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MINUTES - draft
Board of Directors Meeting 
February 18, 2016
7:30 a.m. – 9:00 a.m. 
Loveland Chamber of Commerce 
NCLA Vice Chair – Bill Becker
1. Meeting called to order and quorum established by Vice Chair Becker at 7:35am.  .  
a. Quorum established at start of meeting.

b. Board attendance recorded on tracking worksheet.
	Name
	February 18, 2016
	Total attended in 2016
	Total absent in 2016

	May
	x
	3
	

	Allard
	x
	3
	

	Grant
	x
	3
	

	Maxey
	x
	
	3

	Tool
	x
	3
	

	Waldo
	x
	3
	

	MacQuiddy
	x
	2
	1

	Bright
	x
	2
	1

	Dennie
	x
	2
	1

	Jerke
	x
	3
	

	LaBonde
	Not present
	
	3

	Norton
	x
	3
	

	Williams
	
	3
	

	McCloughan
	x
	2
	1

	Becker
	x
	2
	1

	Clark
	
	2
	1

	Gazlay
	Not present
	3
	

	Koelzer
	x
	3
	

	McCambridge
	Not present 
	2
	1

	Olson
	x
	3
	

	Werner
	x
	2
	1

	Solin
	x
	3
	

	Miller
	x
	3
	


1. Consent Agenda 

a. Minutes from February 4th board meeting

b. MSP Tool/McCloughan to support.

i. All Support.  Motion passes
2. Presentation:  Broadband 
a. Abel Chavez, Century Link (former NCLA Board Member)

i. Senate Bill 67 – intended to foster investment around broadband.

ii. Context – over last 7 years since Governor in office, he’s placed broadband as a priority.  Way to foster economic development and activity.  64 counties have been focused on economic development and identified obstacles.  How do we bring broadband? (don’t have it or don’t have enough speed)  Have seen a significant demand.

iii. 50% broadband across county consumed by Netflix and YouTube. Over last year 10% more used by other video applications.  (dramatic demand)  How do we meet growth and anticipate future demands?  

iv. Demand by 18-33year olds.  

v. SB67 clear in intent, 4 pages. Introduced 1/19.  Williams and Scheffel sponsored.  They drove telecomm reform package two years ago. (Saine and Lundberg co-sponsored) Bi partisan.  Urban and Rural legislators. 

vi. Basically tool to put broadband in more places.  More public lands and hard to access areas.  

vii. Bill creates property tax exemption.  (forward investment) 

viii. Specific speeds required.

ix. Same exemption for public utility.  Statewide providers are assessed (currently) – this would take into account local investments and statewide investments. 

x. Driver for future of economic development for the state.  Lifeline of the way we live.  Learning, ecommerce, healthcare, education.  

xi. Encourages maximum investment in infrastructure.
xii. CAIC, C3, other chambers are supporting SB 67.  

xiii. Questions – 

1. Koelzer – definition that says broadband provider or any other person.

a. Would apply to public utilities too.  Want to spur economic development from all providers across the state. Private Public Partnerships will be key.

2. Norton – public sector not getting any incentive, they are not taxpayers.  

a. Counties and Cities are doing broadband planning.  They don’t want to be the provider.  Private sector would operate.  Fort Collins and Loveland looking at initiatives. 

3. Waldo – what does this look like moving forward in legislature?

a. Split situation at Capitol.  Rural and Urban. Bipartisan support.  Nothing is assured.  Hopeful that it will be considered and economic development tool. 

4. Olson – permanent exemption or limited?

a. Intended to be permanent.  Anticipate pushback and possible sunset.  Any exemption would benefit the state.  Open to using all the tools.  

b. CCI by phone – Jenny “Pinglow”  (?not sure of name or title)
i. Thank you for inviting CCI to join!
ii. Key points on increase on demand in the state. Huge priorities.  Share priority with CML.  

iii. SB67 – important to note, that through TABOR, counties and cities enjoy a blank canvas on BPPT.  Can eliminate, can set value amount.  Sky is the limit on local options and flexibility.  Locally elected officials can make determination on what communities needs and then can act accordingly.  Tools in statute are not industry specific.  Must treat all industries the same.  Believe that is the appropriate policy for the state.  

iv. Larimer County exemption tool example.  In factors considered, look at average wages being paid for by entity, new jobs created, and other factors.  

v. Looking at revenues coming in and services provided.  With that comes an important assessment.  

vi. SB 67 creates blanket exemption (counties and cities) would not collect on broadband industries.  Also impacts schools on loss of dollars that would not be collected. 

vii. Appreciate opportunity to join by phone.

viii. Questions –

1. Werner – a lot of different plans that municipalities are looking at controlling their broadband programs.  Did Century oppose bills in previous years?

a. Chavez – worked to bring stakeholders together to modernize rules.  Industry supported cluster of bills.

b. Werner – demand is real, companies have absolute need.  How would this bill translate to cost benefit to industry?  (savings)

c. Chavez – you do not have a savings if you do not have it at all.  Trying to create infrastructure in areas that haven’t even received broadband.  Seeing municipalities that increase need for speed. (fiber optic cable)   Investment in infrastructure is so capital intensive.  Promotional offerings in place for no construction costs if close to broadband.  

2. Allard – when working on BPPT, were opposed by small counties?  Now they want broadband services.  They want services and tax.  

3. Solin – fiscal note?  

a. Chavez - Would argue that there is no fiscal note.  Others will interpret differently.  This is a priority placed on industry.  Support from small county/region and rural legislators. (co-sponsors) 

4. Solin – what assurance that with this relief there will be investment in those rural communities.

a. Chavez – assurance from CenturyLink, committed to spending $159M over next few years to connect rural parts of the state.  

5. Werner – investment sounds like what company will plan and build… bill language says $4.9 

a. Tax savings of exemption.  (first year)   Incremental, every millions of dollars is important.

6. May – what’s the impact on Larimer and Weld County?

a. Chavez – we have significant investment committed to Larimer County.  1000 locations identified.  (specifically Estes Park and Alans Park)

7. Norton – who is opposition and what reason?


a. Chavez – Jenny represented those that oppose. Money will be lost in tax collection.  But economic benefits outweigh loss.

b. Jenny – county commissioners across state are opposed. Unified in opposition.  

c. Solin – question for Jenny, property taxes are state assessed.  Sizeable portion.  

d. Jenny – do not know.  Varied across the state.  

8. Chavez – property tax for broadband, CenturyLink is statewide accessed and paid to state.  Taxed.  Counties can lower or exempt but they do not affect collections of taxes because of being centrally accessed. 

c. Becker – thanks for comments, questions and presentations.  Will discuss as a board when reviewing bills. 
3. Reports –
a. Financial – Allard and McCloughan 
i. Money in the bank. $6400.  Of that $5000 in reserved. 
ii. Bills paid.
iii. Update on I25 account and investments from Fort Collins and Greeley.

1. $10,000 from Greeley

2. $30,000 from Fort Collins

iv. Loveland has $31,000 in the account for I25
b. Legislative update- Solin 
i. Session been a little slow.  Big issues yet to be dropped.

ii. Construction defects coming.  Anticipate a package of bills.  Anticipate it will not go as far as we’d like. Local governments will have to do their piece.  

iii. Clean Power Plan stayed by Supreme Court.  Still working its way through process.   Appointment of new justice will have strong baring on outcome. Fascinating time for court and roles of branches. Governor Hickenlooper spoke to the idea that they will keep moving forward under state plan that exists.  House passed measurable goals, do not anticipate much movement in Senate.  

iv. Hickenlooper spoke to local leadership classes.  Spoke to workforce and appeal that Northern Colorado has a workplace.  He is looking at programming from Switzerland.  (getting more info) Acknowledge work NCLA has done on transportation funding. 

v. Build a Better CO will be introducing de-brucing ballot item next week. Question on who will be beneficiary.  

vi. Another initiative coming to raise taxes on tobacco.  Will be a full ballot. Setting stage for tax increases.

vii. Questions 

1. Norton – How strong are contractors pushing tax for roads?

a. Solin – very strong, moving forward with draft for title board.  
4. Action Item – NCEA 

a. Board participation with NCEA. NCLA Exec recommends giving a $10K contribution to NCLA, recommend offering two board seats.  (feeling they’d be at the table)

i. Discussion –

1. Werner – concern that seeing that they have become the replacement for NCEDC, should be here but believe they should be at the same level as Upstate.  In terms of representation should have one seat.  

2. Becker – would they have 

3. Bright – did they ask for two seats?

4. Koelzer – if you show up and have $10K you get two seats.  

5. Waldo – what was NCEDC paying?  

a. $3000 for one seat

b. $3000 from Upstate (currently) 

6. Becker – all agree we want them at the table. 

7. Werner- they have two missions, one is legislative advocacy.  Important they’re here. If you’re talking about money, are they required to invest that amount annually to keep their two seats.

8. Tool – casual discussion with NCEA.  They were interested in advocacy of NCLA.  They were impressed.  

9. Becker – they feel NCLA would be the advocacy component. We would be their voice.

10. MacQuiddy – absolutely think they need to be at the table.  Is it staff or board? Reason to ask, knowing it is somewhat weighted between Larimer and Weld.  Do you try to split up representation?  Or two staff members.

11. May – bylaws state it is the CEO from Upstate.  

12. Norton – motion to invite NCEA to join NCLA Board, one person and it would be CEO Representative.  Second Waldo.

a. Comments – Grant. Will be process person in this discussion.  We need to read bylaws.  If changing bylaws it has to be ratified by chambers.  Recommend executive team look at process. If we approve motion, it has to go back to Chambers to be ratified. 

b. Allard – call for the question.

c. Norton – include in motion that it needs to be approved by Chamber boards following 

d. Tool – contribution is not defined in bylaws.

e. Question – 

i. One opposed.  Motion passed. 

ii. Chamber meetings – next week.  Draft to Chamber Execs by Friday afternoon for inclusion in their next meetings. (all next week) 

5. Bill Review
BROADBAND
a. SB16-067  Broadband Personal Property Tax Exemption

i. Sponsor: Williams (D) and Scheffel (R) 

ii. Bill review by: May, MacQuiddy and McCloughan 
iii. Discussion 
1. Allard – a way to chip away BPPT.  

2. Bright – we oppose BPPT, would they build this infrastructure regardless.  Is this too self-serving?

3. McCloughan – Loveland chamber supported initiative when City took this on.  One industry trying to react to what government is doing. Opposed.  

4. Koelzer – will it hurt cities?  

a. It could.

5. Norton – problem is there is no way to know where investment is going?  Shifting BPPT. 

6. Werner – questions for Solin.  Struggling with response on past opposition. 

a. Solin – they did oppose elements of the package.  

b. Werner - Municipalities are taking effort on.  Need across the state.  This bill looks like sole benefit to CenturyLink. 

c. Solin – this is tough.  We are strong advocates of BPPT relief.  This bill is the flip of what we were promoting in terms of BPPT relief.  We were promoting local assessed not state assessed. Implication significant for general fund.  Broadband question – does this provide necessary service.  No built in assurance for specific communities.  

d. Koelzer – personal store example.  

e. Tool – agree as it relates to BPPT.  Counties rely on BPPT for operations.  You have to be careful because of array of reliance on taxes as income.  CCI and CML are opposed because they know how much counties rely.

f. Maxey – not mentioned that they will accelerate service to rural areas. Can not support it – it is a single industry.  

g. Jerke – a couple hundred million of investment sounds good, lowering BPPT, better service for some.

h. Grant – motion to monitor until we have better information. 

i. Solin – CMP is pushing in respect to assurance or correlation to relief and service. 

j. Norton – second motion. 
k. May – industry being incented to make investment, by increasing hated tax. 

l. Bright – should hear from Scheffel and local legislators. 

m. Call for motion.
iv. MSP

1. NCLA Position: Monitor
a. Request for updated report.
b. INCLUDE ON NEXT AGENDA. 
c. Will monitor the two other broadband bills as well. (no individual bill review on 1184 and 1223) 

b. HB16-1184 HCSM Fund Transfers To Broadband Fund

i. Sponsor: Rankin (R) and Grantham (R)

ii. Bill review by: May, MacQuiddy and McCloughan
iii. Presented by

iv. Discussion

v. MSP 

1. NCLA Position: ____________ Monitor _____________________
c. HB16-1223  High Cost Support Mechanism Funds

i. Sponsor: Rankin (R) and Grantham (R)

ii. Bill review by: May, MacQuiddy and McCloughan 
iii. Presented by

iv. Discussion

v. MSP 

1. NCLA Position: ______________ Monitor ___________________
OTHER
a. HB16-1102  Drug Production Costs Transparency Requirements
vi. Sponsor: Ginal (D) and Newell (D) & Roberts (R)

vii. Bill review by: Dennie, Bright, Olson 
viii. Presented by Olson, drugs were the highest cost center as hospital controller, believe it should be highly opposed.  This is poorly defined that for NCLA to say one industry respond with cost.  Unnecessary government inclusion. 
ix. Discussion

1. Dennie – approaches one industry to benefit one industry.  Brought forth by key chamber partner and Banner partner.  Massachusetts suggesting $5,000 – CO bill just says you must expose expense.

2. Bright – not familiar with this territory. Seems like government intrusion. 

3. Becker – extensive list of supporters around the state supporting legislation.  We would be different if we opposed. 

4. Solin – Denver chamber taken neutral position.

5. McCloughan – recommend neutral.

6. Dennie – motion to monitor/ second Koelzer.

a. Discussion – Bright concerned for unintended outcomes. 

b. Becker – Delgrosso feels this is a bad bill. (recovering lost costs) 

c. Call for vote.  

d. Two oppose motion.  (Norton and Olson – prefer opposition)

e. Discussion – May this is not a general business bill.  We are looking at a broad business perspective.  Not sure how business community benefits from this bill.  
x. MSP

1. NCLA Position: ____MONITOR_____________________________
OIL AND GAS
b. HB16-1181  Local Government Fracking Ban Liable Royalties
xi. Sponsor: Buck (R)

xii. Bill review by: Jerke, Allard, Clark 
xiii. Presented by

xiv. Discussion – none.
xv. MSP to support Jerke/Norton 
1. NCLA Position: SUPPORT
LABOR
c. HB16-1202  Mandatory Employer E-verify Participation
i. Bill not reviewed. 

AGRICULTURE
d. HB16-1226  Agricultural Innovation Grants

xvi. Sponsor: Young & Arndt (D) and Grantham (R) 

xvii. Bill review by: MacQuiddy, Jerke, Maxey 
xviii. Presented by Maxey – put $1M for ag innovation includes beverage production.  No one grant of $250,000.  5% for administration. Sounds nice.  Under 100 employees. 50% locally owned. Collaboration with higher ed. Market ready but only 25% skin in the game. Will this solve the problem of feeding the world with less water?  OEDIT administering grant. 
xix. Discussion

1. Werner – add on to program for different industry sectors.

2. MacQuiddy – Weld needs to support this.  Where are they going to find dollars? (general fund)

3. Solin – priority of Young and Arndt.  Wise to support.

xx. MSP to support Maxey/Werner 

1. Discussion – Jerke, waste of money.  Symbolic to support Young.  

2. NCLA Position: Support 
a. Two oppose motion, motion passes. 
TRANSPORTATION-RELATED/AFFECTED
e. HB16-1229  Higher Ed Financial Obligation Repayment  

xxi. Sponsor: Rankin (R) and Steadman (D) 

xxii. Bill review by: Tool, Norton, May
xxiii. Presented by Tool.  Eliminates two cash funds.  Moves money to general fund. Bipartisan.  ($6M) 
xxiv. Discussion

xxv. MSP to support Tool/Waldo 
1. NCLA Position: SUPPORT
f. SB16-100  County Road & Bridge Tax Reduction Requirement

xxvi. Sponsor: Pabon (D) and Jahn (D) 

xxvii. Bill Not reviewed. 
OTHER
g. HB16-1102  Drug Production Costs Transparency Requirements
xxviii. Sponsor: Ginal (D) and Newell (D) & Roberts (R)

xxix. Bill review by: Dennie, Bright, Olson 
xxx. Presented by Olson, drugs were the highest cost center as hospital controller, believe it should be highly opposed.  This is poorly defined that for NCLA to say one industry respond with cost.  Unnecessary government inclusion. 
xxxi. Discussion

1. Dennie – approaches one industry to benefit one industry.  Brought forth by key chamber partner and Banner partner.  Massachusetts suggesting $5,000 – CO bill just says you must expose expense.

2. Bright – not familiar with this territory. Seems like government intrusion. 

3. Becker – extensive list of supporters around the state supporting legislation.  We would be different if we opposed. 

4. Solin – Denver chamber taken neutral position.

5. McCloughan – recommend neutral.

6. Dennie – motion to monitor/ second Koelzer.

a. Discussion – Bright concerned for unintended outcomes. 

b. Becker – Delgrosso feels this is a bad bill. (recovering lost costs) 

c. Call for vote.  

d. Two oppose motion.  (Norton and Olson – prefer opposition)

e. Discussion – May this is not a general business bill.  We are looking at a broad business perspective.  Not sure how business community benefits from this bill.  
xxxii. MSP

1. NCLA Position: ____MONITOR_____________________________
2016 NCLA Legislative Tracking Report. 
6. Events Updates
a. Dinner in Denver

i. Registration open for March 23rd.  Contract in place with Palette’s at Denver Art Museum. Guests will be invited by the Chambers – boards and Friends of Business. 
ii. Cost per person at $60. NCLA to host legislators.  
iii. Cash bar. 
7. Announcements and other.
a. Event through Greeley Chamber – free lunch.  Impact on setbacks.  Sarah will send information out.  
8. Upcoming meetings and Events.
a. February 25th - Legislative Update Call 8:30am

b. March 3rd - NCLA Board Meeting -Loveland Chamber 7:30am

c. March 10th - Executive Committee Meeting 7:30am & Legislative Update Call 8:30am

d. March 17th - NCLA Board Meeting -Loveland Chamber 7:30am

e. March 23rd – Dinner in Denver

f. *March 31st - NCLA Board Meeting -Loveland Chamber 7:30am

9. Adjournment at 9:15am by Acting Chair Becker.[image: image1.png]
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