
UTILITIES BOARD WORKING COMMITTEE 
Rosemont Conference Room 

121 S. Tejon St., South Tower, 5th Floor 
Colorado Springs, CO 80903 

 

Minutes 
May 18, 2026 

Rosemont Conference Room or Microsoft Teams 
 
Call to Order 
Pursuant to the Colorado Open Meetings Law and the City Charter, since three or more members 
of the Utilities Board may be attending this public meeting, it is noticed and open to the public. 
Pursuant to the Utilities Board Bylaws, this Committee of the Utilities Board will not accept public 
comments at this meeting. 
 
Board Chair Dave Donelson called the meeting to order at 9:02 a.m. 
 

Present – Board Chair Dave Donelson, Board Member Ken Casey, Board Member Lynette Crow-
Iverson, Board Member Kimberly Gold, Board Member Nancy Henjum, Board Member David 
Leinweber, Board Member Roland Rainey, and Board Vice Chair Brandy Williams  
 
Absent – Board Member Brian Risley 
 
Acceptance of the April 20, 2026, Working Committee Minutes 
Board Member Crow-Iverson made a motion to approve the April meeting minutes, and Board 
Member Gold seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Safety Moment: Mental Health Awareness 
Ms. Somer Mese, Chief Operations Officer, presented the safety moment on Mental Health 
Awareness Month, and shared information on the importance of mental health in the workplace, 
recognizing struggles, and how mental health can be supported. 

Compliance Reports 
I-2 Financial Conditions and Activities (to Include Contracts Over $500,000) G-7 (Quarterly October 
through December) 
Mr. John Hunter, Manager of Financial Planning and Risk, presented the I-2 Financial Conditions and 
Activities (to Include Contracts over $500,000) G-7 (Quarterly October through December) report. 
This presentation included the nine I-2 directives, and how Colorado Springs Utilities meets and 
operates under these directives. 
 
Board Chair Donelson asked when the fiber project will be finished and delivered to all the proposed 
addresses. Ms. Mese responded that there was a goal to have all 150,000 addresses served by the 
end of 2028, however we are ahead of scheduled and should be finished by the end of 2027. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked how changes to financials are being tracked. Mr. Hunter answered yes, 
there is a financial system for tracking projects. Whenever there is a significant change, the changes 
are entered into the system and then summarized through the budgeting system. This is tracked on a 
monthly basis, and shared with the Capital Budgeting Team, Officers, and the Project Prioritization 
team. 
 



 
 

 
 

Mr. Tristan Gearhart, Chief Planning and Financial Officer, clarified that this presentation captures 
the end of 2025. This presentation is given at this time of the year so staff can go through the 
finalized audit and prepare the report. This report encompasses the fourth quarter of 2025. The 
remainder of 2026 will follow quarterly reporting for 2026. 
 
Electric Cost Adjustment/Gas Cost Adjustment Update 
Mr. Gearhart provided the Electric Cost Adjustment (ECA) and Gas Cost Adjustment (GCA) update. In 
this update, Mr. Gearhart detailed the natural gas prices as of April 1, 2026, and the ECA and GCA 
predictions. 
 
Chair Donelson asked if the cost of natural gas across the continental United States is being impacted 
by the war overseas. Mr. Gearhart responded that some of the impacts can be regional, but storage 
capability and demand can also drive these impacts. Natural gas can be a byproduct of oil produced 
by refineries, so companies who make a strong profit from crude oil can actually put downward 
pressure on natural gas prices. 
 
Net Metering Rate Information 
Mr. Gearhart presented the Net Metering Modernization. This presentation included 2025 activity, 
the public process plan for 2026, voice of the customer, the 2026 Rate Proposal with details on both 
Option 1 and Option 2, a summary of the rate proposal and next steps. 
 
Board Member Leinweber asked if there had been a reduction in new solar customers due to a 
decrease in government subsidies for solar installation. Mr. Gearhart responded that he could pull 
some of the numbers after the meeting but said there had been a fairly strong push for solar 
installation before the end of the year when the federal incentives went away. 
 
Board Member Henjum wanted to clarify for the record that the difference between what was 
presented at the August 20, 2025, Utilities Board meeting and the amended demand rate was in 
response to the feedback from the original proposal that would have based the rate on the highest 
monthly 15 minutes on-peak. Board Member Henjum stated that the response to the feedback and 
the steps moving forward from that original proposal have been very informative and helpful in 
getting the process to where it is now. 
 
Board Member Casey asked if there are tools that solar customers can use to work through the two 
options presented to decide which is a better fit for their use. Mr. Gearhart replied yes, which is why 
the start date for the two options would not be immediately after potential approval of this change. 
With the timing of this rate case, tools will be built out where customers can do a comparison. Mr. 
Gearhart then explained the five years of grandfathering for existing customers. For existing solar 
customers, the new rates would not go into effect until 2032. However, the current frozen rate 
schedule includes annual rate increases from 2025 through 2029, which City Council previously 
approved. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked about the responses received from customers who are engaged on this 
topic ahead of this meeting following a communication that went out to solar users on May 11, 2026. 
Mr. Gearhart responded that we are able to track how many of the emails were opened and if the 
video within the email was watched. However, Mr. Mike Francolino, Chief Customer and Enterprise 
Services Officer, responded yes, but this has not been a theme at the Service Center as of now. 
Chair Donelson asked if solar customers are able to switch back and forth between the two options 



 

as their use and needs change. Mr. Gearhart responded yes, but there will be a time when you 
become locked in the rate that you chose, and that timeframe lasts a year. For customers that are 
being grandfathered in, they will remain on one flat rate for the time being. 
 
Board Member Leinweber asked where in these rates would a solar customer justify getting a battery 
for their system. Mr. Gearhart responded that if a customer picked the standard option, which would 
have a $25.00 to $30.00 a month offset, that’s around $300.00 or so a year that could be put toward 
a battery that could be used to offset the Energy Wise rates. Mr. Gearhart added that the tools that 
will be built to help customers compare will also help them with the consideration of a battery being 
worth the purchase. 
 
Vice Chair Williams commented that while she thinks the tools would be helpful, it should not be up 
to Colorado Springs Utilities to calculate for customers whether a battery is worth the investment. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked if it would be worth groups like the Colorado Solar and Storage 
Association (COSSA) meeting with Utilities leadership to discuss what the industry can do to support 
solar customers on calculations like this, rather than presenting to the Board their suggestions. Mr. 
Gearhart answered that leadership is open to these conversations and would be happy to meet with 
COSSA’s leadership. 
 
Board Member Leinweber asked if batteries would make a difference during on-peak times to 
address the load. Mr. Gearhart responded that batteries are being incentivized through the rate 
structure put in place, as a battery will help a solar customer avoid the demand charge every month 
by using the battery during peak times. Board Member Leinweber asked if it is a benefit to Utilities if 
a customer uses a battery. Mr. Gearhart replied, yes, if the customer can and wants to take 
advantage of that option.  
 
Board Member Casey stated that this was the point Vice Chair Williams was making, that Utilities 
should not try to incentivize battery purchase because there could be a liability if the customer is not 
seeing the return they calculate they should receive. Vice Chair Williams agreed with Board Member 
Casey, stating that it would be great to offer the tools to calculate what rate structure might work 
best but to do it in a way that doesn’t prove there is a certain Return on Investment (ROI) to be 
expected.  
 
Mr. Chris Bidlack, Senior Attorney for the City Attorney’s Office – Utilities Division, agreed with Vice 
Chair Williams on the comment that it would be great to provide the tools but customers will 
ultimately need to decide what option is best for their usage, and communication to customers 
needs to be clear while not directing customers on what to do.  
 
Board Member Henjum said that Springs Utilities encourages buying appliances that use less energy 
and sprinkler heads that use less water, and asked Mr. Bidlack to clarify the difference on what would 
be incentivizing batteries versus providing no direction. Mr. Bidlack answered that those are two 
separate concepts: the Demand Side Management Program looks at where efficiencies can be found, 
such as the use of efficient appliances, whereas this is a rate design process. Mr. Bidlack said we do 
not want to merge this into a single concept. 
 
Chair Donelson asked Mr. Gearhart if he has any data on the cost of batteries for homes. Mr. 
Gearhart said there is a large range of options that would depend on the independent systems 



 
 

 
 

themselves but generalized that typically costs are in the thousands to tens of thousands of dollars. 
 
Integrated Resource Plan Status Reports 
Mr. Justin Zeisler, Supervisor of Water Resource Planning, and Mr. David Longrie, Manager of Energy 
Resource Planning and Innovation, presented the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) Status Reports. This 
presentation included the resource planning for the four services, the IRP basis, IRP by service, 
common planning and policy drivers, and signpost indicators. Mr. Zeisler and Mr. Longrie also 
detailed the Water Integrated Resource Plan, the Gas Integrated Resource Plan, and briefly touched 
on the Electric Integrated Resource Plan (EIRP) ahead of the EIRP item, which followed this 
presentation. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked where Springs Utilities is within the current water plan. Mr. Zeisler 
responded that the last plan was published in 2017, and staff try to stay on a 10-year timeline for 
updates to the Water IRP, so next year staff will be working on it, though they are currently modeling 
that plan now. Ms. Abby Ortega, General Manager of Infrastructure and Resource Planning, added 
that energy plans have a regulatory component that requires more frequent updating, while water 
does not. However, staff continue to provide yearly updates about this plan so the Board 
understands where the process stands, as annexations and growth can affect the plan. The Water 
Efficiency Program has a regulatory component that requires Springs Utilities to provide a Water 
Efficiency Plan every seven years, and this was most recently updated in 2024. 
 
Board Member Leinweber asked how we as a utility can respond to neighboring jurisdictions that 
may have water shortages, and how that risk is considered. Ms. Ortega said that Springs Utilities 
provides education on how to become more sustainable, such as reusing water that is not currently 
being reused. 
 
Chair Donelson asked if Colorado Springs Utilities supplies water to all of the military installations in 
town. Ms. Ortega answered that Springs Utilities supplies water to all of them with the exception of 
Schriever Air Force Base, which receives their water from the Cherokee Metro District. Cheyenne 
Mountain Space Force Base has an internal use that Springs Utilities augments for them.  
 
Next, Chair Donelson said he had seen a headline in the paper about the federal plans related to Lake 
Powell and Lake Mead, and asked Ms. Ortega to comment on what these impacts might be. Ms. 
Ortega responded that the Federal Government released an initial Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement related to these operations and releases from Upper Basin reservoirs to support 
operations at Lake Powell and Lake Mead. Ms. Ortega said she anticipated more information to be 
available in the coming weeks. 
 
Board Member Henjum noted that the presentation stated there would be specific demand 
hardening for water after 2040 and asked for a clarification on this. Mr. Zeisler answered that as far 
as conservation efforts go to be more efficient with water use, those efficiencies will be halved by 
this time. Ms. Ortega added that some measures have not been implemented yet, as it takes a while 
to get these plans set up after pilot programs, but there are additional measures that can be taken to 
further water conservation in the community. Board Member Henjum asked if any Utilities staff 
members attend the AnnexCOS meetings. Ms. Ortega responded that there are a few staff members 
from her team who attend these meetings. 
 
Board Member Rainey noted that Mr. Zeisler mentioned navigating the Water Court process and 



 

asked if conversations about Upper and Lower Basin States water usage are occurring. Mr. Zeisler 
responded that this is different and explained that Water Court is more so the process of rights and 
shares that Utilities has acquired in the Arkansas Basin, and making sure the water rights portfolio is 
diverse. Board Member Rainey asked if there was any impact from the recently approved agreement 
with Aurora Water. Ms. Ortega answered that Aurora Water is also working through the Water Court 
Process currently and explained the exchange that had been filed. As far as impacts go, there are 
some, especially during a year with such low flows. Board Member Rainey asked if there is a 
timeframe on when there will be a ruling on this filing, to which Ms. Ortega responded that the trial 
is set for 2028. 
 
Regarding the Gas IRP, Board Member Rainey commented that he thought the Tallgrass Facility 
would only be used for resiliency purposes. Mr. Longrie responded that it both will provide resiliency 
and additional storage, which will help with cost fluctuations. Ms. Mese added that the line from this 
facility will also be the main supply for the new power plant and gate station. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked Mr. Longrie if there are any rebates or credits that customers can take 
advantage of within the customer efficiency journey. Mr. Longrie answered that there are rebates for 
the thermostat program, heat pumps, and high efficiency air conditioners. 
  
Electric Integrated Resource Plan (EIRP) Progress Update 
Mr. Longrie and Mr. Troy Bass, Supervisor of Energy Resource Planning, provided the Electric 
Integrated Resource Plan (EIRP) progress update. In this update, they reminded the Board of the IRP 
process, key considerations of risk, reviewed the updated portfolios, and detailed next steps in the 
EIRP process. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked in what year does Colorado Springs Utilities feel as confident as they 
can about when nuclear could be brought on the system. Mr. Longrie responded that it would be in 
2038. Next, Board Member Henjum asked how the 477 megawatts of nuclear would be made up if 
nuclear is not on the system by 2032. Mr. Longrie answered that this would be made up through 
renewables. 
 
Chair Donelson asked if the renewables would be built or if there would be a purchase power 
agreement. Mr. Longrie responded that wind and solar coming through the Southwest Power Pool 
(SPP) Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) would likely be a purchase power agreement, and 
there is a pre-bid meeting in early June to discuss some of these agreements and projects.  
 
Chair Donelson mentioned that there had been a goal to build some renewables in the past that 
was not carried out due to leverage lost through having to make other purchases due to regulation. 
He asked how this portfolio prevents this from happening. Mr. Longrie answered that there is more 
time to consider multiple options, so it’s possible to seek resources out now with additional 
flexibility. Additionally, being part of the SPP RTO helps as well. Chair Donelson commented that it 
seems like Springs Utilities is turning to renewables because we have to meet emissions goals, not 
because it is a reliable source of energy. 
 
Board Member Leinweber said that the portfolio shows in 2023, wind and solar will be used more 
like a contract rather than building. He asked if those contracts could end when nuclear energy 
comes online. Mr. Longrie said typically those entities are building those resources for us, so they 
want longer contracts. There will need to be a balance on the terms of the contract, and once 



 
 

 
 

proposals come in, they can be refined to pick the best options. 
 
Vice Chair Williams asked what costs are associated with the different options. Mr. Longrie 
explained that if we operated the entire portfolio, it would be around $4.3 to $4.5 billion and 
explained how each new generation is an additional cost over current operating needs, based on 
the models. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked the confidence level of staff on whether the new gas generation at 
Williams Creek will be ready by 2030. Mr. Longrie responded that, while staff had to pivot on the 
location, construction will begin in April 2028, and the site will be online in 2030. 
 
Board Member Leinweber asked about cash flow for these projects and opportunities. Mr. 
Gearhart responded that we are going through a very capital-heavy five years, which is why the 
five-year rate case was introduced. He added that anything nuclear is going to be very capital 
intensive, which staff are currently working through. 
 
Economic Development Engagement Update 
Mr. Mike Francolino, Chief Customer and Enterprise Services Officer, provided the Board with the 
Economic Development Engagement update. In his update, Mr. Francolino reviewed the Economic 
Development Funnel, which details the process of incoming prospects and how they move forward 
to becoming a customer. 
 
Board Member Henjum asked why the megawatts needed doubles between the inquiry phase and 
the project summary phase, even though projects decrease by half. Mr. Francolino answered that 
not every prospect is linear in request, so you may have some outliers, which is noted in the 
footnote of the slide as Project Cloud. 
 
Chair Donelson asked that if a project is over a certain number of megawatts, how do we build out 
the load to protect average ratepayers? Mr. Gearhart responded that the amount charged is the 
amount of capacity that is assumed to be needed, split out over a number of years in their 
contract. 
 
Adjournment 
Chair Donelson adjourned the meeting at 11:44 a.m. 

 


