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Meredyth Muth

From: Sarah Keane <sarahmaria@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 3:45 PM
To: City Council
Subject: Comments on 7/14 Meeting Agenda Items

Mayor Stolzmann and City Council Members: 
 
I am writing to comment on Regular Agenda Item 7C and Consent Agenda Item 4F for the Council’s July 
14 meeting.   
 
Although I am writing in a personal capacity as a Louisville resident (2437 N Franklin Avenue), my 
professional experience informs these comments.  I am an attorney specializing in the areas of renewable 
energy, clean transportation, and climate change, with a particular emphasis on policy developments 
affecting local governments in Colorado.  My colleagues and I regularly represent Colorado Communities 
for Climate Action (CC4CA), of which Louisville is a member, in proceedings before state agencies.   
 
Regular Agenda Item 7C: Climate Action Plan 
 
I first wish to applaud the leadership of the City Council and Staff for thoughtfully considering how to 
reduce the carbon footprint of our wonderful little city.  It is clear that a great deal of effort has been put 
into considering options for carbon tax/fee or other means to transition Louisville to a cleaner electricity 
supply.  I also appreciate that there are no easy answers here, and understand Staff’s recommendation 
not to move forward with a concrete proposal at this time.   
 
However, this challenge simply cannot be postponed indefinitely.  I have heard informally that the City is 
considering a deal with Public Service Company of Colorado (PSCo) to purchase unbundled renewable 
energy credits (RECs), as a way to have a lower-carbon electricity mix supporting our City.  This seems 
like a reasonable solution – but only as a stop-gap measure for a very short period of time, until the City is 
prepared to move forward on more direct climate action.   
 
(I also encourage the City to do its due diligence to ensure it is getting a fair price on RECs, as the price of 
both renewable energy and RECs have fallen dramatically in recent years.  Indeed, PSCo has accepted 
negative REC prices on some recent community solar solicitations – meaning that they not only pay 
nothing for them, but actually get paid by solar developers to accept their RECs.) 
 
When Staff continues its evaluation of carbon reduction options, I urge them to consider a few things: 
 
1. In-home fossil fuel use in our community must also be taken into account, if we are to make meaningful 
climate progress at a local level.  Any carbon tax/fee should have a nexus not only to electricity 
consumption (as has apparently been contemplated to date), but also to natural gas consumption.  Even if 
Louisville does nothing more to incentivize a transition to cleaner electricity, the grid will be substantially 
cleaner in 5 years than it is now – but natural gas will be as polluting as ever.  So, while accelerating 
progress toward 100% renewable energy is certainly important, it should not be done at the expense of 
ignoring natural gas use in our homes and businesses.   
 
2. Relatedly, the City should ensure that any climate fee structure does not unduly hinder beneficial 
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electrification – the transfer of load from thermal energy (gasoline, natural gas, etc.) to electricity.  For 
example, people should not be penalized through a tax/fee if they replace a gas stove with an efficient 
electric stove, install a heat pump instead of a natural gas furnace, or trade in their gasoline vehicle for an 
electric car.   
 
3. The City should maintain a focus on projects that can be achieved locally.  While the purchase of RECs 
has some short-term value, Louisville will not directly see the benefits of that carbon mitigation 
strategy.  If the City can figure out a means to generate revenue from a carbon tax or fee, however, it can 
use that money to promote projects that will bring direct environmental and economic benefit to our 
community.  Examples include: subsidization of gas-to-electric conversions for home appliances 
(especially for lower-income community members), subsidization of home/office electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure or increased charging infrastructure that is publicly available, community solar 
installations (especially if some of the capacity can be dedicated to lower-income community members), 
etc.  
 
 
Consent Agenda Item 4F; Police Vehicle Purchase 
 
I understand that the City needs to purchase new police vehicles, and that the vehicle specifications it 
needs can likely only be found right now in conventional (gasoline) vehicles.  However, the EV market for 
sport utility vehicles and trucks is rapidly and dramatically changing.  Accordingly, I urge the City to 
develop a plan to electrify its fleet over time.  Such a plan will help ensure that the City is not re-investing 
in fossil-fuel based technology any longer than is necessary. 
 
 
Thank you very much for your service and for your consideration of these comments. 
 
Sarah M. Keane 
2437 N Franklin Ave 
Louisville, CO 80027 



From: Heather Balser
To: Meredyth Muth
Subject: FW: What is a REC?
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 5:24:11 AM

Please share with CC – thanks. 
 
Heather Balser
City Manager 
City of Louisville
749 Main Street
Louisville, CO 80027
303-335-4530
303-335-4550 (fax)
heatherb@louisvilleco.gov
 
Join our eNotification list to customize emails with news and events that matter to you.
 

From: Ashley Stolzmann 
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 5:37 PM
To: Heather Balser <Heatherb@Louisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Fw: What is a REC?
 
Can you share this with Council for tomorrow?

Thank you!
 
Ashley Stolzmann
Louisville Mayor
303-570-9614
AshleyS@LouisvilleCO.gov

From: Eicher, Craig L <Craig.L.Eicher@xcelenergy.com>
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 5:31 PM
To: Ashley Stolzmann
Cc: Emily Hogan; Katie Baum; Megan Davis; Davis, Susan K; Hill, Carlos A; Scheitler, Kirk; Cowan, Neil; Ward, Dara M; Evans, Channing
Subject: What is a REC?
 
Hello Ashley,
 
Thanks for asking for a resource to help explain RECs to your colleagues and community. What are RECs and how do they work? These are
very important questions and I’m glad to have the opportunity to help answer them. I’ll first share a graphic, which is included in this one-page
fact sheet, as a start.
 

 
The basic definition of a Renewable Energy Certificate (some call it a Credit, but both are known as a REC) is that it represents the green
attributes of renewable energy, such as wind and solar, with each REC certifying the generation of one Megawatt-hour (MWh) of renewable
energy. A MWh is equal to 1000 Kilowatt hours of energy and typical Colorado homes use just under 700 Kilowatt-hours of electricity each
month, or about 70 percent of a MWh.
 
When we sell renewable energy to our customers, we “retire” one REC for each MWh of green energy sold. Who gets to claim that green
energy? Well, it depends on who’s purchasing it. In the case of a Solar Rewards system, Xcel Energy pays the owner of that system for the
RECs that are produced, and then we retire the RECs on behalf of all our Colorado customers, in compliance with our Renewable Energy
Standard mandate. However, if a customer is purchasing power under our Renewable Connect product, or Windsource, then we retire each
REC on behalf of those individual customers.
 
Such would be the case for Louisville and our bulk REC purchase/sale agreement – the RECs will be retired on behalf of Louisville and no
one else. The green attributes of that energy will belong to the city, its residents and businesses.

mailto:/O=CITY OF LOUISVILLE/OU=LOUISVILLE/CN=ADMIN/CN=BALSERH
mailto:meredythm@louisvilleco.gov
mailto:heatherb@louisvilleco.gov
http://bit.ly/2XqPZhI
mailto:AshleyS@LouisvilleCO.gov
mailto:Craig.L.Eicher@xcelenergy.com
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe-responsive/Programs%20and%20Rebates/Residential/Solar-REC-Claims-Info-Sheet.pdf
https://www.xcelenergy.com/staticfiles/xe-responsive/Programs%20and%20Rebates/Residential/Solar-REC-Claims-Info-Sheet.pdf


 
The Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System (“WREGIS”) is the platform Xcel Energy ultimately will use to retire RECs on
behalf of Louisville. The WREGIS platform states that a Renewable Energy Credit represents all renewable and environmental attributes of a
MWh of electricity generated from a renewable energy unit. The WREGIS system will create exactly one REC per MWh of generation that
occurs from a registered generating unit. In the WREGIS platform, RECs can be purchased, sold, or transferred until they are eventually
retired. In Colorado, RECs have a “shelf life” of five years – meaning they become worthless if they are not retired before the expiration date.
RECs are typically utilized to satisfy state or voluntary renewable compliance requirements, but they are also used for customer sustainability
goals. Once the REC is retired, the final REC owner may legally claim they used the renewable energy and that REC may not be retired on
behalf of anyone else ever again.
 
In order to prevent double-counting or counterfeiting, each REC is assigned specific information such as a serial number, just like currency,
and this information is verified by an independent organization. We use the non-profit Center for Resource Solutions’ Green-e® program,
which is the trusted global leader in clean energy certification. Some of the most relevant information attached to a REC include the WREGIS
ID, Generator Plant-Unit name, Fuel Type, Vintage Year, and Serial number. For example:
 

State/
Province

WREGIS
GU ID

Generator Plant-Unit
Name

County State Fuel
Type

Vintage
Month

Vintage
Year

Certificate Serial Numbers Quantity

CO W3157 Limon Wind - Limon
Wind I

Lincoln &
Elbert

CO Wind 5 2015 3157-CO-164500-29212 to 61277 32066

 
This means, Louisville will have certified proof that the REC was produced, where it was produced in Colorado (which wind or solar farm) and
when it was produced.
 
Even better, the majority of the premium Louisville will pay for these RECs will add to future renewable energy. In fact, Xcel Energy will invest
90 percent of the sale proceeds into the state’s Renewable Energy Standard Adjustment Account (RESA). This is the bucket of money we use
to make future investments in wind and solar for Colorado!
 
Finally, nothing tells the story like videos. Here are two, which do a great job explaining RECs. The first is from EPA, while the second comes
from the Center for Resource Solutions.  
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_12VYXms6-c
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=opJMrzNauFQ
 
Please let us know if this helps explain RECs to your community and if you have any other questions. Have a great week!
 
Craig Eicher
Xcel Energy | Responsible By Nature
Area Manager, Boulder Region
2655 N 63rd St, Boulder, CO 80301
303-245-2254   
craig.l.eicher@xcelenergy.com
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_12VYXms6-c
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=opJMrzNauFQ
mailto:craig.l.eicher@xcelenergy.com








































































 
Ask the developers what they have changed after hearing from OUR community, and vote NO 
on their current proposal  
 











From: Rob Zuccaro
To: City Council
Subject: FW: Please go forward with the Redtail Ridge development.
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 9:32:58 AM

 
From: Frank Harney [mailto:fharney863@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, July 11, 2020 5:28 PM
To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Please go forward with the Redtail Ridge development.
 
It seems like a pretty well composed plan with few city exceptions to the rules.  It is time to
turn that property into a tax-paying situation.
THanks,
Frank Harney
 
--
Frank Harney
863 W Chestnut Circle
Louisville, CO 80027

mailto:/O=CITY OF LOUISVILLE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ROB ZUCCARO248
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov
mailto:fharney863@gmail.com
mailto:planning@Louisvilleco.gov


From: Matt Jones
To: City Council
Subject: Redtail Ridge - too large
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 8:50:18 AM

For 7/14/20 agenda item F.

The Planning Commission got it right.  By unanimous votes they said the Redtail Ridge proposal is
much too big.  That their vote should not upend the thousands of hours spent by residents, board
members and council to achieve community consensus on the 2013 Comprehensive Plan update.  

What is frustrating about this is the developer, under the current “Rural” designation, can have
three million square feet, plenty of room for Medtronic and much, much more for retail and office. 
The applicant says that they need a lot more space to finance and make money, but has not
provided even one-sided evidence, let alone a third party analysis.  Does anyone really believe the
developer can’t make a lot of money and finance the project at three million square feet? 
Unfortunately, the developer is barreling ahead with a proposal creating community divisiveness,
delay and a potential referendum.

Louisville can have a win-win here.  Please, at first reading, tell the applicant to submit a proposal
under three million square feet that includes Medtronic, lots more office and retail space and no
city-coffer draining multifamily residential.  (I know that is not typically done, but this is no typical
land use change.) That reasonably sized proposal will provide the benefits, with fewer costs, be in
keeping with Louisville’s small-town character, and instead of creating divisiveness, honor all the
hard-earned Comprehensive Plan citizen consensus. 

-- 
Thanks,
Matt Jones

mailto:jonesmk123@gmail.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


From: sherry sommer
To: City Council
Subject: Fwd: Comments on RedTail Ridge
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 8:45:26 AM

Members of City Council,

I am forwarding comments I sent to OSAB regarding a presentation by Brue Baukol.

﻿Hi Ember,

First off, I’d like to thank everyone on the Open Space staff as well as members of OSAB for taking care of our
Open Space.  This is one of the City’s most valuable assets and I appreciate all you do during this time of intense
usage.

I have some comments on OSAB’s meeting in which a representative from Brue Baukol gave an overview of the
RedTail Ridge proposal. You were asked as a Board to weigh in on two possible scenarios for the development. 
The principal trade off you were being asked to consider was height vs surface area of development.

I appreciate all the time you took to respond thoughtfully you the questions being posed.

However, I was troubled by that dIscussion  because the two  choices you had were based on the assumption that the
GDP and Comprehensive Plan changes would be granted and that a high density PUD would be approved.

Neither of those things is true, and in fact after that meeting, the Planning Commission overwhelmingly voted no to
both requests. You were given a choice carefully framed by the developer to make it seem as if high density of some
kind was the only option.

What is even more troubling is that during the first  Planning Commission hearing on RTR, a developer’s
representative stated that OSAB supported the current iteration of the proposed plan. 

You may have supported one choice of the two you were given, but I find it very misleading to say that, as a Board,
you supported Brue Baukol’s proposal for a high density proposal.

I commented on this tactical use of framing  during the Planning Commission meeting.  I also wanted to make sure
to pass my observations along to you.

Not only would the high density  proposal that Brue Baukol envisions be terrible for wildlife on the site, it would
also damage the City’s fiscal health, traffic flow, and air quality.   The Boulder County Commissioners made a
statement saying they do not support this proposal for many of the reasons stated above. You may view the Planning
Commissioner’s meeting for full details.

In spite of concern voiced by many members of the public as well as members of the Planning Commission, Brue
Baukol intends to take this matter to City Council. There have been no changes to mitigate its impact on wildlife or
view sheds.

As you are able, I hope you will send comments to City Council. The First Reading is tomorrow evening and
proposals will be presented and public comment will be heard August 4, 2020.

Cordially,

Sherry Sommer

mailto:hellosherry2@yahoo.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


Sent from my iPhone



From: robin maclaughlin
To: City Council
Subject: NO on Redtail Ridge
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 11:42:58 AM

Louisville City Council,
We are a family living in Louisville, CO. We are strongly opposed to the Redtail Ridge proposal. Too much added
traffic, too many people. We moved here to get AWAY from the sprawling suburbs surrounding us. The rec center
is crowded enough as it is. We can’t secure reservations to utilize our own town rec center now as it is, competing
with Superior residents and surrounding community members. We voted for Mayor Ashley Stolzman as her
platform was to keep Louisville as it is, not to allow developers to overtake this community. We have too many
empty buildings in Louisville (Kohls, old Sam’s club, perhaps now even old Medtronic building) why would we be
adding more buildings? Sure, we get it. Medtronic employees would rather commute to Louisville and use our rec
center and open space than a less desirable town. Please consider the requests of residents who are trying to preserve
less growth, less commercialization and more natural habitat for animals and open space.
Robin MacLaughlin

mailto:robincmac@msn.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


From: Susan
To: City Council
Subject: Red Tail Ridge
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 5:20:20 AM

I am very concerned about the Red Tail Ridge proposal for many different reasons.
It is clear to me that when Storage Tech and Conoco Phillips were planned- we never wanted a “Louisville part 2”
attached to our small town. 
The plan was always to have one company there with lots of open space. This plan is too dense, and too big.
The traffic increase is awful, the location for a senior facility makes no sense, and the housing proposal is way too
big.
We have areas already in our city that could accommodate retail. Let’s use those.
It is clear that we need to redo our comp plan before even thinking about this proposal. That takes time- let’s take
the time and do it right.
This pandemic will certainly impact our ability to have the public input that is so necessary for a project of this size
and a change to the Comp plan.
The planning commission was right when they unanimously denied red tail ridge. Then they were right again when
they denied the Medtronics part. We like Medtronics- but this request is not about them. It is about a developer who
is going to lease the property to Medtronics and we are not even sure for how long.
Please say no to this proposal. Let’s take time to finish our community planning by making a new comprehensive
plan that shows what we as a city want.
Thank you
Susan Morris
939 West Maple Court
Louisville

mailto:susankmorris@gmail.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


From: Qian Wu
To: City Council
Subject: Redtail Ridge project
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 9:13:23 PM

Dear City Council,
Please reject the Redtail Ridge project. It is too big for Louisville. We cannot handle that
many new residence to the city.
Ask the developer to focus on the office building only.

Best,
Qian Wu
146 Cherrywood Ln
Louisville, Co 80027

mailto:qwu_us@yahoo.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


From: Weiyan Chen
To: City Council
Subject: RedTail Ridge Development
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 9:11:20 PM

Dear Louisville city council,

I am writing this letter to opposite the Redtail Ridge Development proposal.  Here are the reasons:

1. The plan is too big for Louisville and will destroy our small town characteristic that attract a lot of us to
choice living here and many visitors.

2. Such big project shall have in person public hearings, not during once a hundred year pandemic in
virtue meetings. 

3. As a small town, this is too big of the decision to make, particularly during uncertain economical and
financial time.

4. Louisville does not have enough resources and services, such as water, public transportation, library,
recreation and senior center for this big development.

5. The planning commission has turned down the application. Without any modification, the developer
presents the exact same plan to City Council. It seems the developer does not respect our development
process.    

Please decline the proposal. 

Weiyan Chen
146 Cherrywood Lane

mailto:weiyanch@yahoo.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


From: E. K.
To: City Council
Subject: NO to RedTail PUD and NO to changing the Louisville GDP and Comprehensive Plan
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 6:54:16 PM

Say NO to RedTail PUD and NO to changing the Louisville GDP and Comprehensive Plan!!!

"The Planning Commission got it right.  By unanimous votes they said the Redtail Ridge
proposal is much too big.  That their vote should NOT upend the thousands of hours spent by
residents, board members and council to achieve community consensus on the 2013
Comprehensive Plan update.  [The Comprehensive Plan must NOT change!!]

What is frustrating about this is the developer, under the current “Rural” designation, can
have three million square feet, plenty of room for Medtronic and much, much more for retail
and office.  The applicant says that they need a lot more space to finance and make money,
but has not provided even one-sided evidence, let alone a third party analysis.  Does anyone
really believe the developer can’t make a lot of money and finance the project at three million
square feet?  Unfortunately, the developer is barreling ahead with a proposal creating
community divisiveness, delay and a potential referendum.

Louisville can have a win-win here.  Please, at first reading, tell the applicant to submit a
proposal under three million square feet that includes Medtronic, lots more office and retail
space and no city-coffer draining multifamily residential.  (I know that is not typically done, but
this is no typical land use change.) That reasonably sized proposal will provide the benefits,
with fewer costs, be in keeping with Louisville’s small-town character, and instead of creating
divisiveness, honor all the hard-earned Comprehensive Plan citizen consensus. " *  

Sincerely, 
The House Family
Louisville, CO

*quoted from Louisville resident, Matt Jones

Virus-free. www.avast.com

mailto:ekangel@hotmail.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail&utm_term=icon
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail&utm_term=link


From: bergquis
To: City Council
Subject: Red Tail Ridge project
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 6:26:54 PM

I’m writing to ask that the city council not vote in favor of the Red Tail Ridge project.  I have attended presentations
from Bruce Baukol and this is not in the best interest of our town.

Kind Regards,
Adam Bergquist

mailto:bergquist.adam@gmail.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov


From: Joel Hayes
To: City Council
Subject: Red Tail Ridge proposal
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 6:09:07 PM

Dear City Council:

I write to oppose the Red Trail Ridge proposal.  It was way too big, and would harm our
traffic, lifestyle and small town feel.  I ask that you not expand the already generous
uses allowed under current plans, and that no multi-family use be considered.  

Thank you for your service and attention to this matter.

Joel Hayes
187 Harper
Louisville CO

mailto:hayesjoel@gmail.com
mailto:Council@louisvilleco.gov

