday, March 18, 2020 12:25:15 PM
image004.png
COVIDEditionMarch2020-SPWedits.docx
image003.png

Bob, Patrick, and Jane,
Attached is my set of mostly minor edits. I would also suggest that if you would like, you could link
to the Sunday editorial that Mary and I submitted: https://tinyurl.com/syufxe6
Thanks for writing this update – it is full of great info!
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: von Keyserling, Patrick <vonkeyserlingp@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 11:58 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Article
Bob,
This is correct. (see attached). I am working to get you an updated number of confirmed cases.
Patrick von Keyserling
Communication Director

O: 303-441-4959
C: 720-607-2791
vonkeyserlingp@bouldercolorado.gov
Communication Department
1001 Arapahoe Ave. | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 11:25 AM
To: von Keyserling, Patrick <vonkeyserlingp@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Article

Patrick: Thank you for agreeing to review my newsletter article for accuracy and
completeness. Edits will be gratefully received. I will insert the internet links while you are
reviewing. After you bless the article, I will send it in a special edition of my newsletter to
more than 4,000 Boulder residents this evening or early tomorrow morning.
Sam and Jane: Copying you as a courtesy. You are undoubtedly too busy to review. But, if you
do look at this and have suggestions during the day today, I will gladly receive them.
FYI, I am running the piece by Grant Besser at BCH to ensure that I have Dr Vissers's comments
correct.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Andrea Meneghel; Yates, Bob
John Tayer
RE: Boulder Chamber Policy Roundtable - 9/2
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 10:09:38 AM
image002.png
image004.png
image005.png

Andrea,
I am available at that time, and would be happy to share my thoughts. However, going forward I do
not plan to advocate for or against the franchise deal. I will speak with any group that is interested
about my perspective on what is and is not included in the deal, what the performance risks are in
the partnership, and what the headwinds currently facing the muni effort are. But I do not plan to
advocate. I would also expect that my thinking will not align with EOF when it comes to the value of
the proposed deal terms or risks with the current muni process.
All that is to say that if you are looking for a clean debate on Xcel settlement vs muni, Bob may be a
better person to speak to the advantages of the settlement in a full-throated manner. My
perspective would be more of a pro-con for each option.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Andrea Meneghel <andrea.meneghel@boulderchamber.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2020 9:50 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: John Tayer <john.tayer@boulderchamber.com>
Subject: Boulder Chamber Policy Roundtable - 9/2

External Sender
Sam and Bob,
We’re planning an event to address the Xcel Franchise Agreement and Utility Occupation Tax ballot
items. We’re pulling this together quickly and looking to do something on Wednesday 9/2 at 3:30
p.m.
Could you please let me know your availability?

We’ll still working on the details, but we were thinking of an agenda that starts with a presentation
by City Staff, then we have a panel that includes you (Sam/Bob or both), an Xcel representative and
someone from Empower Our Future, to provide perspective and then answer questions from our
members.
I’ll be in touch with more details, but for now wanted to make sure to reach out and check on your
availability. Feel free to give me a call on my cell if you have any questions (970) 389-7405.
Thanks!

Andrea Meneghel
Director of Public Affairs
Ph. 303-938-2077 | andrea.meneghel@boulderchamber.com
We Build Community Through Business

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Agurries, Desiree; Gehr, David; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Telischak, Lex; Lehrman, Matthew; Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
RE: Boulder/Xcel meeting week of July 6, 2020
Wednesday, July 1, 2020 8:07:39 AM
image002.png
image003.png

One Meeting with full team week of 7/6

7//7/2020
7/8/2020

Xcel Core Team
4.00-5.00
7.30-9.30
3.00-5.00

David Gehr

Steve Catanach

Jonathan Koehn

Lex Telischak

Matthew
Lehrman

X
8:30-9:30
3:00-4:00

Sam Weaver
Yes
No
No

Bob Yates

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 5:12 PM
To: Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak, Lex
<TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob
<YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Boulder/Xcel meeting week of July 6, 2020
One Meeting with full team week of 7/6

7//7/2020
7/8/2020

Xcel Core Team
4.00-5.00
7.30-9.30
3.00-5.00

David Gehr

Steve Catanach

Jonathan Koehn

Lex Telischak

Matthew
Lehrman

Sam Weaver

Bob Yates

X
8:30-9:30
3:00-4:00

Good evening everyone,
      We only have one meeting again next week. David, I already filled in your availability based on your calendar and just need everyone else to let me know what will work
for you.
Sam and Bob, this is the new format Alice’s Assistant and myself have been using to set meetings and it is working well. Just fill in what works for you and we will go with
what works for the majority, then Xcel will sent the calendar invites. My assumption is that Alice will also be in attendance, but RaeDyne did not specifically mention that
part.
Please let me know if you have any questions, or need anything else.
Respectfully,
Desiree Agurries
Legal Secretary II

D: (303) 441-4091
O: (303) 441-3020
AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov
Boulder City Attorney’s Office
1777 Broadway, 2nd Floor | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Agurries, Desiree; Yates, Bob
Reimann, Taylor
RE: COB & Xcel meeting this week
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 2:19:28 PM
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Good for me as well.

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2020 2:00 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Reimann, Taylor <ReimannT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: COB & Xcel meeting this week
Good afternoon Sam and Bob,
    I just placed calendar holds for Tom, David and both of you for tomorrow 4.00-5.00pm with Alice
and Lance to work on finalizing the settlement agreement. I additionally wanted to reach out and
see if this time works for both of you. This was what Alice’s assistant gave as an option. We can look
at other dates and times if need be. Please let me know as soon as possible.
Respectfully,
Desiree Agurries
Legal Secretary II

D: (303) 441-4091
O: (303) 441-3020
AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov
Boulder City Attorney’s Office
1777 Broadway, 2nd Floor | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Carr, Thomas
Yates, Bob
Agurries, Desiree; Weaver, Sam
RE: Calls
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:58:00 AM

I have not heard back from Sam. My day is reasonably meeting free. Desiree would you set those
two meetings today?
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:56 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Calls

Tom:
Just checking in on the scheduling of calls today with Sam on the Xcel negotiations and with
Mark on the initiative ordinance.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Carr, Thomas
Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob; Agurries, Desiree
RE: Calls
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:01:00 AM

Sorry. I must have missed that. Bob, does noon work?
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:01 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Agurries, Desiree
<AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Calls
I thought I replied last night. I am free at noon and and 3-5 today.
Thanks,
Sam Weaver
Mobile: 303-588-5148

On Jun 16, 2020, at 9:58 AM, Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

I have not heard back from Sam. My day is reasonably meeting free. Desiree would
you set those two meetings today?
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:56 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Calls

Tom:
Just checking in on the scheduling of calls today with Sam on the Xcel negotiations
and with Mark on the initiative ordinance.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
RE: Check In
Thursday, May 14, 2020 3:11:10 PM
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Bob,
I’d prefer tomorrow and don’t believe we need to know team members. The 12-1 slot is best but I
can also make the 4-5 slot work. Why don’t you respond as you can.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 3:08 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: Re: Check In

Sam: Those times all work for me. I don't think we need to identify team members, or at least
not all of them.
Bob
From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 3:04 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Check In

External Sender
Howdy. I hope your Thursday is moving along well. Here are some times that I am available either
tomorrow or Monday. I would probably be able to provide more firm commitments on the team
organization for undergrounding and fiber on Monday. We are still pulling resources on these. If it’s
not necessary for you to know who those people were, then Friday works well too.

Friday: 12 – 1 PM or 4-5 PM
Monday: 12-3 PM

Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email

This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 2:57 PM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Check In

EXTERNAL - STOP & THINK before opening links and attachments.

Alice:

Sam and I thought it might be helpful for the three of us to have a short call on Friday or early

next week to discuss:
De-brief on Tuesday's public announcement and what we've heard from our respective
constituents.
What we heard from our respective teams coming out of Friday morning's distribution
planning meeting and the work plan for the distribution planning teams going forward.
Set out schedule and identify participants for those topics that we have not yet extensively
discussed, including undergrounding economics, fiber, and legal process matters.
Our high-level thoughts on structure of potential legal agreements (David Gehr from the city's
legal team may also reach out to Lance to discuss this).
Our preliminary thoughts on community engagement and Xcel's participation.
Anything else you'd like to discuss.
If you're game for a call, please shoot us a few times that work for you, and Sam and I will pick one.

Thanks,

Bob

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Huntley, Sarah; Sandoval, Emily; Koehn, Jonathan; Catanach, Steve; Carr, Thomas; Haddock, Kathy; Gehr,
David; Lehrman, Matthew; Gichon, Yael; Telischak, Lex; Joyce, Heidi; Yates, Bob
Climate Initiatives Team; Brautigam, Jane; Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J; Mahoney, Colleen M; Mattrey, Laurel;
Briggs, Sandy; Vasatka, Elizabeth; Tremblay, Lauren; Elam, Carolyn; Harkins, Jamie; Whitco, Christin; KenCairn,
Brett
RE: City-Xcel Negotiation Engagement Residents and Youth
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 5:10:54 PM
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Sarah,
I am sorry to hear about your daughter, and hope that everyone is indeed OK. Don’t worry about us
– we will get through just fine.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2020 4:57 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan
<Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas
<CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David
<GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gichon,
Yael <Gichony@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak, Lex <TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Joyce,
Heidi <JoyceH@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Climate Initiatives Team <ClimateInitiativesTeam@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J
<hollie.velasquez@xcelenergy.com>; Mahoney, Colleen M <Colleen.M.Mahoney@xcelenergy.com>;
Mattrey, Laurel <mattreyl@bouldercolorado.gov>; Briggs, Sandy <BriggsS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Vasatka, Elizabeth <VasatkaE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Tremblay, Lauren
<TremblayL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Elam, Carolyn <ElamC@bouldercolorado.gov>; Harkins, Jamie
<HarkinsJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Whitco, Christin <WhitcoC@bouldercolorado.gov>; KenCairn,
Brett <KenCairnB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: City-Xcel Negotiation Engagement Residents and Youth
I am so sorry but I cannot participate in the session today. My 17-year-old daughter just called
because she was in a car accident on her way home from work. Everyone is ok but I need to go to

her. I appreciate everyone’s understanding and think you are in great hands with Heather and the
Climate team.
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Sandoval, Emily
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 3:39:05 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan
<Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas
<CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David
<GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gichon,
Yael <Gichony@bouldercolorado.gov>; Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak,
Lex <TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Joyce, Heidi <JoyceH@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob
<YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Climate Initiatives Team <ClimateInitiativesTeam@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J
<hollie.velasquez@xcelenergy.com>; Mahoney, Colleen M <Colleen.M.Mahoney@xcelenergy.com>;
Mattrey, Laurel <mattreyl@bouldercolorado.gov>; Briggs, Sandy <BriggsS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Vasatka, Elizabeth <VasatkaE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Tremblay, Lauren
<TremblayL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Elam, Carolyn <ElamC@bouldercolorado.gov>; Harkins, Jamie
<HarkinsJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Whitco, Christin <WhitcoC@bouldercolorado.gov>; KenCairn,
Brett <KenCairnB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: City-Xcel Negotiation Engagement Residents and Youth
When: Wednesday, June 10, 2020 5:30 PM-7:00 PM.
Where:

Join By Computer
https://tinyurl.com/yc7nebtx

Or Call In:
Dial: 1-312-626-6799
Meeting: 970 3198 4794

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Jackson, Alice K; Yates, Bob
Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Smith, RaeDyne
RE: Discussions
Friday, February 14, 2020 11:06:00 AM
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Alice,
Thanks very much for getting the ducks lined up. We will look forward to receiving your available
dates, and I will speak with Bob about what staff would be most appropriate from our side as well.
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 11:01 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Smith,
RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: RE: Discussions
Bob,
We’ve finally gotten some ducks in a row internally on this one. It would be great to sit down within
the first two weeks of March to initiate a discussion around what you all are thinking when it comes
to more distribution system planning transparency. Efforts we could take to give you more options
as well as limitations we may have because of how we serve all of our communities. I’ll be bringing
with me Beth Chacon, our head of distribution special projects, and Jack Ihle our lead over
regulatory policy that is in the midst of the distribution system planning (DSP) rulemaking at the
Commission. Both of these individuals would also be responsible for any future DSP activities the
company has in Colorado from the planning and regulatory perspectives. I’ve copied my assistant
RaeDyne Smith on this email. She will provide a few dates and times that we are available to come
up to Boulder during those first two weeks of March.
Regards,

Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 4:51 PM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Discussions
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

Alice:
Thank you again for our meeting last Thursday. Sam and I agree that it was a productive
exchange of views.
We have met with Steve Catanach, Jonathan Koehn, and others, and they concur that it would
be good to get our respective technical teams together to continue the discussion. So that our
teams are approaching the discussions with a common understanding about goals and
objectives, it might be helpful for the next meeting to involve you, Sam, me, and our
respective teams. After that, the teams can meet without us. Please let us know if you concur.
If so, please offer some dates and times for a meeting. We would be happy to come to
Denver.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
RE: Discussions
Saturday, February 22, 2020 11:39:04 AM
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Bob,
Thanks for helping us al stay on top of this!
Cheers,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2020 8:47 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Agurries, Desiree
<AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Discussions

RaeDyne:
Thanks for your email. Unfortunately, Sam Weaver will be out of town the entire week of
March 9 (and I will be out much of that week), so we can't make March 13 work. I'm
introducing you by email to Desiree Agurries on the Boulder City Attorney's staff. Desiree can
coordinate directly with you dates that work for the city participants. We're actually having an
internal meeting this Wednesday to discuss who those city participants should be, so you may
not hear back from Desiree until later in the week.
Thank you for your patience.
Best,
Bob
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>

Sent: Friday, February 21, 2020 1:23 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Discussions
Good Afternoon,
Would 3/13 at 2.30 or 3.00 work for you? The Xcel team is available to depart Denver at 2.00.
Thank you,
RaeDyne
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 1:16 PM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Discussions
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

RaeDyne:
Just so you know for scheduling purposes, Sam and I will both be out of state the week of March 9
on city business.
Best,
Bob

On Feb 14, 2020, at 11:06 AM, Weaver, Sam <weavers@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Alice,
Thanks very much for getting the ducks lined up. We will look forward to receiving
your available dates, and I will speak with Bob about what staff would be most
appropriate from our side as well.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
<image001.png>
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2020 11:01 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: RE: Discussions
Bob,
We’ve finally gotten some ducks in a row internally on this one. It would be great to sit
down within the first two weeks of March to initiate a discussion around what you all
are thinking when it comes to more distribution system planning transparency. Efforts
we could take to give you more options as well as limitations we may have because of
how we serve all of our communities. I’ll be bringing with me Beth Chacon, our head of
distribution special projects, and Jack Ihle our lead over regulatory policy that is in the
midst of the distribution system planning (DSP) rulemaking at the Commission. Both of
these individuals would also be responsible for any future DSP activities the company
has in Colorado from the planning and regulatory perspectives. I’ve copied my
assistant RaeDyne Smith on this email. She will provide a few dates and times that we
are available to come up to Boulder during those first two weeks of March.
Regards,
Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This
email, and any attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the
sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please
contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of this message and any attachments.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 4:51 PM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Discussions
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open
attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in
Outlook.

Alice:
Thank you again for our meeting last Thursday. Sam and I agree that it was a
productive exchange of views.
We have met with Steve Catanach, Jonathan Koehn, and others, and they concur
that it would be good to get our respective technical teams together to continue
the discussion. So that our teams are approaching the discussions with a common
understanding about goals and objectives, it might be helpful for the next
meeting to involve you, Sam, me, and our respective teams. After that, the teams
can meet without us. Please let us know if you concur. If so, please offer some
dates and times for a meeting. We would be happy to come to Denver.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas; Yates, Bob
RE: Do you have any time to talk about Xcel today?
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:35:37 AM
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Tom,
I am free 11-2 and 4-5 for a discussion.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:14 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Do you have any time to talk about Xcel today?

Tom Carr
Boulder City Attorney
(303) 441-3020
(pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Agurries, Desiree; Yates, Bob
RE: Following up on a few meetings related to Xcel Negotiations
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 10:44:17 AM
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Desiree,
I believe that Bob and I understood the Thursday 2pm meeting to be for the Distribution System
Planning Group, and that it was a meeting that would not need to include Bob and I. Could you
please erify?
I have accepted the meeting today at 4pm, we have public engagement on Wednesday 5:30 – 7pm,
and I believe that Bob and I and David Gehr will be attending a Zoom meeting on Thursday at
3:30pm.
Please confirm that the Thursday 2pm meeting does not need Bob and I in attendance.
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 10:39 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Following up on a few meetings related to Xcel Negotiations
Good morning gentlemen,
    I wanted to follow up with both of you in regard to an internal meeting that was set for today at
4:00pm per the request of Steve Catanach. I wanted to make sure that will work for both or you. The
one for today was sent to you both as a calendar invite titled Xcel Settlement Negotiations.
Also, Bob Raedyne Smith sent an email yesterday asking for a schedule change for this meeting
Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Distribution Planning To Thursday at 2:pm. The calendar invite
came from Hollie Velasquez it appears. Will that work for you Bob?
Please let me know at your earliest convenience, or accepting the calendar invite would also suffice.

Respectfully,
Desiree Agurries
Legal Secretary II

D: (303) 441-4091
O: (303) 441-3020
AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov
Boulder City Attorney’s Office
1777 Broadway, 2nd Floor | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Koehn, Jonathan; Catanach, Steve; Meschuk, Chris; Yates, Bob
Elam, Carolyn; Gichon, Yael; Lehrman, Matthew; Telischak, Lex; Castillo, Carl
RE: Framing tomorrow"s meeting with Xcel Energy
Monday, November 9, 2020 5:36:27 PM
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Jonathan,
Thanks for sending out this very helpful message. Bob and I just got off a call with Alice to discuss
the purposes and agenda for the call tomorrow. A few takeaways:
1. After introductions, Alice, Bob, and I want to kick off with some sentiments about how
committed each partner is to make our collaboration effective and long-lasting. I would be
happy to start after Steve or Jonathan has kicked us off and intros are complete. We will each
speak to this for 5 minutes or so to try and set a tone of cooperation and regularized
processes that will enable us to achieve our climate goals together.
2. For the next 10-15 minutes, I think an open discussion of what staff, Council, and Xcel hope to
see as positive outcomes would help frame up the discussion of next steps to establish the
working groups and work streams
3. Some of the important near-term organizational steps that Alice, Bob, and I touched on
included:
a. Establishing the Executive team, and scheduling out the next years’ worth of quarterly
meetings
b. Establishing the Program team and beginning the planning process, including:
                  i.      Distribution planning team formation, establish meeting schedule and initial project
identification, especially establishing a process for identifying near-term
undergrounding projects that maximize equitable resilience improvements
                 ii.      Aligning emissions goal-setting in the context of the ERP submission in March, discussing
ERP substance as details become clear, and refining partnership emissions
goals as the ERP works its way towards approval
               iii.      Initial project identification for near-term action, such as:
1. Undergrounding for equitable resilience
2. Alpine-Balsam advanced renewable energy, energy transfer, and storage
solutions
3. Raising or eliminating the 120% rule and thinking through implementation
details
b. Establishing the Advisory team – tentative ideas included:
                  i.      Open recruiting in mid-December
                 ii.      Close recruiting end of January
               iii.      Council approval of detailed Advisory team charter and appointment of team early
February
               iv.      First monthly Advisory team meeting in mid-to-late February, including planning of public
input format and schedule for this team
4. For the partnership, communication and education to the community about planning
processes, projects, ERP details, and public input format will be critical. Significant resources
should be dedicated by both parties to ensure excellent communication between the partners
and with the community.
5. Long-term planning should begin early for how to meet Boulder’s 100% renewable target in
the context of ERP and current state regulations.
We certainly don’t expect to discuss details about any of the above, but these were the subjects for
near-term actions that came up in our discussion. Unless staff would prefer otherwise, I think that
Alice, Bob and I will stay on the call to listen to the team discussion after our intro remarks are
finished.
These notes are intended to capture our discussion today, and aren’t intended to set the discussion

agenda for tomorrow. Alice, Bob, and I look forward to getting the final agenda once staff has had a
chance to finalize one.
See you all tomorrow, virtually!
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 3:04 PM
To: Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Meschuk, Chris
<MeschukC@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob
<YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Elam, Carolyn <ElamC@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gichon, Yael <Gichony@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak, Lex
<TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Castillo, Carl <CastilloC@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Framing tomorrow's meeting with Xcel Energy
Importance: High
Good afternoon,
I wanted to send out some thoughts in advance of tomorrow’s meeting with Xcel Energy. Please be
aware, that Steve is out of the office today, so he has not had a chance to consider this framing.
Tomorrow will be the first meeting of the parties since the vote on 2C & 2D. There have been some
email communications and congratulatory conversations, but this is the first “official” meeting.
Originally, the intent of this meeting was to bring together the members of the “Project Oversight
Team” as a kick off to begin designing the framework of the joint projects moving forward. While
that work does need to be done, I’d like to suggest we consider a slightly different focus.
As we all know, there are several efforts that are already underway, such as Alpine-Balsam,
Chautauqua and the repeal of the 120% for example. There are several others that were identified in
the Partnership documents. We certainly need to identify the specific near term actions and
priorities and next steps, however I’d suggest we try to keep tomorrows conversation focused on
how we will ensure a successful partnership versus spending our time of the what we are doing. I
believe we need to “reset” our long, and generally combative relationship to be successful at the
partnership activities. It would be foolish to assume that can happen quickly, but we need to have

some dialogue with that goal in mind.
A few of our team met this morning and agreed that we should be setting up a “Transition Team”
within the partnership framework to guide the near-term decisions. We also brainstormed a
number of key points to anchor our call tomorrow:
What are the objectives of the meeting?
Meet-and-Greet for new staff members from both parties, and to the extent possible, identify
roles and responsibilities
Start the process of building a new relationship between the city and Xcel Energy
Identify expectations of the partnership from senior leadership and decision-makers with the
City and Xcel Energy
Identify key staff on Transition Team
At a high-level understand what success looks like to each party
Start discussion of the high-level rules of engagement going forward
Identify the near-term actions and priorities and next steps i.e., oversight committees, public
engagement/communications, franchise/UOT issues (We should NOT try to discuss these in
great detail, but identify who/when they will be discussed. At a minimum, we need to identify
the next meeting(s) and who is attending)
Specific messages from council members (Sam & Bob, these are staff’s ideas; please edit as you see
fit!)
Affirm our commitment to the success of the partnership
Inquire Xcel’s strategy to begin rebuilding trust in our community
Emphasize the importance of replicability and scalability of the selected actions
Emphasize the importance of being inclusive and transparent going forward
Share thoughts on how the city will gauge success, and inquire how Xcel will gauge success
Inquire how Xcel envisions the decision-making process and critical next steps
Talking Points for Chris:
Our community expects that we invest our resources in actions that reflect the values and
priorities of our community; we will be working hard to engage our community in ways that
reflect the importance of transparency, inclusivity, and equity.
While our relationship has been strained for some time, our staff are committed to fully
leveraging this partnership going forward in achieving our mutual goals. As the partnership
activities mature, I expect that we will be approaching the partnership with a similar level of
resources and priority as we have with municipalization.
My next step will be to appoint an Executive Team, which will be a cross departmental group
from key departments, not just Climate & Energy staff. The partnership actions have broad
reaching implications to city utilities, transportation, Open Space and
others. So I will be working with a number of departments to consider the composition of
the executive oversight from the city’s perspective.

As we look to setting our near and long-term partnership priorities, it is also important to us
that we strive for projects that are scalable beyond our community. We know that what we
do here together will be watched very carefully. Others will be looking for opportunities to
replicate successful efforts. My staff work very closely with many other communities, and will
be reflecting our experiences of the partnership though our various coalitions and regional
relationships.
We will want to ensure we maintain open lines of communication and have practices in place
that allow us flag any issues as they arise to ensure we are setting this collaboration up for
success
Things to Avoid (if possible):
We do not want to get in a conversation about specific projects EXCEPT to flag those that are
already in motion, and need more immediate attention. The objective will be to identify the
teams to work directly on those efforts.
We don’t want to get into the weeds on standing up project teams, oversight teams, etc.
These are important discussions, but will distract from the important “relationship” points
that are necessary.
As I understand, here are the attendees scheduled to attend. If I’ve missed someone, please let me
know:
City of Boulder
Sam Weaver
Bob Yates
Chris Meschuk
Steve Catanach
Carolyn Elam
Yael Gichon
Matt Lehrman
Lex Telischak
Carl Castillo
Jonathan Koehn
Xcel Energy
Alice Jackson
Hollie Velasquez- Horvath
Iffie Jennings
Kelly Flenniken
Kirk Scheitler       
Cheriese Marczyk            
Wes Parham
Jack Ihle                                                      
If there is general agreement on the above points, we can incorporate them into a draft agenda and

send to Xcel in advance of the meeting. Again, Steve has not had a chance to weigh on this framing.
However, given the fact that time is short, I wanted to prompt any thoughts you all have to make our
hour together as productive as possible.
Thanks everyone!
Jonathan

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Jackson, Alice K; Yates, Bob
RE: Good luck tonight!
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 3:31:08 PM
image001.png

Alice,
I have been trying to reach you. Mike Beasley has spoken with Edit Hooten and told her that an
announcement about a ‘generation settlement’ will be announced at 4:30 today, and Edie wants to
know what this is about.
I thought we were going to wait until later tonight to announce anything…
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 3:27 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Good luck tonight!

External Sender
Sam and Bob,
I wanted to send a quick message and say, best of luck at the Council meeting tonight. Thank you for
taking time to explore the possibilities. No promise on the outcome, but I appreciate the openness
to us engaging in this conversation and seeing if our collective organizations have
learned/changed/grown enough to find a mutually successful path forward. I’ll be listening in and
taking notes on feedback!
Regards,
Alice
Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202

P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Sandoval, Emily; Yates, Bob
RE: Heads up on press release
Monday, July 27, 2020 2:30:30 PM
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Emily,
The release looks really good so far. I have completed my edits, and I do think that all of Bob’s are
helpful as well. Let me know if you’ve got any feedback, and feel free to make sure this all hangs
together after our input.
Thanks for the quick turnaround!
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:18 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Very helpful. Thanks, Bob.
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release

Emily:
Since Sam edited second, I wanted to let you know that I'm fine with all of his changes (and,
presumably, he with mine).

Bob
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:28 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Here is the release:

2020.07.28 Settlement Negotiation Joint Release.docx

Thanks!
Emily
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:17 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Thanks, Sam!
Sorry Bob. I accidentally left you off.

Hi Sam and Bob,
Our draft settlement press release is in its final round of staff review. I'll be sending it to you
all within the hour. Would it be possible to get your edits by 4 so I can share with the Xcel
team?

Thanks!
Emily

From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:16 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Phillip
<YatesP@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Heads up on press release
Emily,
I am around all day so can get you feedback pretty quickly.
I am copying Bob, who was left off of the original email.

Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:13 PM
To: Yates, Phillip <YatesP@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Heads up on press release
Hi Sam and Bob,
Our draft settlement press release is in its final round of staff review. I'll be sending it to you all
within the hour. Would it be possible to get your edits by 4 so I can share with the Xcel team?
Thanks!
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
She/Her/Hers

C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Sandoval, Emily; Yates, Bob
RE: Heads up on press release
Monday, July 27, 2020 2:51:13 PM
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Emily,
Thanks! If you don’t mind I would like one final look, and then I’ll be finished.
Cheers,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:49 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Thanks for your quick assistance on this. I cleaned up the document and re-ordered it so that your
quote came earlier. Let me know if you'd like a final look. I have committed to get it to Xcel by 4.
Best,
Emily
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:30 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Heads up on press release
Emily,
The release looks really good so far. I have completed my edits, and I do think that all of Bob’s are
helpful as well. Let me know if you’ve got any feedback, and feel free to make sure this all hangs
together after our input.
Thanks for the quick turnaround!

All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:18 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Very helpful. Thanks, Bob.
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release

Emily:
Since Sam edited second, I wanted to let you know that I'm fine with all of his changes (and,
presumably, he with mine).
Bob
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:28 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Here is the release:

2020.07.28 Settlement Negotiation Joint Release.docx

Thanks!
Emily
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:17 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Heads up on press release
Thanks, Sam!
Sorry Bob. I accidentally left you off.

Hi Sam and Bob,
Our draft settlement press release is in its final round of staff review. I'll be sending it to you
all within the hour. Would it be possible to get your edits by 4 so I can share with the Xcel
team?

Thanks!
Emily

From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:16 PM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Phillip
<YatesP@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Heads up on press release
Emily,
I am around all day so can get you feedback pretty quickly.
I am copying Bob, who was left off of the original email.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 1:13 PM
To: Yates, Phillip <YatesP@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Heads up on press release
Hi Sam and Bob,
Our draft settlement press release is in its final round of staff review. I'll be sending it to you all
within the hour. Would it be possible to get your edits by 4 so I can share with the Xcel team?
Thanks!
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
She/Her/Hers

C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob; Sandoval, Emily
Koehn, Jonathan; Lehrman, Matthew; Gichon, Yael; Carr, Thomas; Haddock, Kathy; Gehr, David; von Keyserling,
Patrick; Catanach, Steve
RE: Media Inquiry
Monday, May 18, 2020 10:46:38 AM
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Thanks, Bob.
Matt has reached out to me, and I will give him a call shortly. Emily, I appreciate your answers, and
think they are right on the money.
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:45 AM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan
<Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gichon,
Yael <Gichony@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock,
Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; von
Keyserling, Patrick <vonkeyserlingp@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Media Inquiry

Great answers Emily. Of course, on #2, I think that we can say that Xcel is obligated and
committed to 80% carbon reduction by 2030. If Matt calls me, I'm inclined to defer to Sam. I
think that you and Sam should continue to be our spokespeople.
Best,
Bob
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:33 AM
To: von Keyserling, Patrick <vonkeyserlingp@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman, Matthew
<LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gichon, Yael <Gichony@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas
<CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David
<GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Media Inquiry
Hi everyone,
I just got off a brief call with Matt Cortina from the Boulder Weekly. He had some questions about
the settlement negotiations. He told me he plans to reach out to Bob and Sam for additional
comment.
Questions:
1. Why enter discussions now?
a. What I said: We've always been open to negotiations. Look to the council tape for
Sam's description of the process.
2. Is it realistic to expect an agreement where Xcel achieves 100% renewables by 2030?
a. What I said: I don't know. Look to Sam's comments at council for his understanding of
what's possible.
3. What if voters strike down a deal?
a. What I said: It's too soon to say. Right now we're seeing a potential agreement as a
third path, in addition to exploring municipalization and the status quo relationship
with Xcel.
4. Wouldn't the city be motivated to promote a deal with Xcel?
a. What I said: Our goal, if there is an agreement, is to ensure that voters have all the
information they need to make an informed choice.
Hope these notes are helpful.
Sam and Bob, please let me know if Matt reaches out for additional comment.
Best,
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist

(pronouns: She/Her/Hers) What's This?

O: 303-441-1927
C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
BoulderColorado.gov

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Smith, RaeDyne; Yates, Bob
RE: Meeting
Tuesday, December 10, 2019 11:40:46 AM

RaeDyne,
I have made reservations for 4 for 11:30am Jan 9 at the Spruce Farm and Fish restaurant in the
Boulderado hotel. The address is 2115 13th Street in Boulder.
The time can be adjusted to suit Alice’s schedule, as can the number joining the meeting.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Wonderful! Sam, please let me know which you prefer and I will send out the meeting invite to hold
everyone’s calendars.
Thank you and again, I’m so sorry this didn’t get scheduled sooner.
Happy Holidays to you both,
RaeDyne
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

That works for me as well.
Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:17 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Lunch on Jan 9 would work for me, and meeting in Boulder would be great. If this shapes up in
Boulder, I would be pleased to book a table at Brasserie Ten Ten or Spruce Farm and Fish, both local
favorites.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Would you be able to do lunch on January 9th? Alice could come to Boulder if that’s easier.
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:44 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

RaeDyne:
Regrettably, I cannot make it tomorrow morning, as I have a board meeting that I cannot miss.
Let's look at schedules after the first of the year. I am relatively open the week of Jan 6, with
the exception of early afternoon on Tuesday the 7th.
Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Tomorrow is a possibility for me, but 12/17 definitely will not work. Let’s see if Bob can make
tomorrow morning work.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Good Morning Bob and Sam,
I apologize for not reaching out to you sooner. Alice looks forward to meeting with you both.
If you’re both available before the week of Christmas, Alice has the following few times open:
Tomorrow before 11.30
12/17 before 10.00

She also has most of the week after Christmas open.
If these do not work for you, please send along some dates that do work after the new year.
Thank you,
RaeDyne Smith
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Executive Assistant to Alice Jackson
1800 Larimer St. Ste. 1100 Denver, CO 80202
P: 303.294.2978 C: 720.309.9203
E: raedyne.smith@xcelenergy.com

________________________________________________

XCELENERGY.COM

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 7:54 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

Alice:
It was a pleasure meeting you at your office this summer. Thank you for hosting me.
Sam Weaver and I believe that it may be constructive if the three of us meet. As you may
know, next week Sam will be elected as Boulder's next mayor and Sam has been a leader in
Boulder's municipalization endeavor for many years. I believe that you and Sam may have met
briefly before.
I will be traveling through December 3, but I am generally available to meet after that. I
believe that Sam has a preference for meetings towards the end of the day, although I don't
have his precise schedule. We would be happy to meet in your office, and we would welcome
a brief tour of your NOC, which I believe is in your building.

If you are receptive to a meeting, please ask your assistant to reach out to Sam and me and
we'll set something up.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Smith, RaeDyne; Yates, Bob
RE: Meeting
Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:25:39 AM

RaeDyne,
Will there be anyone else attending the meeting besides Alice?
Thanks,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Wonderful! Sam, please let me know which you prefer and I will send out the meeting invite to hold
everyone’s calendars.
Thank you and again, I’m so sorry this didn’t get scheduled sooner.
Happy Holidays to you both,
RaeDyne
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

That works for me as well.

Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:17 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Lunch on Jan 9 would work for me, and meeting in Boulder would be great. If this shapes up in
Boulder, I would be pleased to book a table at Brasserie Ten Ten or Spruce Farm and Fish, both local
favorites.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Would you be able to do lunch on January 9th? Alice could come to Boulder if that’s easier.
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:44 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

RaeDyne:
Regrettably, I cannot make it tomorrow morning, as I have a board meeting that I cannot miss.
Let's look at schedules after the first of the year. I am relatively open the week of Jan 6, with
the exception of early afternoon on Tuesday the 7th.
Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Tomorrow is a possibility for me, but 12/17 definitely will not work. Let’s see if Bob can make
tomorrow morning work.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Good Morning Bob and Sam,
I apologize for not reaching out to you sooner. Alice looks forward to meeting with you both.
If you’re both available before the week of Christmas, Alice has the following few times open:
Tomorrow before 11.30
12/17 before 10.00
She also has most of the week after Christmas open.

If these do not work for you, please send along some dates that do work after the new year.
Thank you,
RaeDyne Smith
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Executive Assistant to Alice Jackson
1800 Larimer St. Ste. 1100 Denver, CO 80202
P: 303.294.2978 C: 720.309.9203
E: raedyne.smith@xcelenergy.com

________________________________________________
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From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 7:54 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

Alice:
It was a pleasure meeting you at your office this summer. Thank you for hosting me.
Sam Weaver and I believe that it may be constructive if the three of us meet. As you may
know, next week Sam will be elected as Boulder's next mayor and Sam has been a leader in
Boulder's municipalization endeavor for many years. I believe that you and Sam may have met
briefly before.
I will be traveling through December 3, but I am generally available to meet after that. I
believe that Sam has a preference for meetings towards the end of the day, although I don't
have his precise schedule. We would be happy to meet in your office, and we would welcome
a brief tour of your NOC, which I believe is in your building.
If you are receptive to a meeting, please ask your assistant to reach out to Sam and me and
we'll set something up.

Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Smith, RaeDyne; Yates, Bob
RE: Meeting
Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:17:24 AM

RaeDyne,
Lunch on Jan 9 would work for me, and meeting in Boulder would be great. If this shapes up in
Boulder, I would be pleased to book a table at Brasserie Ten Ten or Spruce Farm and Fish, both local
favorites.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Would you be able to do lunch on January 9th? Alice could come to Boulder if that’s easier.
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:44 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

RaeDyne:
Regrettably, I cannot make it tomorrow morning, as I have a board meeting that I cannot miss.
Let's look at schedules after the first of the year. I am relatively open the week of Jan 6, with
the exception of early afternoon on Tuesday the 7th.

Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Tomorrow is a possibility for me, but 12/17 definitely will not work. Let’s see if Bob can make
tomorrow morning work.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Good Morning Bob and Sam,
I apologize for not reaching out to you sooner. Alice looks forward to meeting with you both.
If you’re both available before the week of Christmas, Alice has the following few times open:
Tomorrow before 11.30
12/17 before 10.00
She also has most of the week after Christmas open.
If these do not work for you, please send along some dates that do work after the new year.
Thank you,
RaeDyne Smith
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature

Executive Assistant to Alice Jackson
1800 Larimer St. Ste. 1100 Denver, CO 80202
P: 303.294.2978 C: 720.309.9203
E: raedyne.smith@xcelenergy.com

________________________________________________

XCELENERGY.COM
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From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 7:54 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

Alice:
It was a pleasure meeting you at your office this summer. Thank you for hosting me.
Sam Weaver and I believe that it may be constructive if the three of us meet. As you may
know, next week Sam will be elected as Boulder's next mayor and Sam has been a leader in
Boulder's municipalization endeavor for many years. I believe that you and Sam may have met
briefly before.
I will be traveling through December 3, but I am generally available to meet after that. I
believe that Sam has a preference for meetings towards the end of the day, although I don't
have his precise schedule. We would be happy to meet in your office, and we would welcome
a brief tour of your NOC, which I believe is in your building.
If you are receptive to a meeting, please ask your assistant to reach out to Sam and me and
we'll set something up.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Smith, RaeDyne; Yates, Bob
RE: Meeting
Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:01:51 AM

RaeDyne,
Tomorrow is a possibility for me, but 12/17 definitely will not work. Let’s see if Bob can make
tomorrow morning work.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Good Morning Bob and Sam,
I apologize for not reaching out to you sooner. Alice looks forward to meeting with you both.
If you’re both available before the week of Christmas, Alice has the following few times open:
Tomorrow before 11.30
12/17 before 10.00
She also has most of the week after Christmas open.
If these do not work for you, please send along some dates that do work after the new year.
Thank you,
RaeDyne Smith
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Executive Assistant to Alice Jackson
1800 Larimer St. Ste. 1100 Denver, CO 80202
P: 303.294.2978 C: 720.309.9203
E: raedyne.smith@xcelenergy.com

________________________________________________

XCELENERGY.COM
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From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 7:54 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

Alice:
It was a pleasure meeting you at your office this summer. Thank you for hosting me.
Sam Weaver and I believe that it may be constructive if the three of us meet. As you may
know, next week Sam will be elected as Boulder's next mayor and Sam has been a leader in
Boulder's municipalization endeavor for many years. I believe that you and Sam may have met
briefly before.
I will be traveling through December 3, but I am generally available to meet after that. I
believe that Sam has a preference for meetings towards the end of the day, although I don't
have his precise schedule. We would be happy to meet in your office, and we would welcome
a brief tour of your NOC, which I believe is in your building.
If you are receptive to a meeting, please ask your assistant to reach out to Sam and me and
we'll set something up.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Smith, RaeDyne; Yates, Bob
RE: Meeting
Tuesday, December 10, 2019 1:34:35 PM

RaeDyne,
That’s perfect – I will adjust the reservation.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 1:25 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Thank you Sam. I sent the meeting notice for noon so that Alice doesn’t get a speeding ticket on her
way there, but she will leave right after her meeting ends at 11.
Warm Regards,
RaeDyne
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 11:41 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

RaeDyne,
I have made reservations for 4 for 11:30am Jan 9 at the Spruce Farm and Fish restaurant in the
Boulderado hotel. The address is 2115 13th Street in Boulder.
The time can be adjusted to suit Alice’s schedule, as can the number joining the meeting.

All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Wonderful! Sam, please let me know which you prefer and I will send out the meeting invite to hold
everyone’s calendars.
Thank you and again, I’m so sorry this didn’t get scheduled sooner.
Happy Holidays to you both,
RaeDyne
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

That works for me as well.
Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:17 AM

To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Lunch on Jan 9 would work for me, and meeting in Boulder would be great. If this shapes up in
Boulder, I would be pleased to book a table at Brasserie Ten Ten or Spruce Farm and Fish, both local
favorites.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Would you be able to do lunch on January 9th? Alice could come to Boulder if that’s easier.
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:44 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

RaeDyne:
Regrettably, I cannot make it tomorrow morning, as I have a board meeting that I cannot miss.
Let's look at schedules after the first of the year. I am relatively open the week of Jan 6, with
the exception of early afternoon on Tuesday the 7th.

Best,
Bob
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:01 AM
To: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
RaeDyne,
Tomorrow is a possibility for me, but 12/17 definitely will not work. Let’s see if Bob can make
tomorrow morning work.
All the best,

Sam Weaver
Mayor, City of Boulder
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Meeting
Good Morning Bob and Sam,
I apologize for not reaching out to you sooner. Alice looks forward to meeting with you both.
If you’re both available before the week of Christmas, Alice has the following few times open:
Tomorrow before 11.30
12/17 before 10.00
She also has most of the week after Christmas open.
If these do not work for you, please send along some dates that do work after the new year.
Thank you,
RaeDyne Smith
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Executive Assistant to Alice Jackson
1800 Larimer St. Ste. 1100 Denver, CO 80202

P: 303.294.2978 C: 720.309.9203
E: raedyne.smith@xcelenergy.com

________________________________________________
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From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 7:54 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Meeting
CAUTION EXTERNAL SENDER: Stop and consider before you click links or open attachments.
Report suspicious email using the 'Report Phishing/Spam' button in Outlook.

Alice:
It was a pleasure meeting you at your office this summer. Thank you for hosting me.
Sam Weaver and I believe that it may be constructive if the three of us meet. As you may
know, next week Sam will be elected as Boulder's next mayor and Sam has been a leader in
Boulder's municipalization endeavor for many years. I believe that you and Sam may have met
briefly before.
I will be traveling through December 3, but I am generally available to meet after that. I
believe that Sam has a preference for meetings towards the end of the day, although I don't
have his precise schedule. We would be happy to meet in your office, and we would welcome
a brief tour of your NOC, which I believe is in your building.
If you are receptive to a meeting, please ask your assistant to reach out to Sam and me and
we'll set something up.
Best,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob; Agurries, Desiree
RE: Monday w Xcel
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 5:08:31 PM
image001.png

I can do 10am or any time after 1pm on Monday.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 5:06 PM
To: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Monday w Xcel

Desiree:
I believe that Tom will ask you to set up a call with Xcel on Monday involving Sam and me. FYI,
I am available all day Monday after CAC.
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Brautigam, Jane; Yates, Bob
RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:41:38 AM
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Jane,
Thanks for that. I did not receive any attachments in your email – did Jonathan provide documents
or a link?
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 5:59 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fw: Muni or Not Discussions

Hi Sam and Bob,
Here is the info that Jonathan was able to find in reference to the suggestion that Susan
Osborne made.
Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA - CM
                                                           

O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov

City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 5:57 PM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Muni or Not Discussions

Thanks, I am going to forward this information to Bob and Sam. I really appreciate your
looking for it.
Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA - CM
                                                           

O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov

City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway

Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 11:12 AM
To: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Jane,
Please find attached two documents that I believe were the basis for much of our conversation
during the early part of our municipalization discussions with Xcel.
The first, titled "Agreement for a Clean Energy Future" is a document that contains 9 specific
provisions Boulder was seeking in June of 2010. Many of these items are no longer relevant, but I
believe this was the list Susan was referring to.
The second document called “Exploring Opportunities for Reaching Boulder’s Energy Future
Goals” is the document that we commonly refer to as the “White Paper”. This was the document
that Deb, David Driskell and I put together in response to Xcel suggesting they didn’t know what we
“want.” I actually think much of this document is still relevant, and is useful in guiding out thinking
now.
I can also dig up the very original term sheet items from 2009, but I don’t believe that’s what Susan
was looking for. I will keep searching the archives to make sure there isn’t anything else worth
surfacing.
Best,
Jonathan
-----Original Message----From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 3:55 PM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: FW: Muni or Not Discussions
Jonathan, Do you think you can find the 12 requests that Mayor Osborne is talking about?? See
below.

Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA – CM
(pronouns: she/her/hers) What's This?
                                                           
O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov
City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov
-----Original Message----From: Susan Osborne <susanna.osborne@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 3:26 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Muni or Not Discussions
External Sender
Dear Sam and Bob,
In reading through some notes from yesterday’s online conversation with Xcel, I was reminded of
the 12 requests my council had for Xcel at the start of our franchise negotiations. As I recall many
were simple requests for info sharing, while others were more complicated and would have required
going to the PUC together. Jane is copied on this note in the hopes that she can put her hands on
our list.
Jane and our staff were completely stonewalled by the company at the time, and it felt as though
there was never a serious discussion about our (v reasonable) requests. I am a patient and
diplomatic person by nature, but the experience was both disappointing and aggravating. It led
almost the entire council to the point of giving up on Xcel.
If you haven’t looked at our requests, please do. Some may no longer be relevant, but those that I
remember should be a part of the current conversation.
I admit to being puzzled about the timing of the talks with Xcel. We’ve expended such an effort to
get to this point - legally and tactically- that waiting until the costs are clear seems sensible to me. I
trust your judgement tho and of course wish the best for our wonderful town.

Regards,
Susan
Susan M Osborne
525 College Ave.
Boulder, CO
80302
(720) 340-0159
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Brautigam, Jane; Yates, Bob
RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 7:47:24 AM
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Thanks, Jane.
Cheers,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 7:46 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Yes, I forwarded what he sent me but I will ask him to send directly to you.
Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA – CM
(pronouns: she/her/hers) What's This?
                                                           

O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov
City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:42 AM

To: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob
<YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Jane,
Thanks for that. I did not receive any attachments in your email – did Jonathan provide documents
or a link?
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 5:59 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fw: Muni or Not Discussions

Hi Sam and Bob,
Here is the info that Jonathan was able to find in reference to the suggestion that Susan
Osborne made.
Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA - CM
                                                           

O: 303-441-3090                      

brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov

City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 5:57 PM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Muni or Not Discussions

Thanks, I am going to forward this information to Bob and Sam. I really appreciate your
looking for it.
Jane
Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA - CM
                                                           

O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov

City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302

Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 11:12 AM
To: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Muni or Not Discussions
Jane,
Please find attached two documents that I believe were the basis for much of our conversation
during the early part of our municipalization discussions with Xcel.
The first, titled "Agreement for a Clean Energy Future" is a document that contains 9 specific
provisions Boulder was seeking in June of 2010. Many of these items are no longer relevant, but I
believe this was the list Susan was referring to.
The second document called “Exploring Opportunities for Reaching Boulder’s Energy Future
Goals” is the document that we commonly refer to as the “White Paper”. This was the document
that Deb, David Driskell and I put together in response to Xcel suggesting they didn’t know what we
“want.” I actually think much of this document is still relevant, and is useful in guiding out thinking
now.
I can also dig up the very original term sheet items from 2009, but I don’t believe that’s what Susan
was looking for. I will keep searching the archives to make sure there isn’t anything else worth
surfacing.
Best,
Jonathan
-----Original Message----From: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 3:55 PM
To: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: FW: Muni or Not Discussions
Jonathan, Do you think you can find the 12 requests that Mayor Osborne is talking about?? See
below.
Jane

Jane S. Brautigam
City Manager
ICMA – CM
(pronouns: she/her/hers) What's This?
                                                           
O: 303-441-3090                      
brautigamj@bouldercolorado.gov
City Manager’s Office
1777 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov
-----Original Message----From: Susan Osborne <susanna.osborne@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 6, 2020 3:26 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Muni or Not Discussions
External Sender
Dear Sam and Bob,
In reading through some notes from yesterday’s online conversation with Xcel, I was reminded of
the 12 requests my council had for Xcel at the start of our franchise negotiations. As I recall many
were simple requests for info sharing, while others were more complicated and would have required
going to the PUC together. Jane is copied on this note in the hopes that she can put her hands on
our list.
Jane and our staff were completely stonewalled by the company at the time, and it felt as though
there was never a serious discussion about our (v reasonable) requests. I am a patient and
diplomatic person by nature, but the experience was both disappointing and aggravating. It led
almost the entire council to the point of giving up on Xcel.
If you haven’t looked at our requests, please do. Some may no longer be relevant, but those that I
remember should be a part of the current conversation.
I admit to being puzzled about the timing of the talks with Xcel. We’ve expended such an effort to
get to this point - legally and tactically- that waiting until the costs are clear seems sensible to me. I
trust your judgement tho and of course wish the best for our wonderful town.
Regards,

Susan
Susan M Osborne
525 College Ave.
Boulder, CO
80302
(720) 340-0159
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Sandoval, Emily; Catanach, Steve; Carr, Thomas; Telischak, Lex; Brautigam, Jane; Gehr, David; Bullock, Bryan;
Koehn, Jonathan; Lehrman, Matthew; Haddock, Kathy; Yates, Bob
RE: Press releases for tomorrow
Friday, August 21, 2020 8:51:33 AM
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Emily,
I have added a quote to the press release. It is a bit long, and you can edit for length if needed, but
my preference would be to keep the whole thing in there for the press to lift from.
All feedback is welcome.
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2020 12:48 AM
To: Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas
<CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak, Lex <TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Bullock, Bryan
<BullockB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman,
Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Press releases for tomorrow
Hi all,
Thanks for all your hard work tonight. I have updated the press release and would like to send
before 12 p.m. tomorrow (today?), if possible. Please get some rest, and let me know if you have
edits and quote ideas in the morning.
08.21.20 Settlement press releases.docx
Best,
Emily

Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
She/Her/Hers

C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From: Sandoval, Emily
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 2:30 PM
To: Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas
<CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak, Lex <TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Bullock, Bryan
<BullockB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman,
Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Press releases for tomorrow
08.21.20 Settlement press releases.docx
Hi everyone,
In advance of tonight's discussion, here are two potential releases for tomorrow if council makes a
decision tonight. Xcel has provided a quote for the "approved" press release, and is deciding
whether to participate in a joint release if council does not approve.
Sam, I have some placeholders for quotes from you. If others want quotes on the release, we can
certainly make room for more voices.
Thank you!
Emily

Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
She/Her/Hers

C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
Bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Leora Frankel; Yates, Bob
RE: Request for Comment re the Opportunity Zone
Monday, October 21, 2019 10:38:27 AM
Opportunity_Zones_-_Final_memo.pdf
City Council Minutes - 2018-12-18.pdf

Ms. Frankel,
I am responding, but only copying one other Council member due to our open meeting laws, and our restriction on
having conversations among 3 or more Council members.
In the Council memo for Dec. 18, 2018, you will find the following sentence: "The moratorium is proposed for 18
months, until June 22, 2020 to allow time for the necessary changes to development regulations and planning to
occur in the area."
During the discussion that evening, I recall speaking about two main subjects: protecting the market-rate affordable
housing in the OZ, as well as how to adjust development regulations to ensure that we were going to receive the best
outcomes possible within our development regulatory structure. I recall the discussion that evening focusing on
uses rather than intensity, since the height moratorium was still in place (and was further extended on Oct 15,
2019). The initial height moratorium was intended to insure that adequate community benefit is received in
exchange for any development intensity above by-right intensity.
So to your questions:
1) We discussed the entire issue on Dec. 18, 2018. I do not recall (and the meeting minutes do not support) the idea
that the development regulations that we would consider would be ' solely for the purpose of revising the use tables'.
2) I believe that was also discussed and set as a goal on Dec. 18 2018. I do not recall there being any discussion of
'use tables only'. We ended up with an overlay zone over the current housing in the OZ to prevent redevelopment of
the type we have seen at Eastpointe. This was clearly a concern for many Council members during the moratorium
discussion. If you look at the motion language (I made the motion) in the attached minutes, you will see that the
restriction on demolition and replacement of multi-family housing was in the original moratorium motion language.
3) Boulder is currently in the process of defining and putting in place programs for affordable commercial space.
The first pilot for this type of project is just being constructed at the former Pollard site at 30th and Pearl. Since this
type of commercial space does not have a defined program around it yet, there were few standards to reference for
doing so. The new Council could prioritize further work on this matter once they are seated.
4) The word 'deal' as I understood it last Tuesday, Oct. 15, 2019, was short-hand for the trade-off quoted in the
sentence from the Dec 18, 2018 meeting: that the moratorium would remain in place until such time as development
regulations had been reviewed and adjusted to influence developers to provide more of what we want, protect
market-rate affordable housing, and mitigate against a lot of new office space.
If you watch the tape of the Oct 15, 2019 meeting, you will see Council working with Planning and Legal staff to
explore whether we could find out if individual projects were receiving OZ funding, and to require additional
benefits if so. If you watch the tape, you will see that at a minimum for either additional affordable housing, or any
other additional community benefit, a new nexus study would be required. If the new Council desires to do so, that
could be put on the work plan.
I have attached the documents that I referenced for your convenience.
All the best,
Sam Weaver
Mayor Pro Tem

Boulder City Council
weavers@bouldercolorado.gov
Phone: 303-416-6130
-----Original Message----From: Leora Frankel <leoquill@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 9:26 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brockett,
Aaron <BrockettA@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Request for Comment re the Opportunity Zone
Dear Council members Yates, Brockett and Weaver,
I am writing to you in my capacity as a journalist.
You all seemed in agreement that “the deal” that had been made with regard to the opportunity zone moratorium
consisted solely in revising the use tables / changing land use code. This is an opportunity to respond to the
following questions:
1. At what point did you / Council decide the temporary moratorium would buy time solely for the purpose of
revising the use tables?
2. If so, was the decision to try to preserve market rate affordable housing an ad hoc decision? When was this goal
set? How is this consistent with ‘use table only?’
3. Why did the goal of preserving affordable commercial space get no attention?
4. And, why, did Weaver and Yates use the word “deal”, especially as both Council members Yates and Brockett
voted against the moratorium and were therefore not really partners to a deal? Or did the word “deal” refer to
something else?
If you wish to respond, please do so by the end of the business day.
All the best,
Leora Frankel

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Edie Hooton; Yates, Bob
RE: Requesting your advice on how to proceed with garnering City Council support for the CCE Study Bill
Friday, September 25, 2020 2:59:20 PM
image003.png

Edie,
Our legislative committee met yesterday. Consumer choice in electricity is listed as one of our top
legislative priorities, so we are again supporting the CCE study bill, and our lobbyists understand that
and were on that call. I expect CML will support again, and I will make sure of that at the Oct 9
policy committee meeting. We have also made lifting the 120% limit on solar system size one of our
top priorities, and we have submitted that to the CML policy committee as well.
If the franchise agreement passes in November, Xcel is contractually committed to support lifting the
120% limit. We have agreed to disagree with them about CCE, but we reserved all of our rights to
support legislation of our choosing regardless of the franchise status.
Let’s speak tomorrow late morning if you are available.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Edie Hooton <ediehooton@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 12:07 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Requesting your advice on how to proceed with garnering City Council support for the CCE
Study Bill

External Sender
Sam, Bob, Good morningQuick question. Can you tell me what steps I need to take to affirm City Council’s ongoing support of
the CCE Study Bill considering that the proposed franchise agreement and the bill are not mutually
exclusive?  
I met with Carl and got the sense that Council will be prioritizing racial justice legislation next session
and that active support for the study bill is not assured. I think a strong case can be made that CCE

would advance a key component of racial justice - environmental justice.
Besides testimony in Committee, it would be great if the bill could receive some targeted lobbying
support at the Capitol too. I'm also hoping that Boulder (Carl) will convey Boulder’s support for the
bill when it is presented to the Colorado Municipal League Policy Committee (which supported it last
session). Your advice is appreciated!
Best to you both, and thank you.
Edie
Edie Hooton
Majority Caucus Chair
Vice-Chair, Committee on Energy and Environment
Member, Committee on Transportation and Local Government
State Representative
House District 10
Boulder | CO | 80304
ediehooton@gmail.com | (C) 303-588-7494
www.ediehooton.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Smith, RaeDyne; Ream, Lance J; Chacon, Beth J; Cowan, Neil; Gehr, David; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan;
Telischak, Lex; Lehrman, Matthew; Agurries, Desiree; Mirzayi, Betty; Yates, Bob
RE: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Distribution Planning
Monday, June 8, 2020 8:54:48 AM
image001.png

Thursday 2pm works for me, thanks.

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Smith, RaeDyne <Raedyne.Smith@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 8:21 AM
To: Ream, Lance J <lance.j.ream@xcelenergy.com>; Chacon, Beth J
<beth.j.chacon@xcelenergy.com>; Cowan, Neil <neil.cowan@xcelenergy.com>; Gehr, David
<GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn,
Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak, Lex <TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>; Agurries, Desiree
<AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Mirzayi, Betty <betty.mirzayi@xcelenergy.com>; Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Settlement Discussion (Boulder/Xcel): Distribution Planning

External Sender
Good Morning All,
Apologies for the short notice on this. Hollie text me this weekend and said her reception is not
good so she asked me to move Tuesday’s meeting to Thursday afternoon. 2pm seems to work on
the Xcel side. Can you all make this work for the Boulder team? I have added voting buttons to
hopefully help make this easier for you all, but feel free to email or call if you’d like.
Thank you so much,
RaeDyne Smith
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Executive Assistant to Alice Jackson
1800 Larimer St. Ste. 1100 Denver, CO 80202
P: 303.294.2978 C: 720.309.9203
E: raedyne.smith@xcelenergy.com

________________________________________________

XCELENERGY.COM

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
RE: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
Sunday, May 10, 2020 4:58:15 AM
image001.png

I am around early – send me a text when you are ready for a call.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Saturday, May 9, 2020 9:51 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
Let’s discuss in the morning.

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Jackson, Alice K" <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Date: May 9, 2020 at 8:54:49 PM MDT
To: "Yates, Bob" <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>, "Weaver, Sam"
<weavers@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Settlement Discussion: Franchise


External Sender
After reading the franchise and thinking about it a bit, we will be able to work with a 5
year check in.
Alice

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Jackson, Alice K; Yates, Bob
RE: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
Sunday, May 10, 2020 8:59:48 AM
image001.png

Alice,
Thanks very much for the quick response. You have a great Mothers’ Day as well!
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 10, 2020 8:55 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
Confirmed.
Have a Happy Mother’s Day gentlemen.
Alice
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Sunday, May 10, 2020 7:58:47 AM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Settlement Discussion: Franchise
EXTERNAL - STOP & THINK before opening links and attachments.

Alice:
Thank you for your email. Sam and I would like to confirm that we are on the same page with

you in your reference to a five-year check-in:
What Sam and I proposed in our call with you on Thursday was that the franchise agreement
may be terminated at the city's discretion, upon either an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the
members of the Boulder City Council or a majority vote of the Boulder electorate. This
arrangement was arrived at in our previous discussions with Xcel, and is found in the first
bullet in Section 1, Exhibit A, of the letter from David Eves to the Boulder City Council, dated
March 30, 2017.
Please confirm that Xcel would agree to this termination right in any franchise agreement that
is part of a comprehensive settlement between Xcel and the city. If we need to have a call
today to discuss this further, Sam and I would welcome that opportunity, and we are available
most of the day.
Best,
Bob
From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 9, 2020 8:54 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Settlement Discussion: Franchise

External Sender
After reading the franchise and thinking about it a bit, we will be able to work with a 5 year check in.
Alice

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Sandoval, Emily; Yates, Bob
Huntley, Sarah
RE: Slides for Friday
Thursday, June 4, 2020 9:32:59 AM
image003.png
image004.png

Emily,
Thanks for sharing this presentation – it is well done and comprehensive. I have 2 comments:
1. Slide 8 (timeline) should be titled (in my opinion) ‘Process Timeline Assuming Successful
Negotiations and Council Approval’
2. Slide 9 should be titled (in my opinion) ‘Xcel Perspectives on Potential Partnership’
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 9:25 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Slides for Friday
Thank you, Bob. I have made these edits.
Sam, please let me know if you have additional edits before I share with Xcel.
Negotiation Listening Sessions.pptx
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 7:00 AM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Slides for Friday

Thanks Emily. Here are my suggestions:
Slide 2: Replace "interactions" with "questions"
Slide 4: In the bar chart on the right, you might indicate with a red line and a notation how
many MW of local generation we now have.
Slide 7: The first bullet should probably be Carbon reduction goals
Slide 7: I don't think we need a sub-bullet under the fifth one. Make it a single bullet that
reads "Boulder right to terminate franchise after five years"
Slide 7: Change the last bullet to "Preservation of legal and engineering status"
Slide 8: Change the label of the first row from "Negotiations" to "Negotiation and
Agreements" and extend the row through the month of August
Slide 8: Change "Election" to "Community Vote"

Thanks,
Bob
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 1:57 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Slides for Friday
Hi Sam and Bob,
Here are the draft slides for Friday. Please let me know if you have any edits. Xcel has requested we
share them when we're able to. Let me know if you object to sharing them after you've had a chance
to review.
Thank you,
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
(pronouns: She/Her/Hers) What's This?

O: 303-441-1927
C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302

BoulderColorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob; Toor - CEO, Will
Carr, Thomas; Koehn, Jonathan; Catanach, Steve
RE: State agency input on settlement agreement between Boulder and Xcel
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 12:52:39 PM
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Will,
I agree with Bob that having someone from your office weigh in on Aug 20 could be very helpful. As
I am sure you remember we can allow key visitors to speak during a part of the staff presentation, or
make the first public comments.
I have cc’d Tom Carr and Steve Catanach who will be organizing the presentation, and you can have
someone in your office work with them to figure out the best time to give your remarks.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 4, 2020 2:59 PM
To: Toor - CEO, Will <will.toor@state.co.us>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: State agency input on settlement agreement between Boulder and Xcel

Will:
Sam can weigh in for himself, but my opinion is that this would be helpful. The public hearing
is tentatively scheduled for Thursday, August 20 (special meeting night dedicated to this). Let's
see what Sam says and then let's figure out the best way to have you present.
Best,
Bob
From: Toor - CEO, Will <will.toor@state.co.us>

Sent: Tuesday, August 4, 2020 2:55 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: State agency input on settlement agreement between Boulder and Xcel
Would you like one of us to speak to this at your meeting?
Will Toor
Executive Director, Colorado Energy Office
Phone 303-866-2202 / Mobile 303-328-1529

On Tue, Aug 4, 2020 at 2:10 PM Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov> wrote:

Many thanks Will & John. It's very helpful to have your input and support.
Best,
Bob
From: Toor - CEO, Will <will.toor@state.co.us>
Sent: Tuesday, August 4, 2020 1:30 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; John Putnam CDPHE <john.putnam@state.co.us>; Pierce - GOVOffice, Zach <zach.pierce@state.co.us>; Keith
Hay - CEO <keith.m.hay@state.co.us>; Alice Jackson <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: State agency input on settlement agreement between Boulder and Xcel

External Sender
Dear members of council,
I am attaching a formal letter from the Colorado Energy Office and Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment congratulating the Boulder and Xcel negotiating teams for the progress
you have made, urging the full council to support this agreement, and outlining the statewide
climate and clean energy benefits we see from this agreement, and providing our commitment to
support its implementation, including through intervention at the Public Utilities Commission. The
letter is attached as a pdf, but you can read the full text below:

August 4, 2020

Dear members of the Boulder City Council,

On behalf of the Colorado Energy Office and Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, we would like to congratulate the City of Boulder staff and council and Xcel
negotiating teams on the settlement agreement that has been drafted. While the state has
been a neutral party in the ongoing municipalization process, we are excited about the value
this agreement could bring to statewide climate and clean energy goals, and we encourage
the full council to approve this settlement.

Last year, the legislature passed groundbreaking bills that set science-based economy wide
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets to reduce GHG pollution 50% below
2005 levels by 2030 and 90% by 2050, as well as legislation that reformed the way that
utilities are regulated, requiring the state Public Utilities Commission to incorporate the full
cost of climate damages from GHG pollution in their economic analysis of utility plans,
and codifying Xcel Energy’s voluntary commitment of 80% emissions reductions by 2030.
Since then, our second and third largest utilities, Tri-State Generation and Transmission and
Colorado Springs Utilities, have announced plans for deep emissions reductions by 2030,
and other large utilities like Platte River Power Authority and Holy Cross Energy are
working on electric resource plans that are widely expected to meet or exceed the 80%
target. Fundamentally, the combination of legislative leadership, regulatory action by the
PUC and the state Air Quality Control Commission, historically low prices for wind and
solar energy, and enlightened utility leadership have put Colorado on a pathway towards
rapid decarbonization of the electric grid, and towards Governor Polis’ goal of 100%
renewable generation by 2040.

However, electricity generation only accounts for about a quarter of statewide GHG
pollution. Transportation is our single largest source of emissions, followed by electricity
and then energy use in residential and commercial buildings. In order to achieve the state’s
goals, we need to rapidly clean up these other sectors. The transition to clean electricity,
combined with all of the technical advances in batteries, electric vehicles, and electric heat
pumps, has opened up a pathway to deep emissions reductions through electrification of
cars, trucks and buses, and buildings. Xcel Energy has been a major supporter of these
efforts; notably, in May Xcel filed their first transportation electrification plan with the
PUC, proposing $100 million of investment in infrastructure and programs over the next
three years to support adoption of electric cars, trucks and buses.

Given this context, we see real value to the state as a whole from multiple aspects of the
settlement agreement. First are Xcel’s emissions commitments, which include interim
targets for 2022, 2024 and 2027, in addition to 2030, and are clearly stated as tonnage
commitments, which give greater clarity than percentage reductions from a baseline. This
reinforces the level of certainty about the trajectory of emissions reductions.

Second is the commitment that Boulder and Xcel would work together to support regulatory
changes to remove or substantially increase the 120% limit on on-site solar generation; to
develop new rate structures that are more favorable for electric buses; and to remove
barriers to larger deployment of local distributed generation. These changes support state
goals of expanding renewable generation and expanding transportation electrification, and
would have value well beyond the boundaries of the city.

Third is the commitment to partnership projects between Boulder and Xcel focused on areas
such as grid modernization, microgrids, electrification and hydrogen. While these types of
projects will need to be expanded across the state, Boulder presents a unique opportunity
for early deployment because of all of the work that has already been done there to develop
these markets. A 2019 study by the International Council for Clean Transportation found
that nearly 10% of new cars in Boulder were EVs - the highest EV market share of any city
outside of California, and about four times the statewide average. In addition, Boulder and
Boulder County have both done extensive work to support adoption of electric heat pumps
in buildings, through programs like EnergySmart. The entire state will benefit from the
learning that could come from an Xcel Boulder partnership in this area. As a procedural
note, to the extent that such partnerships require approval from the PUC, we would
anticipate active engagement from the Energy Office in these dockets, including making the
case, where appropriate, that such statewide benefits justify broader cost recovery.

Colorado has a long and proud tradition of working together in partnership to make progress
on cleaner air, environmental protection and climate action. We believe that the proposed
agreement is an important example of such partnership, and commit to working with both
parties to implement such an agreement in ways that will maximize the climate and clean
energy benefits to the state as a whole.

Sincerely Yours,

Dr William Toor,
Executive Director, Colorado Energy Office

John Putnam,
Director of Environmental Programs, Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment

Will Toor
Executive Director, Colorado Energy Office
Phone 303-866-2202 / Mobile 303-328-1529

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Jackson, Alice K; Yates, Bob
Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J
RE: Today"s Listening Session
Monday, June 22, 2020 7:49:35 AM
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Alice,
Thanks for the heads-up, and we look forward to Hollie being there. Is it appropriate to assume that
Hollie will give the Xcel part of the introductory remarks?
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 7:33 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Velasquez Horvath, Hollie J <hollie.velasquez@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: Today's Listening Session

External Sender
Sam and Bob,
Good morning.   My apologies, I had the wrong time for the session today and will be unable to
rearrange to be there. Hollie however is excited to participate in the listening session today. I will
be back with you all at the next one.
Thanks again!
Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email

This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Sandoval, Emily; Carr, Thomas; Yates, Bob; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Koehn, Jonathan;
Huntley, Sarah; Brautigam, Jane
RE: Updated slides with Alice"s presentation
Friday, June 5, 2020 8:58:30 AM
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Emily,
My two short comments:
I think we should try and have each of myself, Bob, and Alice limit our time to 8 minutes or so, and
the staff intro at 5 minutes would take the first 30-40 minutes for presentations, leaving 50-60
minutes for questions and feedback.
My only other comment is that Slide 16 is that the second bullet should read:
Feedback and discussion of negotiating process and form of agreement
I would also add a third bullet:
Ideas for processes and programs to be developed by any Boulder-Xcel partnership
See you at 10am!
Cheers,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, June 5, 2020 8:33 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Huntley, Sarah
<Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Updated slides with Alice's presentation
Negotiation Listening Sessions.pptx

Hi all,
I have received Alice's slides and added them to the presentation for this afternoon. They're
available if you'd like to take a look ahead of our dry run.
Thank you,
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
(pronouns: She/Her/Hers) What's This?

O: 303-441-1927
C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
BoulderColorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Carr, Thomas
CovidBusinessViolations; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Lehrman, Matthew; Telischak, Lex;
Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
Brautigam, Jane; Sandoval, Emily
RE: Weekly Check-In on Xcel negotiations
Thursday, August 27, 2020 10:27:21 AM

This meeting is cancelled.
-----Original Appointment----From: CovidBusinessViolations <CovidBusinessViolations@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 2:03 PM
To: CovidBusinessViolations; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Lehrman, Matthew;
Telischak, Lex; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
Cc: Brautigam, Jane; Carr, Thomas; Sandoval, Emily
Subject: Weekly Check-In on Xcel negotiations
When: Occurs every Thursday effective 7/23/2020 until 12/31/2020 from 2:00 PM to 3:00 PM (UTC07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

-----Original Appointment----From: CovidBusinessViolations <CovidBusinessViolations@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2020 9:26 AM
To: CovidBusinessViolations; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Lehrman, Matthew;
Telischak, Lex; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
Cc: Brautigam, Jane
Subject: Weekly Check-In on Xcel negotiations
When: Occurs every Thursday effective 7/23/2020 until 12/31/2020 from 2:00 PM to 3:00 PM (UTC07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

________________________________________________________________________________

Join Microsoft Teams Meeting
Learn more about Teams | Meeting options

________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Carr, Thomas
CovidBusinessViolations; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Lehrman, Matthew; Telischak, Lex;
Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
Brautigam, Jane; Sandoval, Emily; Agurries, Desiree
RE: Weekly Check-In on Xcel negotiations
Thursday, September 3, 2020 9:08:00 AM

Please delete these meetings from your calendar. I cannot seem to cancel them because I sent
them from the covidviolations email account.
-----Original Appointment----From: CovidBusinessViolations <CovidBusinessViolations@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 2:03 PM
To: CovidBusinessViolations; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Lehrman, Matthew;
Telischak, Lex; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
Cc: Brautigam, Jane; Carr, Thomas; Sandoval, Emily; Agurries, Desiree
Subject: Weekly Check-In on Xcel negotiations
When: Occurs every Thursday effective 7/23/2020 until 12/31/2020 from 2:00 PM to 3:00 PM (UTC07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

-----Original Appointment----From: CovidBusinessViolations <CovidBusinessViolations@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2020 9:26 AM
To: CovidBusinessViolations; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy; Lehrman, Matthew;
Telischak, Lex; Koehn, Jonathan; Yates, Bob; Weaver, Sam
Cc: Brautigam, Jane
Subject: Weekly Check-In on Xcel negotiations
When: Occurs every Thursday effective 7/23/2020 until 12/31/2020 from 2:00 PM to 3:00 PM (UTC07:00) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting

________________________________________________________________________________

Join Microsoft Teams Meeting
Learn more about Teams | Meeting options

________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Sandoval, Emily; Yates, Bob; Huntley, Sarah
RE: Xcel Negotiations: Input: Long Duration Storage Opportunity
Thursday, June 4, 2020 6:30:45 AM
image003.png

Emily,
This looks like a great start! Please find suggested edits in-line below with highlights for additions
and/or cross-outs for deletions.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 5:48 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Xcel Negotiations: Input: Long Duration Storage Opportunity
Hi all,
How does this look to you?

Dear [Insert Name],
Thank you for emailing City Council with your feedback and ideas on the city’s ongoing
negotiations with Xcel Energy. All nine council members have received your email and may
respond individually. This is a staff response.
Public input and involvement have always been essential to shaping Boulder’s Energy Future
and we appreciate your input during this important stage. We are also sharing your emails
directly with our staff and Council team as well as Xcel Energy.
Staff, Council and Xcel Energy are reviewing and all ideas, and the city will be as transparent
as possible about how we used your input or why we are were unable to move it forward.
Your emailed feedback will be considered equally to along with thoughts shared at the Town
Halls scheduled for June 5, 10 and 24. If you’d like to attend a virtual Town Hall to learn more
about the process and hear from others, please register on Eventbrite.
Thank you again for your commitment to this important topic.

Best,
Steve
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:27 AM
To: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Sandoval, Emily
<SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fw: Xcel Negotiations: Input: Long Duration Storage Opportunity

Sarah & Emily:
I don't know if anyone has been responding to or acknowledging the emails that we have been
receiving from community members with their offers of ideas and concepts for a possible
settlement. But, I think we should respond somehow. My preference be that the responses
come from staff, and that they sound genuine, without getting into the actual merits of the
community member's proposal. If you and Sam agree, perhaps staff could put together a
baseline staff response that Sam and I could look at.
Thanks,
Bob
From: rdwestby46 <rdwestby46@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:16 AM
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: rdwestby46 <rdwestby46@gmail.com>
Subject: [Potential SPAM] Xcel Negotiations: Input: Long Duration Storage Opportunity

External Sender

To the Council,

I am sending this email to recommend that the opportunity of long duration storage be on the negotiations
agenda with Xcel.

Distribution grid resiliency is a Boulder priority. Long-duration storage will be necessary to maintain grid
reliability in the future during extreme conditions. Long duration storage offers 150 hours of storage for
"baseload renewables" or "bidirectional power plants." A 1MW full-scale power plant project will take the
technology out of the lab and deploy it in a full-scale power plant context in late 2023. See overview
article below.

There is an active Xcel’s Community Resilience Initiative (CRI) filing with the PUC. This filing is made
under the auspices of 2018 CO Energy Storage Procurement Act (supported by Xcel). The proposed
projects (none in Boulder) range from 6-15MW at an estimated cost of some $23.4M to be added to the
rate base (see attached). These projects are for short duration (4 hour) peak applications. This
demonstrates that Xcel identified a real need and opportunity and wants to pre-emptively “tie down”
market share albeit with short duration storage.
The recommendation is to explore long duration storage applicability and value to Boulder’s distribution
grid for incorporation into the negotiations. Here are some considerations.
If the City secures a long duration storage capability, it could viably secure in the near term a large
measure of vital distribution grid resiliency.
There are almost certainly benefits to future renewable power purchase agreements/negotiations.
The City would be in a leveraged positioned in having the long duration storage “card” to play.
This would be the City taking a national leadership position in managing its distribution grid.
A good resource going forward (from the article) would be Jon Brekke, Vice President and Chief Power
Supply Officer for Great River Energy, who is leading the GRE project.
Thank you,
Bob Westby
122 Old Post Office Rd
Boulder, CO 80302
303.449.9186
____

Long Duration Breakthrough? Form Energy’s First Project Tries Pushing Storage to 150 Hours
Minnesota utility Great River Energy will use new storage technology from the Bill Gates-backed startup to replace coal power with
dispatchable wind.
Julian Spector May 07, 2020 Green Tech Media
Minnesota wind power will soon charge a first-of-its-kind long duration battery from Form Energy.
Form Energy, the stealthy, Bill Gates-backed startup, has secured its first utility deal for a novel super-long-duration energy storage
technology. And its stated capability blows away anything else on the market.
A cadre of storage industry veterans and MIT scientists started Form Energy in late 2017 to tackle one of the hardest problems in clean
energy: how to make renewable power available whenever it's needed.
In the early days, founder and former Tesla storage leader Mateo Jaramillo described the deployment as a "decade-long project." But
both renewable adoption and Form's lab work moved faster than expected.
Minnesota utility Great River Energy confirmed Thursday that it will pilot Form's technology, identified for the first time as an "aqueous
air" battery system. While it's common for lithium-ion batteries on the market today to discharge their full power capacity for up to
four hours, Form's 1-megawatt project will do so for up to 150 hours, an unprecedented achievement for the storage industry.
Great River Energy, the second-largest power supplier in Minnesota, announced plans Thursday to phase out coal power, add 1,100
megawatts of new wind capacity and expand market purchases, resulting in a cheaper electricity mix that is 95 percent carbon-free. The
generation and transmission cooperative wants to see if long-duration storage works to ride out the lulls in wind generation.
"Long-duration storage will be necessary to maintain grid reliability in the future during extreme conditions, such as a heat wave or polar
vortex," President and CEO David Saggau said on a press call.
Form has been working quietly to develop technology for "baseload renewables" or "bidirectional power plants." It attracted more than
$50 million from investors including Gates-affiliated Breakthrough Energy Ventures, Macquarie Capital, Italian oil giant Eni and Prelude
Ventures.
This is the first announced deal that will take the technology out of the lab and deploy it in a full-scale power plant context. It is due
online in late 2023.
Form Energy's first utility deal
It started with a chance encounter.
In the spring of 2018, Form President Ted Wiley gave a talk on long-duration storage unlocking high-renewables power systems. Jon
Brekke, vice president and chief power supply officer for Great River Energy, saw it and approached Wiley to discuss how the concept
could work for Minnesota. The state has strong wind production, but also periods where the wind disappears, like in a polar vortex.
That conversation led to collaboration on analyzing what GRE's portfolio would need to safely shut down coal while maintaining
reliability.  

GRE's Coal Creek Station in North Dakota produces 1,151 megawatts, approximately half GRE's energy sales, along with most of
its carbon emissions. Though it's supplied from a nearby lignite coal mine, reducing transportation costs, the plant struggles to
compete in a power market dominated by persistently cheap renewables and natural gas.
"The production costs of that plant are much higher than what the market values it at," Saggau said.
The company has discussed giving it away, he added, but has found no takers, due to the fundamental economic disadvantage. GRE
announced Thursday that it will shut down Coal Creek in the second half of 2022.
"When GRE thinks about decarbonizing their portfolio and what’s best for their members in terms of cost, there's a natural alignment
with a company like Form that's trying to make wind and solar better able serve all of the needs of the grid," Wiley said.
The utility sought a resource that would ensure reliable power while achieving a high return on investment and low levelized cost of
energy. Form Energy ran what Jaramillo called a "complex co-optimization" analysis using its proprietary Formware, a program designed
to model the highly variable power systems of the future.
After comparing cheap lithium-ion storage, different versions of Form's technology and other options, the conclusion reached was 150hour storage.
Form is not sharing many details on its technology but told GTM that the storage plant will sit inside the utility fence at an existing power
plant, taking up about an acre. It will have enclosed, weatherized systems on a concrete pad, but not the containers typical of lithium-ion
projects. The system is designed to operate for at least 20 years.
'Ultra-low-cost' competition with lithium-ion batteries
The 1-megawatt format is the replicable block for Form's technology, Jaramillo said. That means scaling it up for future projects won't
require redesigning the system.
The long-term future for Form depends in part on its unit economics versus mass-produced lithium-ion batteries. Several long-duration
storage startups have succumbed to unexpectedly rapid price declines for their mainstream battery competitors.
"We expect to be competitive with lithium-ion on a dollar-per-kilowatt basis," Jaramillo said.
If that happens, it would mean that a customer could pay the same for the discharge capacity, but get 150 hours of that discharge with
Form instead of four or six hours with conventional batteries.
Similarly, GRE's Brekke noted on a call with reporters that Form is "ultra-low-cost" on a megawatt-hour basis.
Of course, the technologies defy direct comparison because they perform different functions on the grid.
"A four-hour lithium-ion battery puts limitations on our ability to serve the reliability needs of the power grid in the Upper Midwest,"
Brekke said.
The project itself is a few years away from operations. But its details could inject a new variable into grid infrastructure planning
conversations elsewhere. Form representatives have already spoken about its product with more than 100 different utilities, Wiley said.
"It's important that the broader industry knows that this kind of thing is coming," Jaramillo said. "If that causes regulators and other
planners to pause and evaluate just how fast this stuff is going to show up, then fantastic."
Utilities mulling capital-intensive new gas-plant expansion in the next decade have a new grid resource to consider.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Katie Langford; Bob Yates; Yates, Bob
RE: Xcel negotiations
Friday, June 19, 2020 6:39:25 PM
image001.png

Katie,
Sorry I am just picking this up now, after your deadline. I am happy to speak any time I am available,
and this weekend and next week are fairly clear. Let me know if you’d like to set up a time so we are
sure to connect.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Katie Langford <klangford@dailycamera.com>
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2020 4:38 PM
To: Bob Yates <bobyatesboulder@gmail.com>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Xcel negotiations

External Sender
Hi Sam and Bob,
Are either of you available for a quick comment about how Xcel negotiations are going? I'm writing
an update based on the information from Tuesday's presentation. I can be reached at 970-812-6250.
Deadline is 6 p.m.
Thank you!
Katie Langford
Staff Writer
Boulder Daily Camera
303-684-5212
@katielangford35

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob; Wallach, Mark
RE: Xcel
Sunday, August 9, 2020 4:37:44 PM
image003.png

I agree with Bob’s advice that you speak with Alice with any questions you may have regarding the
potential settlement arrangements. You will need to be prepared (as we all will) to disclose any
information that is exchanged in these conversations.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 7, 2020 11:16 AM
To: Wallach, Mark <WallachM@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Xcel

Mark:
Thanks for asking. Sam and I previously encouraged Alice Jackson to reach out to each council
member to hear their views on the proposed settlement and to answer any questions. Feel
free to speak with Alice, if you'd like.
Best,
Bob
From: Wallach, Mark <WallachM@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 7, 2020 11:12 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Xcel

Just to let you know, Craig Eicher has reached out to me (as I assume he has
reached out to each member of Council, unless I am viewed as especially

malleable) to speak with Alice Jackson regarding the proposed settlement, and
to provide an opportunity to ask questions. I have responded that I would be
happy to do so, but on reflection (which reflection might have been more
appropriate before I answered), I want to make sure that any such
conversation does not interfere with the course of negotiations. Please let me
know if such a conversation is problematic for the process; if necessary I will
walk back my acceptance.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Marshall, Dianne; Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas; Davis, Pamela
RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
Monday, September 21, 2020 11:36:24 AM
image002.png

Dianne,
Angelique got hers to Bob, who has edited and sent back to me. I got a con statement from Steve
Pomerance. Since these are coming from Council and we are on a tight deadline, this will be good
enough for now. I will get you the statements shortly.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Marshall, Dianne <MarshallD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 11:25 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Davis, Pamela <DavisP@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
I believe we had others interested in pro/con. Angelique Espinoza wanted to do a PRO. Celeste
Landry was asking about pro/con but did not state which item. I believe someone should reach out
to them to also submit.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:31 AM
To: Marshall, Dianne <MarshallD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fw: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension

Dianne:
Per Tom's note, Sam and I are submitting the attached Pro statement for Ballot Measure 2D

on behalf of council. Please note that I am waiting to hear back from Cheryl Pattelli and Steve
Catanach to confirm the amount in the penultimate paragraph. I'll let you know if they say
something different.
Thanks,
Bob
From: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:04 AM
To: Pomerance, Stephen <stevepom335@comcast.net>; Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
Thanks for this Steve. While I disagree with your analysis, to take a conservative approach, I have
advised the clerk to accept and attempt to submit pro and con statements today.

Tom

From: Pomerance, Stephen <stevepom335@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 5:42 AM
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension

External Sender
So it’s 100% clear, I was not attempting to provide a complete review of what TABOR regulates,
just the particulars related to ballot measures and notices.

On Sep 20, 2020, at 2:26 PM, Steve Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net> wrote:

To the Council:

I will try to make this brief and understandable. Again, this is regarding the
missing “for and against” statements on the UOT extension.

Apparently the CAO’s position, based on Bruce vs. Colorado Springs, is that TABOR
does not regulate “tax extensions” other than requiring an election for such a “tax
extension".

The way I read the Bruce vs. Colorado Springs case, "tax extensions” fit into the
group of ballot measures that are required to be included in TABOR Notices (that go
out before the election) and have “for and against” statements included therein, but
do not have to meet all the requirements in TABOR’s Section (4).

To simplify the analysis a bit, TABOR has 3 sets of requirements (all this is in TABOR,
copied at the bottom):

1) items that must be voted on by the people — this is the list in TABOR’s Section
(4), and includes "new taxes", "tax increases", "tax extensions", increases in multiyear debt, etc.

2) information that must be included in the ballot title (what’s on the actual ballot)
— this includes the “Shall taxes be increased...” type language for “tax increases".

3) material that must be included in the TABOR Notice that goes to the voters before
the election — this may include the ballot title, “for and against” statements, etc.

In Bruce vs. Colorado Springs, in reference to ballot issues that are listed in Section
(4) in TABOR, the Supreme Court stated the following regarding TABOR’S Section (3)
(b) requirements:

"While ALL ballot issues must comply with subsections (i) and (v),
an election for a tax increase must also comply with subsections (ii)

and (iii).”

(I capitalized the “ALL" for emphasis.)

So the Supreme Court is separating out the requirements for "tax increase” items
from the rest (contradicting Doug Bruce). And the Supreme Court is saying that
a “tax extension” does not have to provide the info listed in (ii) and (iii) in the Notice
that a “tax increase” would have to provide.

(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded debt increases, the
estimated or actual total of district fiscal year spending for the
current year and each of the past four years, and the overall
percentage and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each proposed district tax
increase, district estimates of the maximum dollar amount of
each increase and of district fiscal year spending without the
increase.
BUT, the Supreme Court IS saying that a “tax extension” (like the UOT extension)
MUST provide what is in subsections (i) and (v) in the Notice:

(i) The election date, hours, ballot title, text, and local election
office address and telephone number.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words each, one for and one
against the proposal, of written comments filed with the
election officer by 45 days before the election. No summary
shall mention names of persons or private groups, nor any
endorsements of or resolution against the proposal. Petition
representatives following these rules shall write this summary
for their petition. The election officer shall maintain and
accurately summarize all other relevant written comments. The
provisions of the subparagraph (v) do not apply to a statewide
ballot issue, which is subject to the provisions of section 1(7.5)
of article V of this constitution.

Given what happened with the petition process, I suggest that you err on the side of
caution, and deal with this one up front, so that a small error doesn’t become a big
one. After all, this is just info to the voters (and not a decision about the fate of the
universe). And you already are required to send out a TABOR notice for the Evictions
tax ballot item.

I would have the City Clerk get the "for and against" statements together ASAP and
immediately contact the County Clerk and let her know that you will be getting
them to the County within a day or so.
I note that the Colorado Springs city clerk initially took the same position that
Boulder has, but then reversed and accepted last minute comments for the “for and
against”. Here’s what the Supreme Court said about that in the Bruce vs. Colorado
Springs case:

Last, the trial court found no bad faith on the part of the City Clerk, Kathryn
Young. After initially taking the position that no comments would be received,
the City reversed its position after Bruce appeared at the City Clerk's office on
the final day for comment submission[3] and insisted that the Clerk's office
accept his comments. The City Clerk then solicited comments from a proponent
of Issue 1A shortly before the 5:00 p.m. deadline. The trial court found the City
Clerk's actions were not in bad faith, but that the City did not afford the public
"any reasonable opportunity to further the purposes of [Amendment 1] with the
submission of comments."

Regards,
Steve Pomerance

Begin forwarded message:

From: Steve Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net>
Subject: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT
extension
Date: September 19, 2020 at 4:21:07 PM MDT
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>

To the Council:

A friend asked me on Thursday whether Pro/Con statements are required
for all tax ballot measures. My friend raised this issue because the City’s
Election page did not request them except for the Evictions tax increase
measure. (That page is copied below.)

I wasn’t sure, so I looked up TABOR on Lexis (copied in full at the bottom
of this email) and also what seemed to be an important case
distinguishing tax increases from tax extensions with regard to what
TABOR requires, which was in the Lexis Case Notes below the actual
statutory language. (Amusingly, Doug Bruce, who wrote TABOR, was
representing himself against the City of Colorado Springs…)

My conclusion is that the “for and against” statements required in TABOR
— Colorado Constitution, Art. X, Sec. 20. (3)(b)(v) — appear to be
required for tax extensions, such as the UOT measure, as well as for tax
increases, such as the Evictions measure. But the standard TABOR
language of “shall taxes be increase…” is not required in the ballot
measure.

So on Thursday, I suggested that this lack of “for and against” statements
might be an issue to the City Clerk and also the City Manager, and also to
some folks in the CAO as well as to few of you on Friday. FYI, so far I have
not received a substantive response, not that I am owed one.

In any case, if I were in your shoes, I would pursue this issue ASAP and
fully satisfy yourselves as to what is required, given the 45 day timing
requirements in TABOR.

Below are some cuts from what appears to be the relevant case. They
seem pretty clear to me — any tax extension ballot measure must be
included in the TABOR Notice, and must have 500 word “for and against"
statements, and these “for and against” statements must be filed 45 days
before the election.

But I could be wrong, and there may be some other case law that goes in

the other direction, or whatever...

Regards,
Steve Pomerance

*****

From:

Bruce v. City of Colorado Springs, 129 P.3d
988 (Colo. 2006)
Supreme Court of Colorado
https://www.courtlistener.com/opinion/2633241/bruce-v-city-ofcolorado-springs/

Here the Court is discussing the part of TABOR (Article X, Sec. 20) that
identifies what items TABOR requires to gain voter approval. Note that
an “extension of an expiring tax” like the UOT extension, requires
approval at a TABOR election. This “Section (4)” is part of TABOR.
Section (4) states in relevant part:
... districts must have voter approval in advance for: (a) Unless
(1) or (6) applies [annual district revenue is less than annual
payments on general obligation bonds, pensions, and final court
judgments, or in case of emergency], any new tax, tax rate
increase, mill levy above that for the prior year, valuation for
assessment ratio increase for a property class, or extension of
an expiring tax, or a tax policy change directly causing a net tax
revenue gain to any district.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(4) (emphasis added).

Here the Court is making distinctions between what Notices are
required for tax extensions versus tax increases. Note that at the
bottom of this section, the Court states that all TABOR ballot

issues, including tax extensions, must comply with the Notice
requirements in (i) which includes the ballot title and text, and in (v)
which has the 500 word summaries for and against and must be
delivered to the “election officer” by 45 days before the election:
"While all ballot issues must comply with subsections (i)
and (v), an election for a tax increase must also comply
with subsections (ii) and (iii)."

B.
Section (3) requires election notice titles to state in order of
preference: "NOTICE OF ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES/TO
INCREASE DEBT/ON A CITIZEN PETITION/ON A REFERRED
MEASURE." Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b). Accordingly, election
notice titles for tax increases must begin with the phrase "NOTICE
OF ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES." Id. The subsections of
section (3)(b) go on to specify additional requirements for election
notices:
(i) The election date, hours, ballot title, text, and local election
office address and telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded debt increases, the
estimated or actual total of district fiscal year spending for the
current year and each of the past four years, and the overall
percentage and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each proposed district tax
increase, district estimates of the maximum dollar amount of
each increase and of district fiscal year spending without the
increase.
(iv) For proposed district bonded debt, its principal amount and
maximum annual and total district repayment cost, and the
principal balance of total current district bonded debt and its
maximum annual and remaining total district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words each, one for and one
against the proposal, of written comments filed with the
election officer by 45 days before the election. No summary
shall mention names of persons or private groups, nor any
endorsements of or resolution against the proposal. Petition
representatives following these rules shall write this summary
for their petition. The election officer shall maintain and
accurately summarize all other relevant written comments. The
provisions of the subparagraph (v) do not apply to a statewide
ballot issue, which is subject to the provisions of section 1(7.5)
of article V of this constitution.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b)(i)-(v). While all ballot issues must
comply with subsections (i) and (v), an election for a tax increase

must also comply with subsections (ii) and (iii). Id. Section (3)(c)
also requires ballot titles for tax increases to begin "SHALL
(DISTRICT) TAXES BE INCREASED (first, or if phased in, final,
full fiscal year dollar increase) ANNUALLY...?" Colo. Const. art. X,
§ 20(3)(c). The requirements in sections (3)(b) and (3)(c) apply
explicitly to tax increases but make no mention of tax
extensions. See id.
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Pro/Con Statements - Deadline NOON on September 18
Any registered elector in the City of Boulder may submit a Pro/Con
statement regarding the "No Evictions Without Representation ballot
mesaure that will then be summarized and included in the TABOR
Notice. The deadline for submitting is NOON on Friday, September
18.  
Statements are limited to no more than 500 words and shall not
mention names of persons or private groups, nor any endorsements of
or resolutions against the proposal. Statements must be emailed in a
Word-type format to Pam Davis, Acting City Clerk,
at cityclerkstaff@bouldercolorado.gov .
NOTE : Each statement MUST be signed by a City of Boulder
registered voter and include their address where they are registered
to vote in order to be accepted.

City Ballot Measures for Nov. 3, 2020 General Election
Boulder voters will determine the fate of five city ballot issues on the
Nov. 3, 2020, general election:
2B  No Evictions Without Representation   (Ballot Issue)
2C  Public Service Company Franchise
2D  Repurpose the Utility Occupation Tax
2E  Direct Election of the Mayor
2F  Charter Amendment Related to the Boulder Arts
Commission   
*****

Section 20. THE TAXPAYER'S BILL
OF RIGHTS

(1) GENERAL PROVISIONS. This section takes effect December 31, 1992 or as
stated. Its preferred interpretation shall reasonably restrain most the growth of
government. All provisions are self-executing and severable and supersede conflicting
state constitutional, state statutory, charter, or other state or local provisions. Other
limits on district revenue, spending, and debt may be weakened only by future voter
approval. Individual or class action enforcement suits may be filed and shall have the
highest civil priority of resolution. Successful plaintiffs are allowed costs and
reasonable attorney fees, but a district is not unless a suit against it be ruled frivolous.
Revenue collected, kept, or spent illegally since four full fiscal years before a suit is
filed shall be refunded with 10% annual simple interest from the initial conduct.
Subject to judicial review, districts may use any reasonable method for refunds under
this section, including temporary tax credits or rate reductions. Refunds need not be
proportional when prior payments are impractical to identify or return. When annual
district revenue is less than annual payments on general obligation bonds, pensions,
and final court judgments, (4)(a) and (7) shall be suspended to provide for the
deficiency.
(2) TERM DEFINITIONS. Within this section:
(a) "Ballot issue" means a non-recall petition or referred measure in an
election.
(b) "District" means the state or any local government, excluding enterprises.
(c) "Emergency" excludes economic conditions, revenue shortfalls, or district
salary or fringe benefit increases.
(d) "Enterprise" means a government-owned business authorized to issue its
own revenue bonds and receiving under 10% of annual revenue in grants from
all Colorado state and local governments combined.
(e) "Fiscal year spending" means all district expenditures and reserve increases
except, as to both, those for refunds made in the current or next fiscal year or
those from gifts, federal funds, collections for another government, pension
contributions by employees and pension fund earnings, reserve transfers or
expenditures, damage awards, or property sales.
(f) "Inflation" means the percentage change in the United States Bureau of
Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index for Denver-Boulder, all items, all urban
consumers, or its successor index.
(g) "Local growth" for a non-school district means a net percentage change in
actual value of all real property in a district from construction of taxable real
property improvements, minus destruction of similar improvements, and
additions to, minus deletions from, taxable real property. For a school district, it
means the percentage change in its student enrollment.
(3) ELECTION PROVISIONS. (a) Ballot issues shall be decided in a state general
election, biennial local district election, or on the first Tuesday in November of oddnumbered years. Except for petitions, bonded debt, or charter or constitutional
provisions, districts may consolidate ballot issues and voters may approve a delay of
up to four years in voting on ballot issues. District actions taken during such a delay
shall not extend beyond that period.
(b) At least 30 days before a ballot issue election, districts shall mail at the least
cost, and as a package where districts with ballot issues overlap, a titled notice
or set of notices addressed to "All Registered Voters" at each address of one or
more active registered electors. The districts may coordinate the mailing
required by this paragraph (b) with the distribution of the ballot information
booklet required by section 1 (7.5) of article V of this constitution in order to
save mailing costs. Titles shall have this order of preference:"NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES/TO INCREASE DEBT/ON A CITIZEN
PETITION/ON A REFERRED MEASURE." Except for district voterapproved additions, notices shall include only:
(i) The election date, hours, ballot title, text, and local election office
address and telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded debt increases, the estimated or
actual total of district fiscal year spending for the current year and each
of the past four years, and the overall percentage and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each proposed district tax increase,

district estimates of the maximum dollar amount of each increase and of
district fiscal year spending without the increase.
(iv) For proposed district bonded debt, its principal amount and
maximum annual and total district repayment cost, and the principal
balance of total current district bonded debt and its maximum annual and
remaining total district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words each, one for and one against the
proposal, of written comments filed with the election officer by 45 days
before the election. No summary shall mention names of persons or
private groups, nor any endorsements of or resolutions against the
proposal. Petition representatives following these rules shall write this
summary for their petition. The election officer shall maintain and
accurately summarize all other relevant written comments. The
provisions of this subparagraph (v) do not apply to a statewide ballot
issue, which is subject to the provisions of section 1 (7.5) of article V of
this constitution.
(c) Except by later voter approval, if a tax increase or fiscal year spending
exceeds any estimate in (b)(iii) for the same fiscal year, the tax increase is
thereafter reduced up to 100% in proportion to the combined dollar excess, and
the combined excess revenue refunded in the next fiscal year. District bonded
debt shall not issue on terms that could exceed its share of its maximum
repayment costs in (b)(iv). Ballot titles for tax or bonded debt increases shall
begin, "SHALL (DISTRICT) TAXES BE INCREASED (first, or if phased in,
final, full fiscal year dollar increase) ANNUALLY...?" or "SHALL
(DISTRICT) DEBT BE INCREASED (principal amount), WITH A
REPAYMENT COST OF (maximum total district cost), ...?"
(4) REQUIRED ELECTIONS. Starting November 4, 1992, districts must have voter
approval in advance for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies, any new tax, tax rate increase, mill levy above that
for the prior year, valuation for assessment ratio increase for a property class,
or extension of an expiring tax, or a tax policy change directly causing a net tax
revenue gain to any district.
(b) Except for refinancing district bonded debt at a lower interest rate or adding
new employees to existing district pension plans, creation of any multiple-fiscal
year direct or indirect district debt or other financial obligation whatsoever
without adequate present cash reserves pledged irrevocably and held for
payments in all future fiscal years.
(5) EMERGENCY RESERVES. To use for declared emergencies only, each district
shall reserve for 1993 1% or more, for 1994 2% or more, and for all later years 3% or
more of its fiscal year spending excluding bonded debt service. Unused reserves apply
to the next year's reserve.
(6) EMERGENCY TAXES. This subsection grants no new taxing power.
Emergency property taxes are prohibited. Emergency tax revenue is excluded for
purposes of (3)(c) and (7), even if later ratified by voters. Emergency taxes shall also
meet all of the following conditions:
(a) A 2/3 majority of the members of each house of the general assembly or of
a local district board declares the emergency and imposes the tax by separate
recorded roll call votes.
(b) Emergency tax revenue shall be spent only after emergency reserves are
depleted, and shall be refunded within 180 days after the emergency ends if not
spent on the emergency.
(c) A tax not approved on the next election date 60 days or more after the
declaration shall end with that election month.
(7) SPENDING LIMITS. (a) The maximum annual percentage change in state fiscal
year spending equals inflation plus the percentage change in state population in the
prior calendar year, adjusted for revenue changes approved by voters after 1991.
Population shall be determined by annual federal census estimates and such number
shall be adjusted every decade to match the federal census.
(b) The maximum annual percentage change in each local district's fiscal year
spending equals inflation in the prior calendar year plus annual local growth,

adjusted for revenue changes approved by voters after 1991 and (8)(b) and (9)
reductions.
(c) The maximum annual percentage change in each district's property tax
revenue equals inflation in the prior calendar year plus annual local growth,
adjusted for property tax revenue changes approved by voters after 1991 and
(8)(b) and (9) reductions.
(d) If revenue from sources not excluded from fiscal year spending exceeds
these limits in dollars for that fiscal year, the excess shall be refunded in the
next fiscal year unless voters approve a revenue change as an offset. Initial
district bases are current fiscal year spending and 1991 property tax collected in
1992. Qualification or disqualification as an enterprise shall change district
bases and future year limits. Future creation of district bonded debt shall
increase, and retiring or refinancing district bonded debt shall lower, fiscal year
spending and property tax revenue by the annual debt service so funded. Debt
service changes, reductions, (1) and (3)(c) refunds, and voter-approved revenue
changes are dollar amounts that are exceptions to, and not part of, any district
base. Voter-approved revenue changes do not require a tax rate change.
(8) REVENUE LIMITS. (a) New or increased transfer tax rates on real property are
prohibited. No new state real property tax or local district income tax shall be
imposed. Neither an income tax rate increase nor a new state definition of taxable
income shall apply before the next tax year. Any income tax law change after July 1,
1992 shall also require all taxable net income to be taxed at one rate, excluding refund
tax credits or voter-approved tax credits, with no added tax or surcharge.
(b) Each district may enact cumulative uniform exemptions and credits to
reduce or end business personal property taxes.
(c) Regardless of reassessment frequency, valuation notices shall be mailed
annually and may be appealed annually, with no presumption in favor of any
pending valuation. Past or future sales by a lender or government shall also be
considered as comparable market sales and their sales prices kept as public
records. Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation
notices and, for residential real property, determined solely by the market
approach to appraisal.
(9) STATE MANDATES. Except for public education through grade 12 or as
required of a local district by federal law, a local district may reduce or end its subsidy
to any program delegated to it by the general assembly for administration. For current
programs, the state may require 90 days notice and that the adjustment occur in a
maximum of three equal annual installments.
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Dianne,
For 2D, I do not believe that the pro is complete (needs a number confirmed) and the near-final
version is attached. I have not sent the con statement previously, but now find the final con
statement attached. I will send confirmation when the pro statement is complete.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Marshall, Dianne <MarshallD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 11:37 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Davis, Pamela <DavisP@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
I have them both and have formatted and sent off to Luis for a review.
From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 11:36 AM
To: Marshall, Dianne <MarshallD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob
<YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Davis, Pamela <DavisP@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
Dianne,
Angelique got hers to Bob, who has edited and sent back to me. I got a con statement from Steve
Pomerance. Since these are coming from Council and we are on a tight deadline, this will be good
enough for now. I will get you the statements shortly.

Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Marshall, Dianne <MarshallD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 11:25 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Davis, Pamela <DavisP@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
I believe we had others interested in pro/con. Angelique Espinoza wanted to do a PRO. Celeste
Landry was asking about pro/con but did not state which item. I believe someone should reach out
to them to also submit.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:31 AM
To: Marshall, Dianne <MarshallD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Fw: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension

Dianne:
Per Tom's note, Sam and I are submitting the attached Pro statement for Ballot Measure 2D
on behalf of council. Please note that I am waiting to hear back from Cheryl Pattelli and Steve
Catanach to confirm the amount in the penultimate paragraph. I'll let you know if they say
something different.
Thanks,
Bob
From: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>

Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:04 AM
To: Pomerance, Stephen <stevepom335@comcast.net>; Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension
Thanks for this Steve. While I disagree with your analysis, to take a conservative approach, I have
advised the clerk to accept and attempt to submit pro and con statements today.

Tom

From: Pomerance, Stephen <stevepom335@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 5:42 AM
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT extension

External Sender
So it’s 100% clear, I was not attempting to provide a complete review of what TABOR regulates,
just the particulars related to ballot measures and notices.

On Sep 20, 2020, at 2:26 PM, Steve Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net> wrote:

To the Council:

I will try to make this brief and understandable. Again, this is regarding the
missing “for and against” statements on the UOT extension.

Apparently the CAO’s position, based on Bruce vs. Colorado Springs, is that TABOR
does not regulate “tax extensions” other than requiring an election for such a “tax
extension".

The way I read the Bruce vs. Colorado Springs case, "tax extensions” fit into the
group of ballot measures that are required to be included in TABOR Notices (that go
out before the election) and have “for and against” statements included therein, but
do not have to meet all the requirements in TABOR’s Section (4).

To simplify the analysis a bit, TABOR has 3 sets of requirements (all this is in TABOR,
copied at the bottom):

1) items that must be voted on by the people — this is the list in TABOR’s Section
(4), and includes "new taxes", "tax increases", "tax extensions", increases in multiyear debt, etc.

2) information that must be included in the ballot title (what’s on the actual ballot)
— this includes the “Shall taxes be increased...” type language for “tax increases".

3) material that must be included in the TABOR Notice that goes to the voters before
the election — this may include the ballot title, “for and against” statements, etc.

In Bruce vs. Colorado Springs, in reference to ballot issues that are listed in Section
(4) in TABOR, the Supreme Court stated the following regarding TABOR’S Section (3)
(b) requirements:

"While ALL ballot issues must comply with subsections (i) and (v),
an election for a tax increase must also comply with subsections (ii)
and (iii).”

(I capitalized the “ALL" for emphasis.)

So the Supreme Court is separating out the requirements for "tax increase” items
from the rest (contradicting Doug Bruce). And the Supreme Court is saying that
a “tax extension” does not have to provide the info listed in (ii) and (iii) in the Notice
that a “tax increase” would have to provide.

(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded debt increases, the
estimated or actual total of district fiscal year spending for the
current year and each of the past four years, and the overall
percentage and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each proposed district tax
increase, district estimates of the maximum dollar amount of
each increase and of district fiscal year spending without the
increase.
BUT, the Supreme Court IS saying that a “tax extension” (like the UOT extension)
MUST provide what is in subsections (i) and (v) in the Notice:

(i) The election date, hours, ballot title, text, and local election
office address and telephone number.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words each, one for and one
against the proposal, of written comments filed with the
election officer by 45 days before the election. No summary
shall mention names of persons or private groups, nor any
endorsements of or resolution against the proposal. Petition
representatives following these rules shall write this summary
for their petition. The election officer shall maintain and
accurately summarize all other relevant written comments. The
provisions of the subparagraph (v) do not apply to a statewide
ballot issue, which is subject to the provisions of section 1(7.5)
of article V of this constitution.

Given what happened with the petition process, I suggest that you err on the side of
caution, and deal with this one up front, so that a small error doesn’t become a big
one. After all, this is just info to the voters (and not a decision about the fate of the
universe). And you already are required to send out a TABOR notice for the Evictions
tax ballot item.
I would have the City Clerk get the "for and against" statements together ASAP and
immediately contact the County Clerk and let her know that you will be getting
them to the County within a day or so.
I note that the Colorado Springs city clerk initially took the same position that
Boulder has, but then reversed and accepted last minute comments for the “for and
against”. Here’s what the Supreme Court said about that in the Bruce vs. Colorado
Springs case:

Last, the trial court found no bad faith on the part of the City Clerk, Kathryn
Young. After initially taking the position that no comments would be received,
the City reversed its position after Bruce appeared at the City Clerk's office on
the final day for comment submission[3] and insisted that the Clerk's office
accept his comments. The City Clerk then solicited comments from a proponent
of Issue 1A shortly before the 5:00 p.m. deadline. The trial court found the City
Clerk's actions were not in bad faith, but that the City did not afford the public
"any reasonable opportunity to further the purposes of [Amendment 1] with the
submission of comments."

Regards,
Steve Pomerance

Begin forwarded message:

From: Steve Pomerance <stevepom335@comcast.net>
Subject: possible missing pro and con statements on the UOT
extension
Date: September 19, 2020 at 4:21:07 PM MDT
To: Council <council@bouldercolorado.gov>

To the Council:

A friend asked me on Thursday whether Pro/Con statements are required
for all tax ballot measures. My friend raised this issue because the City’s
Election page did not request them except for the Evictions tax increase
measure. (That page is copied below.)

I wasn’t sure, so I looked up TABOR on Lexis (copied in full at the bottom
of this email) and also what seemed to be an important case
distinguishing tax increases from tax extensions with regard to what

TABOR requires, which was in the Lexis Case Notes below the actual
statutory language. (Amusingly, Doug Bruce, who wrote TABOR, was
representing himself against the City of Colorado Springs…)

My conclusion is that the “for and against” statements required in TABOR
— Colorado Constitution, Art. X, Sec. 20. (3)(b)(v) — appear to be
required for tax extensions, such as the UOT measure, as well as for tax
increases, such as the Evictions measure. But the standard TABOR
language of “shall taxes be increase…” is not required in the ballot
measure.

So on Thursday, I suggested that this lack of “for and against” statements
might be an issue to the City Clerk and also the City Manager, and also to
some folks in the CAO as well as to few of you on Friday. FYI, so far I have
not received a substantive response, not that I am owed one.

In any case, if I were in your shoes, I would pursue this issue ASAP and
fully satisfy yourselves as to what is required, given the 45 day timing
requirements in TABOR.

Below are some cuts from what appears to be the relevant case. They
seem pretty clear to me — any tax extension ballot measure must be
included in the TABOR Notice, and must have 500 word “for and against"
statements, and these “for and against” statements must be filed 45 days
before the election.

But I could be wrong, and there may be some other case law that goes in
the other direction, or whatever...

Regards,
Steve Pomerance

*****

From:

Bruce v. City of Colorado Springs, 129 P.3d
988 (Colo. 2006)
Supreme Court of Colorado
https://www.courtlistener.com/opinion/2633241/bruce-v-city-ofcolorado-springs/

Here the Court is discussing the part of TABOR (Article X, Sec. 20) that
identifies what items TABOR requires to gain voter approval. Note that
an “extension of an expiring tax” like the UOT extension, requires
approval at a TABOR election. This “Section (4)” is part of TABOR.
Section (4) states in relevant part:
... districts must have voter approval in advance for: (a) Unless
(1) or (6) applies [annual district revenue is less than annual
payments on general obligation bonds, pensions, and final court
judgments, or in case of emergency], any new tax, tax rate
increase, mill levy above that for the prior year, valuation for
assessment ratio increase for a property class, or extension of
an expiring tax, or a tax policy change directly causing a net tax
revenue gain to any district.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(4) (emphasis added).

Here the Court is making distinctions between what Notices are
required for tax extensions versus tax increases. Note that at the
bottom of this section, the Court states that all TABOR ballot
issues, including tax extensions, must comply with the Notice
requirements in (i) which includes the ballot title and text, and in (v)
which has the 500 word summaries for and against and must be
delivered to the “election officer” by 45 days before the election:
"While all ballot issues must comply with subsections (i)
and (v), an election for a tax increase must also comply
with subsections (ii) and (iii)."

B.
Section (3) requires election notice titles to state in order of

preference: "NOTICE OF ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES/TO
INCREASE DEBT/ON A CITIZEN PETITION/ON A REFERRED
MEASURE." Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b). Accordingly, election
notice titles for tax increases must begin with the phrase "NOTICE
OF ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES." Id. The subsections of
section (3)(b) go on to specify additional requirements for election
notices:
(i) The election date, hours, ballot title, text, and local election
office address and telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded debt increases, the
estimated or actual total of district fiscal year spending for the
current year and each of the past four years, and the overall
percentage and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each proposed district tax
increase, district estimates of the maximum dollar amount of
each increase and of district fiscal year spending without the
increase.
(iv) For proposed district bonded debt, its principal amount and
maximum annual and total district repayment cost, and the
principal balance of total current district bonded debt and its
maximum annual and remaining total district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words each, one for and one
against the proposal, of written comments filed with the
election officer by 45 days before the election. No summary
shall mention names of persons or private groups, nor any
endorsements of or resolution against the proposal. Petition
representatives following these rules shall write this summary
for their petition. The election officer shall maintain and
accurately summarize all other relevant written comments. The
provisions of the subparagraph (v) do not apply to a statewide
ballot issue, which is subject to the provisions of section 1(7.5)
of article V of this constitution.
Colo. Const. art. X, § 20(3)(b)(i)-(v). While all ballot issues must
comply with subsections (i) and (v), an election for a tax increase
must also comply with subsections (ii) and (iii). Id. Section (3)(c)
also requires ballot titles for tax increases to begin "SHALL
(DISTRICT) TAXES BE INCREASED (first, or if phased in, final,
full fiscal year dollar increase) ANNUALLY...?" Colo. Const. art. X,
§ 20(3)(c). The requirements in sections (3)(b) and (3)(c) apply
explicitly to tax increases but make no mention of tax
extensions. See id.
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Pro/Con Statements - Deadline NOON on September 18
Any registered elector in the City of Boulder may submit a Pro/Con
statement regarding the "No Evictions Without Representation ballot
mesaure that will then be summarized and included in the TABOR
Notice. The deadline for submitting is NOON on Friday, September
18.  
Statements are limited to no more than 500 words and shall not
mention names of persons or private groups, nor any endorsements of
or resolutions against the proposal. Statements must be emailed in a
Word-type format to Pam Davis, Acting City Clerk,
at cityclerkstaff@bouldercolorado.gov .
NOTE : Each statement MUST be signed by a City of Boulder
registered voter and include their address where they are registered
to vote in order to be accepted.

City Ballot Measures for Nov. 3, 2020 General Election
Boulder voters will determine the fate of five city ballot issues on the
Nov. 3, 2020, general election:
2B  No Evictions Without Representation   (Ballot Issue)
2C  Public Service Company Franchise
2D  Repurpose the Utility Occupation Tax
2E  Direct Election of the Mayor
2F  Charter Amendment Related to the Boulder Arts
Commission   
*****

Section 20. THE TAXPAYER'S BILL
OF RIGHTS
(1) GENERAL PROVISIONS. This section takes effect December 31, 1992 or as
stated. Its preferred interpretation shall reasonably restrain most the growth of
government. All provisions are self-executing and severable and supersede conflicting
state constitutional, state statutory, charter, or other state or local provisions. Other
limits on district revenue, spending, and debt may be weakened only by future voter
approval. Individual or class action enforcement suits may be filed and shall have the
highest civil priority of resolution. Successful plaintiffs are allowed costs and
reasonable attorney fees, but a district is not unless a suit against it be ruled frivolous.
Revenue collected, kept, or spent illegally since four full fiscal years before a suit is
filed shall be refunded with 10% annual simple interest from the initial conduct.
Subject to judicial review, districts may use any reasonable method for refunds under
this section, including temporary tax credits or rate reductions. Refunds need not be
proportional when prior payments are impractical to identify or return. When annual
district revenue is less than annual payments on general obligation bonds, pensions,
and final court judgments, (4)(a) and (7) shall be suspended to provide for the
deficiency.

(2) TERM DEFINITIONS. Within this section:
(a) "Ballot issue" means a non-recall petition or referred measure in an
election.
(b) "District" means the state or any local government, excluding enterprises.
(c) "Emergency" excludes economic conditions, revenue shortfalls, or district
salary or fringe benefit increases.
(d) "Enterprise" means a government-owned business authorized to issue its
own revenue bonds and receiving under 10% of annual revenue in grants from
all Colorado state and local governments combined.
(e) "Fiscal year spending" means all district expenditures and reserve increases
except, as to both, those for refunds made in the current or next fiscal year or
those from gifts, federal funds, collections for another government, pension
contributions by employees and pension fund earnings, reserve transfers or
expenditures, damage awards, or property sales.
(f) "Inflation" means the percentage change in the United States Bureau of
Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index for Denver-Boulder, all items, all urban
consumers, or its successor index.
(g) "Local growth" for a non-school district means a net percentage change in
actual value of all real property in a district from construction of taxable real
property improvements, minus destruction of similar improvements, and
additions to, minus deletions from, taxable real property. For a school district, it
means the percentage change in its student enrollment.
(3) ELECTION PROVISIONS. (a) Ballot issues shall be decided in a state general
election, biennial local district election, or on the first Tuesday in November of oddnumbered years. Except for petitions, bonded debt, or charter or constitutional
provisions, districts may consolidate ballot issues and voters may approve a delay of
up to four years in voting on ballot issues. District actions taken during such a delay
shall not extend beyond that period.
(b) At least 30 days before a ballot issue election, districts shall mail at the least
cost, and as a package where districts with ballot issues overlap, a titled notice
or set of notices addressed to "All Registered Voters" at each address of one or
more active registered electors. The districts may coordinate the mailing
required by this paragraph (b) with the distribution of the ballot information
booklet required by section 1 (7.5) of article V of this constitution in order to
save mailing costs. Titles shall have this order of preference:"NOTICE OF
ELECTION TO INCREASE TAXES/TO INCREASE DEBT/ON A CITIZEN
PETITION/ON A REFERRED MEASURE." Except for district voterapproved additions, notices shall include only:
(i) The election date, hours, ballot title, text, and local election office
address and telephone number.
(ii) For proposed district tax or bonded debt increases, the estimated or
actual total of district fiscal year spending for the current year and each
of the past four years, and the overall percentage and dollar change.
(iii) For the first full fiscal year of each proposed district tax increase,
district estimates of the maximum dollar amount of each increase and of
district fiscal year spending without the increase.
(iv) For proposed district bonded debt, its principal amount and
maximum annual and total district repayment cost, and the principal
balance of total current district bonded debt and its maximum annual and
remaining total district repayment cost.
(v) Two summaries, up to 500 words each, one for and one against the
proposal, of written comments filed with the election officer by 45 days
before the election. No summary shall mention names of persons or
private groups, nor any endorsements of or resolutions against the
proposal. Petition representatives following these rules shall write this
summary for their petition. The election officer shall maintain and
accurately summarize all other relevant written comments. The
provisions of this subparagraph (v) do not apply to a statewide ballot
issue, which is subject to the provisions of section 1 (7.5) of article V of
this constitution.

(c) Except by later voter approval, if a tax increase or fiscal year spending
exceeds any estimate in (b)(iii) for the same fiscal year, the tax increase is
thereafter reduced up to 100% in proportion to the combined dollar excess, and
the combined excess revenue refunded in the next fiscal year. District bonded
debt shall not issue on terms that could exceed its share of its maximum
repayment costs in (b)(iv). Ballot titles for tax or bonded debt increases shall
begin, "SHALL (DISTRICT) TAXES BE INCREASED (first, or if phased in,
final, full fiscal year dollar increase) ANNUALLY...?" or "SHALL
(DISTRICT) DEBT BE INCREASED (principal amount), WITH A
REPAYMENT COST OF (maximum total district cost), ...?"
(4) REQUIRED ELECTIONS. Starting November 4, 1992, districts must have voter
approval in advance for:
(a) Unless (1) or (6) applies, any new tax, tax rate increase, mill levy above that
for the prior year, valuation for assessment ratio increase for a property class,
or extension of an expiring tax, or a tax policy change directly causing a net tax
revenue gain to any district.
(b) Except for refinancing district bonded debt at a lower interest rate or adding
new employees to existing district pension plans, creation of any multiple-fiscal
year direct or indirect district debt or other financial obligation whatsoever
without adequate present cash reserves pledged irrevocably and held for
payments in all future fiscal years.
(5) EMERGENCY RESERVES. To use for declared emergencies only, each district
shall reserve for 1993 1% or more, for 1994 2% or more, and for all later years 3% or
more of its fiscal year spending excluding bonded debt service. Unused reserves apply
to the next year's reserve.
(6) EMERGENCY TAXES. This subsection grants no new taxing power.
Emergency property taxes are prohibited. Emergency tax revenue is excluded for
purposes of (3)(c) and (7), even if later ratified by voters. Emergency taxes shall also
meet all of the following conditions:
(a) A 2/3 majority of the members of each house of the general assembly or of
a local district board declares the emergency and imposes the tax by separate
recorded roll call votes.
(b) Emergency tax revenue shall be spent only after emergency reserves are
depleted, and shall be refunded within 180 days after the emergency ends if not
spent on the emergency.
(c) A tax not approved on the next election date 60 days or more after the
declaration shall end with that election month.
(7) SPENDING LIMITS. (a) The maximum annual percentage change in state fiscal
year spending equals inflation plus the percentage change in state population in the
prior calendar year, adjusted for revenue changes approved by voters after 1991.
Population shall be determined by annual federal census estimates and such number
shall be adjusted every decade to match the federal census.
(b) The maximum annual percentage change in each local district's fiscal year
spending equals inflation in the prior calendar year plus annual local growth,
adjusted for revenue changes approved by voters after 1991 and (8)(b) and (9)
reductions.
(c) The maximum annual percentage change in each district's property tax
revenue equals inflation in the prior calendar year plus annual local growth,
adjusted for property tax revenue changes approved by voters after 1991 and
(8)(b) and (9) reductions.
(d) If revenue from sources not excluded from fiscal year spending exceeds
these limits in dollars for that fiscal year, the excess shall be refunded in the
next fiscal year unless voters approve a revenue change as an offset. Initial
district bases are current fiscal year spending and 1991 property tax collected in
1992. Qualification or disqualification as an enterprise shall change district
bases and future year limits. Future creation of district bonded debt shall
increase, and retiring or refinancing district bonded debt shall lower, fiscal year
spending and property tax revenue by the annual debt service so funded. Debt
service changes, reductions, (1) and (3)(c) refunds, and voter-approved revenue
changes are dollar amounts that are exceptions to, and not part of, any district

base. Voter-approved revenue changes do not require a tax rate change.
(8) REVENUE LIMITS. (a) New or increased transfer tax rates on real property are
prohibited. No new state real property tax or local district income tax shall be
imposed. Neither an income tax rate increase nor a new state definition of taxable
income shall apply before the next tax year. Any income tax law change after July 1,
1992 shall also require all taxable net income to be taxed at one rate, excluding refund
tax credits or voter-approved tax credits, with no added tax or surcharge.
(b) Each district may enact cumulative uniform exemptions and credits to
reduce or end business personal property taxes.
(c) Regardless of reassessment frequency, valuation notices shall be mailed
annually and may be appealed annually, with no presumption in favor of any
pending valuation. Past or future sales by a lender or government shall also be
considered as comparable market sales and their sales prices kept as public
records. Actual value shall be stated on all property tax bills and valuation
notices and, for residential real property, determined solely by the market
approach to appraisal.
(9) STATE MANDATES. Except for public education through grade 12 or as
required of a local district by federal law, a local district may reduce or end its subsidy
to any program delegated to it by the general assembly for administration. For current
programs, the state may require 90 days notice and that the adjustment occur in a
maximum of three equal annual installments.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas
Yates, Bob; Agurries, Desiree
Re: Calls
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 10:01:02 AM

I thought I replied last night. I am free at noon and and 3-5 today.
Thanks,
Sam Weaver
Mobile: 303-588-5148
On Jun 16, 2020, at 9:58 AM, Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
wrote:


I have not heard back from Sam. My day is reasonably meeting free. Desiree would
you set those two meetings today?
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:56 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Agurries, Desiree <AgurriesD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Calls

Tom:
Just checking in on the scheduling of calls today with Sam on the Xcel negotiations
and with Mark on the initiative ordinance.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Weaver, Sam; Gehr, David; Brautigam, Jane
Re: Carr, Thomas shared "m-Agenda Memo Franchise Agreement" with you.
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 8:33:51 AM
AttachedImage
AttachedImage
AttachedImage
AttachedImage

Tom:
My proposed edits are imbedded. In addition, I think it would help to clarify that there will be
three (or four) agreements which, in combination, memorialize the comprehensive settlement
proposal and that, while the only one of those agreements that the community will vote to
approve is the franchise agreement, the set of agreements are tied together and will be
deemed approved or disapproved by the community as a result of the community's approval
or disapproval of the franchise agreement in the fall election.
Finally, while you touch on the UOT in this memo, I think that it might be helpful to have a
separate, short memo for the August 4 meeting describing the Muni UOT and council's
options for re-purposing it, and possibly extending it, subject to a TABOR vote in the fall. I
previously sent you my amateur's effort to write such a ballot measure, which you can use or
ignore, as you wish.
I'm going to be largely off the grid today (wedding anniversary), but text me if you need
anything urgently before tomorrow.
Bob

From: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 10:30 AM
To: Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy
<Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Telischak,
Lex <TelischakL@bouldercolorado.gov>; Lehrman, Matthew <LehrmanM@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane
<BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Carr, Thomas shared "m-Agenda Memo Franchise Agreement" with you.
This is the draft memo for the August 4 first reading of the franchise. It is due at noon
tomorrow. I would appreciate your thoughts. Also, could someone add a paragraph
about data sharing?

This link only works for the direct recipients of this message.

m-Agenda Memo Franchise Agreement
Open

Microsoft respects your privacy. To learn more, please read our Privacy Statement.
Microsoft Corporation, One Microsoft Way, Redmond, WA 98052

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Jackson, Alice K
Re: Check In
Thursday, May 14, 2020 3:07:58 PM

Sam: Those times all work for me. I don't think we need to identify team members, or at least
not all of them.
Bob

From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 3:04 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Check In

External Sender
Howdy. I hope your Thursday is moving along well. Here are some times that I am available either
tomorrow or Monday. I would probably be able to provide more firm commitments on the team
organization for undergrounding and fiber on Monday. We are still pulling resources on these. If it’s
not necessary for you to know who those people were, then Friday works well too.
Friday: 12 – 1 PM or 4-5 PM
Monday: 12-3 PM
Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 2:57 PM
To: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Cc: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>

Subject: Check In
EXTERNAL - STOP & THINK before opening links and attachments.

Alice:
Sam and I thought it might be helpful for the three of us to have a short call on Friday or early
next week to discuss:
De-brief on Tuesday's public announcement and what we've heard from our respective
constituents.
What we heard from our respective teams coming out of Friday morning's distribution
planning meeting and the work plan for the distribution planning teams going forward.
Set out schedule and identify participants for those topics that we have not yet extensively
discussed, including undergrounding economics, fiber, and legal process matters.
Our high-level thoughts on structure of potential legal agreements (David Gehr from the city's
legal team may also reach out to Lance to discuss this).
Our preliminary thoughts on community engagement and Xcel's participation.
Anything else you'd like to discuss.
If you're game for a call, please shoot us a few times that work for you, and Sam and I will pick one.

Thanks,

Bob

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Carr, Thomas
Weaver, Sam
Re: Do you have any time to talk about Xcel today?
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:44:55 AM
image001.png

Tom:
I'm available at the same times as Sam, except for another city meeting from 1:00 to 2:00,
which I could cancel, if necessary.
Bob

From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:35 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Do you have any time to talk about Xcel today?
Tom,
I am free 11-2 and 4-5 for a discussion.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:14 AM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Do you have any time to talk about Xcel today?

Tom Carr
Boulder City Attorney
(303) 441-3020

(pronouns: He/Him/His) What's This?

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Yates, Bob
Jackson, Alice K; Weaver, Sam; Gehr, David
Ream, Lance J
Re: PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL: Subject to Rule 408 - Undergrounding Response
Tuesday, June 2, 2020 4:11:04 PM

Alice:
Thanks. We'll take a look at this.
FYI, we hope to get you a revised draft of the "status quo" term sheet before our call
tomorrow. You may not have a lot of time to review our mark-up before the call, but we
wanted to have something to use as our script as we walk through tomorrow our responses to
your last mark-up. Watch for that from David Gehr tonight or tomorrow morning.
Speaking of scripts, I will send you tomorrow a draft of my script for the portion of the public
engagement sessions where I will lay out for the community what Sam and I believe will be
the principal elements of an arrangement between the parties, subject, of course, to the
outcome of community engagement. I didn't want you to hear it for the first time at Friday's
first public engagement session, and I will be happy to receive any suggestions you'd like to
offer. We needn't go through that script at tomorrow's call, and I may not even be able to
send it to you until later in the day tomorrow in any event.
Best,
Bob
From: Jackson, Alice K <Alice.Jackson@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 3:59 PM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Ream, Lance J <lance.j.ream@xcelenergy.com>
Subject: PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL: Subject to Rule 408 - Undergrounding Response

External Sender
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDNETIAL: Subject to Rule 408
Sam and Bob,
Please find attached our draft response to the undergrounding conversation portion of our
settlement negotiations. We look forward to the discussion tomorrow on this topic as well as the
“status quo” agreement that we have been discussing.
Regards,

Alice K. Jackson
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
President, Public Service Company of Colorado
1800 Larimer, 11th Floor, Denver, CO 80202
P: (303)571-2703 C: (806)640-3007
E: alice.jackson@xcelenergy.com
________________________________________________
XCELENERGY.COM
Please consider the environment before printing this email
This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. This email, and any
attachments, may contain confidential, private and/or privileged material for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply mail and delete all copies of
this message and any attachments.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam; Huntley, Sarah; Sandoval, Emily; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy
Carr, Thomas
Re: Script for Public Engagement Sessions
Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:32:20 AM
Bob"sScript_CommunityEngagement.docx

Folks:
Just a reminder to get to me today any edits that you have to this script. We have a
negotiation session with Xcel on other matters today at 12:30 and I won't send it to them
before that, so as to not distract them from the other matters. But, I'd like to send it to Xcel
shortly after that call. If I don't hear from you by 3:00, I'll assume that you think it's fine (Tom
has already weighed in to that effect).
Bob

From: Yates, Bob
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 1:48 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Huntley, Sarah
<Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach,
Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Script for Public Engagement Sessions

Folks:
Since I have been tasked with the portion of the public engagement agenda where we
describe the six potential settlement areas identified so far, I thought I'd write them out to
ensure that we're all on the same page. After you weigh in, I'd send my script to Xcel too, so
that there are no surprises.
Attached is a very rough draft of a script. I've tried to strike a balance between being
transparent about the areas we have already started to discuss with Xcel, while assuring folks
that we are still very much in listen mode. Feel free to offer edits. I'd like to get this over to
Alice by Wednesday so that she has time to comment before the first public engagement
session on Friday.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam; Sandoval, Emily
Huntley, Sarah
Re: Slides for Friday
Thursday, June 4, 2020 9:41:43 AM
image003.png
image004.png

Good changes

From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 9:32 AM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Slides for Friday
Emily,
Thanks for sharing this presentation – it is well done and comprehensive. I have 2 comments:
1. Slide 8 (timeline) should be titled (in my opinion) ‘Process Timeline Assuming Successful
Negotiations and Council Approval’
2. Slide 9 should be titled (in my opinion) ‘Xcel Perspectives on Potential Partnership’
All the best,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 9:25 AM
To: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Slides for Friday
Thank you, Bob. I have made these edits.
Sam, please let me know if you have additional edits before I share with Xcel.

Negotiation Listening Sessions.pptx
From: Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2020 7:00 AM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam
<WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Re: Slides for Friday

Thanks Emily. Here are my suggestions:
Slide 2: Replace "interactions" with "questions"
Slide 4: In the bar chart on the right, you might indicate with a red line and a notation how
many MW of local generation we now have.
Slide 7: The first bullet should probably be Carbon reduction goals
Slide 7: I don't think we need a sub-bullet under the fifth one. Make it a single bullet that
reads "Boulder right to terminate franchise after five years"
Slide 7: Change the last bullet to "Preservation of legal and engineering status"
Slide 8: Change the label of the first row from "Negotiations" to "Negotiation and
Agreements" and extend the row through the month of August
Slide 8: Change "Election" to "Community Vote"

Thanks,
Bob
From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 1:57 PM
To: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>
Cc: Huntley, Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Slides for Friday
Hi Sam and Bob,
Here are the draft slides for Friday. Please let me know if you have any edits. Xcel has requested we
share them when we're able to. Let me know if you object to sharing them after you've had a chance
to review.
Thank you,
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
(pronouns: She/Her/Hers) What's This?

O: 303-441-1927
C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
BoulderColorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam
Huntley, Sarah; Sandoval, Emily
Re: Updated slides with Alice"s presentation
Friday, June 5, 2020 9:06:42 AM
image001.png
image002.png

I've shortened my part a bit and it times out at 5:30.
Bob

From: Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, June 5, 2020 8:58 AM
To: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>; Carr, Thomas
<CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve
<CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>; Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy
<Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>; Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Huntley,
Sarah <Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: RE: Updated slides with Alice's presentation
Emily,
My two short comments:
I think we should try and have each of myself, Bob, and Alice limit our time to 8 minutes or so, and
the staff intro at 5 minutes would take the first 30-40 minutes for presentations, leaving 50-60
minutes for questions and feedback.
My only other comment is that Slide 16 is that the second bullet should read:
Feedback and discussion of negotiating process and form of agreement
I would also add a third bullet:
Ideas for processes and programs to be developed by any Boulder-Xcel partnership
See you at 10am!
Cheers,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From: Sandoval, Emily <SandovalE@bouldercolorado.gov>
Sent: Friday, June 5, 2020 8:33 AM
To: Carr, Thomas <CarrT@bouldercolorado.gov>; Weaver, Sam <WeaverS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Yates, Bob <YatesB@bouldercolorado.gov>; Catanach, Steve <CatanachS@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Gehr, David <GehrD@bouldercolorado.gov>; Haddock, Kathy <Haddockk@bouldercolorado.gov>;
Koehn, Jonathan <Koehnj@bouldercolorado.gov>; Huntley, Sarah
<Huntleys@bouldercolorado.gov>; Brautigam, Jane <BrautigamJ@bouldercolorado.gov>
Subject: Updated slides with Alice's presentation
Negotiation Listening Sessions.pptx
Hi all,
I have received Alice's slides and added them to the presentation for this afternoon. They're
available if you'd like to take a look ahead of our dry run.
Thank you,
Emily
Emily Sandoval
Communication Specialist
(pronouns: She/Her/Hers) What's This?

O: 303-441-1927
C: 970-210-1225
sandovale@bouldercolorado.gov
Climate Initiatives Department
1101 Arapahoe | Boulder, CO 80302
BoulderColorado.gov

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Weaver, Sam
Yates, Bob
Script for Friday
Wednesday, June 3, 2020 5:24:52 PM
Bob"sScript_CommunityEngagement - Sam edits.docx
image001.png

Bob,
See my few edits, marked up from the version that I received from Kathy Haddock. My edits are in
Track Changes.
Thanks,

Sam Weaver

weavers@bouldercolorado.gov

Phone: 303-416-6130

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Yates, Bob
Weaver, Sam; Huntley, Sarah; Sandoval, Emily; Catanach, Steve; Koehn, Jonathan
Carr, Thomas; Gehr, David; Haddock, Kathy
Script for Public Engagement Sessions
Monday, June 1, 2020 1:48:37 PM
Bob"sScript_CommunityEngagement.docx

Folks:
Since I have been tasked with the portion of the public engagement agenda where we
describe the six potential settlement areas identified so far, I thought I'd write them out to
ensure that we're all on the same page. After you weigh in, I'd send my script to Xcel too, so
that there are no surprises.
Attached is a very rough draft of a script. I've tried to strike a balance between being
transparent about the areas we have already started to discuss with Xcel, while assuring folks
that we are still very much in listen mode. Feel free to offer edits. I'd like to get this over to
Alice by Wednesday so that she has time to comment before the first public engagement
session on Friday.
Thanks,
Bob

From:
To:
Subject:

Weaver, Sam
Carr, Thomas
Tentative: Discussion of Xcel Settlement issues

From:
To:
Subject:

Carr, Thomas
Brautigam, Jane; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob
Xcel Discussion

Steve, Can you move your workplan check-in. Jane, I know that you are on vacation. Please feel free to ignore.
________________________________________________________________________________
Join Microsoft Teams Meeting <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetupjoin/19%3ameeting_Njk3YjVmMTYtMTU3ZS00YjlkLTljZWQtM2E0MzVkN2IxYTJi%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%220a7f94bb40af-4edc-afad-2c1af27bc0f3%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%2242a93778-e684-4fbc-96a3-7a39fb90fe10%22%7d>
Learn more about Teams <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting> | Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?
organizerId=42a93778-e684-4fbc-96a3-7a39fb90fe10&tenantId=0a7f94bb-40af-4edc-afad2c1af27bc0f3&threadId=19_meeting_Njk3YjVmMTYtMTU3ZS00YjlkLTljZWQtM2E0MzVkN2IxYTJi@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=enUS>
________________________________________________________________________________

From:
To:
Subject:

Agurries, Desiree on behalf of Carr, Thomas
Brautigam, Jane; Weaver, Sam; Yates, Bob; Catanach, Steve; Gehr, David; Koehn, Jonathan
Xcel negotiations

________________________________________________________________________________
Join Microsoft Teams Meeting <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetupjoin/19%3ameeting_NzExNmVlMzUtOTk5ZC00YWI5LTk4ZTYtMWM3NzM2NjA5N2M5%40thread.v2/0?
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