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INTRODUCTION 

1. This is a civil action to bring transparency to a process that has been, to now, 

shielded entirely from public view by Boulder County.  In late December, our community 

suffered its worst disaster of at least the last 50 years.  The Marshall Fire displaced countless 

families from their homes, destroyed hundreds of residential and commercial structures, 

and financially devastated hundreds of families and business owners in Boulder County.  The 

thousands of people affected by the fire are now doing their best to heal, rebuild, and—in many 

instances—to salvage a near total loss of their most significant life-investments caused by this 

disaster. 

2. Boulder County government has a sizable role to play in the rebuilding effort.  

This role started the day the fire raged, as people needed emergency firefighting support, shelter, 

food, supplies, and other aid.  It continued during the weeks after the fire, as people needed 

continuing assistance, more permanent housing solutions, and solutions to the many other 

problems caused by the complexity of the total loss of their homes and businesses.  Now, 

approximately 45 days after the fire, Boulder County’s role is more critical than ever.   

3. It falls to Boulder County to evaluate and select the contractors that will 

undertake the cleanup of the thousands of acres of devastation caused by the fire.  This is no 

minor project.  It implicates a myriad of logistical, safety, environmental, and cost issues—each 

of which touches the affected fire victims at a very personal level.  The expense of the cleanup of 

the damage caused by the fire could ultimately approach $100 million.   

4. Because the fire was declared a major disaster by the federal government, this 

considerable expense can and should be borne in large part by the Federal Emergency 
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Management Agency, known as “FEMA.”  If Boulder County does its job correctly, it will be.  

But if not, the taxpayers of Boulder County and the State of Colorado, including, of course, the 

very victims who have already suffered catastrophic financial loss, will be left holding the bill.  

Payment by FEMA is not guaranteed.  Even when FEMA has committed funds, and paid them to 

a project, if a local government does not follow FEMA’s rules, those committed and paid dollars 

may be clawed back, leaving state citizens with the financial burden of payment.   

5. The public—the citizens of the State of Colorado—by law has the right to know 

about Boulder County’s processes, its effort to follow FEMA’s complex procurement 

framework, and its substantive evaluation of the bidders who threw their hats in the ring to 

handle the exceedingly complex job of the cleanup of the aftermath of the Marshall Fire.  The 

public has the right to know that Boulder County’s contractor selection processes are fair, above 

board, without collusion, FEMA compliant, and substantively strong.  These are fundamental 

issues the public should be permitted to understand as a matter of right.  We all have a strong 

interest in visibility into government functions that will dramatically impact our state if 

mishandled by local government agencies and officials. 

6. Colorado law acknowledges this very principal.  Under both Colorado’s Open 

Records Act, § 24-72-202, C.R.S. (“CORA”) and Open Meetings Law, § 24-6-402, C.R.S. (the 

“OML”), its citizens are entitled to such information.  Yet, last week, the Boulder County Board 

of County Commissioners (“Board”) revealed they had awarded a sizable contract for the 

cleanup of the Marshall Fire to a contractor after a public meeting lasting only 15 minutes.  No 

public comments were permitted at this meeting, and none could be meaningfully made, because 

the public had such little visibility into Boulder County’s process, what contractors it considered, 
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and its ultimate findings.  Indeed, one commissioner admitted at this meeting she had not even 

herself reviewed the contract being awarded. 

7. Boulder County’s disregard of these important public participation safeguards has 

already delayed the commencement of a meaningful cleanup response by over a month.  It now 

threatens to cause further delays by application of the maxim: “if you do not have time to do it 

right, where will you find time to do it over?”  As a result of Boulder County’s failure to 

scrupulously follow Colorado law, the process must now be redone.  This will cause further 

delay that could have, and should have, been avoided. 

8. To shine light on what has happened to date, DIGS is seeking access to the record 

of executive sessions of the Board of County Commissioners of Boulder County held on January 

5, January 12, January 19, January 26, and February 9, 2022, under Colo. Rev. Stat. 24-72-

204(5.5), based on the reasonable belief that those executive sessions were not convened 

properly.   

9. Further, DIGS is seeking access to the record of the executive session of the 

Board held on February 9, 2022, under Colo. Rev. Stat. 24-72-204(5.5), based on the reasonable 

belief that the executive session was not convened properly, the Board engaged in substantial 

discussion of matter not enumerated in section 24-6-402(4), and the Board adopted a proposed 

policy, position, resolution, rule, regulation, or formal action in the executive session in 

contravention of section 24-6-402(4).    

10. Finally, DIGS seeks declaratory judgments that:  
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a. Meetings held by the Evaluation Committee for RFP No. 7301-22 (“Evaluation 

Committee”) on February 2, February 3, February 4, February 7, and February 8, 

2022, violated the OML, § 24-6-402(2)(b), § 24-6-402(4);  

b. Executive sessions held by the Board on January 5, January 12, January 19, 

January 26, and February 9, 2022, violated the OML, § 24-6-402(4); 

c. These violations were material and are uncurable as the statutory remedy is 

unavailable due to other violations of the OML; and 

d. The contact award announced shortly after the Boulder County Commissioners’ 

February 10, 2022 meeting is therefore invalid and prohibited, and no such award 

may be given until an open and transparent bidding process that is viewable by 

the citizens of the State of Colorado, local and national media, and the public at 

large. 

JURISDICTION AND PARTIES 
 

11. Plaintiff DIGS is a Colorado nonprofit corporation.  

12. DIGS is a “person” as defined by CORA, § 24-72-202(3), C.R.S., and as such, 

has standing to seek access to the record of an executive session meeting under § 24-72-204(5.5), 

C.R.S. 

13. DIGS was incorporated by Michael Brown, a citizen of Colorado.  Mr. Brown is 

the former director of FEMA.  He is experienced in administering federal relief funds through 

FEMA, including FEMA reimbursement of local government cleanup efforts as well as FEMA’s 

mandatory claw back of funds in circumstances in which disaster-impacted counties and 

municipalities fail to follow rules to be eligible for FEMA reimbursement. 
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14. This Court has jurisdiction over the claims herein under section 204(5) of CORA, 

§ 24-72-201, et seq.  The public records that are at the center of this action can be found in this 

judicial district. 

15. Defendant Boulder County is a county of the State of Colorado. 

16. Defendant Board is the Board of County Commissioners for Boulder County, 

Colorado. 

17. Defendant Matt Jones is one of the three County Commissioners for the County 

of Boulder, Colorado.  Mr. Jones is a “custodian” under CORA, § 24-72-202, of the records 

requested by Plaintiff, as more fully described below. 

18. Defendant Claire Levy is one of the three County Commissioners for the County 

of Boulder, Colorado.  Ms. Levy is a “custodian” under CORA, § 24-72-202, of the records 

requested by Plaintiff, as more fully described below. 

19. Defendant Marta Loachamin is one of the three County Commissioners for the 

County of Boulder, Colorado.  Ms. Loachamin is a “custodian” under CORA, § 24-72-202, of 

the records requested by Plaintiff, as more fully described below. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 
 

20. On December 30, 2021, grass fires broke out in Boulder County that destroyed 

thousands of homes.  Never has Boulder County seen such devastation within its own borders. 

21. Shortly thereafter, President Biden declared the event a major disaster and ordered 

Federal aid to supplement State and local recovery efforts, including assistance from FEMA. 
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22. Typically, in a FEMA cleanup the county and state government where the disaster 

occurred pay the costs of the cleanup up front, and then FEMA reimburses up to 75% of those 

costs.   

23. However, FEMA has strict rules that must be followed for cleanup costs to be 

reimbursed.   

24. Any costs that FEMA refuses to reimburse are absorbed by the local governments 

and ipso facto the local taxpayers.  

25. One of FEMA’s requirements for reimbursement is that the local government 

conduct a fair and competitive bidding process to select an earth-movement contractor to 

perform the cleanup. 

26. Boulder County’s bidding process for the Marshall Fire cleanup, shrouded in 

secrecy, has had the hallmarks of an anticompetitive selection process since the outset. 

27. With fires still smoldering, on January 1, 2022, Boulder County renewed a 2017 

contract for county-wide debris hauling that it had with DRC Emergency Services (“DRC”) for a 

period continuing through December 31, 2022.  Almost immediately, before any other more 

sizable and sophisticated debris-hauler vendors entered into the discussion, DRC began 

performing debris removal in the Marshall Fire zone.   

28. The public noticed this seemingly odd circumstance.  At least one news article1 

covered this history, and DRC’s cleanup activity, despite that no competitive bidding process 

 
1 “[T]wo companies competing for the contract raised red flags in the days after the Dec. 30 
wildfire, warning Boulder County that it was on track to jeopardize millions in federal 
reimbursements by not following proper procurement procedures.” 
https://www.denverpost.com/2022/02/06/marshall-fire-cleanup-contract-boulder-county/ 
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had occurred to ensure not only top-grade work, but that all of the work would be FEMA 

reimbursable.  Boulder County shrugged off its apparent premature selection of a contractor for 

this complex task, without a competitive bidding process, explaining that the debris hauling work 

and cleanup of the Marshall Fire damage, was being handled by DRC due to the 2017 contract 

described above.  “Trust us” was its tenor as it permitted DRC to forge ahead in one of the most 

complex cleanup jobs ever undertaken in Colorado. 

29. Public records show DRC was the sole company to bid for the contract in 2017, 

which authorized only a $500,000 cleanup.  This contract was not to clean up the destruction left 

by a once-in-a-lifetime disaster, like the Marshall Fire.  The cleanup needed due to the Marshall 

Fire is a much more significant, much more complex, much more environmentally sensitive and 

sophisticated, and much more costly project.  Multiple, sizable cleanup companies questioned 

Boulder County’s apparent decision that it could just rely on a 2017 contract, despite the very 

different circumstances presented by the Marshall Fire cleanup project.  

30. On February 1, 2022, Boulder County issued RFP No. 7301-22.  Curiously, this 

RFP was for the very work already being conducted by DRC under the 2017 contract.  An 

obvious effort to correct its prior failure to competitively bid the cleanup project, Boulder 

County claimed it had planned to issue this RFP all along, despite having already deployed DRC 

to conduct the same work that would be the subject of the new contract. 

31. Throughout January, the Board held numerous “executive sessions”—nonpublic, 

closed-door meetings—to discuss Marshall Fire issues, including on January 5, January 12, 

January 19, January 26, and February 9, 2022.   
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32. The Board gave the public notice of the executive sessions exactly 24-hours in 

advance during regular business meetings.  

33. Any time the Board holds an executive session, it is required to announce to the 

public what topics will be discussed in the meeting.  

34. The Board announced the following topics for its Marshall Fire-related executive 

sessions: 

Date of Executive Session  Marshall Fire Topic Announced 24-Hours Prior 
January 5 Marshall Fire legal issues 
January 12 Marshall Fire issues 
January 19 Marshall Fire debris and rebuilding issues 
January 26 Marshall Fire debris and rebuilding issues 
February 9 RFP #7301-22 Concerning Private Property 

Structural Debris and Hazardous Tree Removal 
Operations 

35. These announcements did not provide the public meaningful insight about what 

the Board intended to discuss. 

36. These meetings were required to be electronically recorded.   

37. The incorporator of DIGS, Michael Brown, attempted to learn more about the 

issues addressed by this lawsuit by accessing relevant public documents, only to be thwarted by 

bureaucratic framework.  On January 26, 2022, he submitted a CORA request to Boulder County 

that sought the following: 

Please provide the following categories of documents. Please search all offices 
relevant to the described categories, including, at a minimum, the Purchasing and 
Contracts office, the Board of County Commissioners, and any office with 
responsibilities relating to disaster response and disaster cleanup work:  

 
All documents, including internal communications, emails, voice messages, 
and text messages, relating to activities undertaken and expenditures 
incurred, or future activities and expenditures contemplated or authorized, 
under Boulder County’s contract with DRS Environmental Services (OFS 
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Number 200537, the latest amendment of which is dated January 1, 2022, 
OFS 200537-3).  
 
All documents, including internal communications, emails, voice messages, 
and text messages, relating to Boulder County’s RFP 7301-22, including 
the County’s decision to issue the RFP, the County’s consideration and 
evaluation of the scope of cleanup work that could or could not properly be 
conducted pursuant to the existing contract with DRS Environmental 
Services (OFS Number 200537-3), and the County’s consideration of 
FEMA contract requirements for reimbursement eligibility with respect to 
the contract with DRS Environmental Services and the new contract that is 
the subject of RFP 7301-22.  
 
All documents, including internal communications, emails, voice messages, 
and text messages, relating to Boulder County’s due diligence efforts 
relating to the past performance record of DRS Environmental Services, 
including previous federal disbarments of DRS, allegations by federal and 
state agencies of fraudulent representations and conduct by DRS, and 
reports by federal and state agencies or poor and mismanaged work by DRS.  
 
All communications, including emails, voice messages, and text messages, 
between, on the one hand, any Boulder County official or employee and, on 
the other hand, either (1) any FEMA official or employee or FEMA 
contractor; or (2) any employee or representative of DRS Environmental 
Services, relating to DRS Environmental Services, DRS’s contract OFS 
Number 200537, or Boulder County’s RFP 7301-22.  
 
All communications, including emails, voice messages, and text messages, 
between, on the one hand, any Boulder County official or employee and, on 
the other hand, Tony Furr (a current employee of DRC Environmental 
Service and a former FEMA official), as well as all documents mentioning 
or referencing Tony Furr since January 1, 2017. 

 
38. Boulder County responded with a statement that the request was “overly broad.”  

(It is not the place of a custodian of public records to decide what volume of records a requester 

may seek.)  It then invited Mr. Brown to make another “narrower” request, without providing 

any documents.2 

 
2 DIGS is not at this time seeking a section 24-72-204(5) order to show cause. 
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39. As part of the bid reviewing process at issue, the County Commissioners created a 

bid Evaluation Committee.  The committee and its members served at times relevant as a proxy 

for the County Commissioners, given that only the County Commissioners may consider and 

ultimately decide what entities may be awarded contracts like that at issue here.  As a local 

public body, the Evaluation Committee is subject to all of the rules and safeguards the Boulder 

County Commissioners are themselves subject to, including the sunshine laws at issue in this 

lawsuit.  However, they failed to comply with those rules in even the most modest way.  Boulder 

County cannot do by proxy what it cannot do directly. 

40. The Evaluation Committee was composed of six members, including Darla Arian 

and Cody Lillstrom, both of whom recommended the Board approve the DRC contract in 2017.  

Lillstrom was also involved in DRC’s December 2021 renewal of that contract. 

41. The other members of the Evaluation Committee included Kurt Kowa, Craig 

Duffin, Allison James, and Emily Clapper.  

42. The Evaluation Committee held several meetings to select a responder to RFP 

7301-22, as follows. 

Meeting Date Meeting Length 
February 2, 2022 2 hours 
February 3, 2022 1.5 hours 
February 4, 2022 4.5 hours 
February 7, 2022 1.5 hours 
February 8, 2022 7 hours 

43. These meetings were not open to the public.  

44. These meetings were not announced in advance.  No notice of them was provided 

to the public. 

45. These meetings did not permit, nor take into account, public comment.   
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46. These meetings were also required to be electronically recorded.  Plaintiff is 

unaware of the existence of any recordings of these meetings or of any meetings of the 

Evaluation Committee.  

47. Upon information and belief, no minutes were taken during these meetings. 

48. The Evaluation Committee selected its preferred vendor in secret with no public 

oversight or transparency, nor any ability for the same. 

49. Who did they recommend?  No surprises.  The Evaluation Committee 

recommended that DRC be awarded the Marshall Fire contract.  They picked the same vendor 

that had been on the job since almost immediately after the fire by virtue of a non-competitive 

contract for a completely different magnitude of cleanup work.   

50. On February 9, 2022, the Board met to discuss “RFP #7301-22 Concerning 

Private Property Structural Debris and Hazardous Tree Removal Operations,” again, in executive 

session, behind closed doors. 

51. At the February 9 meeting, the Board must have received the Evaluation 

Committee’s recommendation that DRC be awarded the Marshall Fire RFP and decided that day 

that it would award the Marshall Fire RFP to DRC.  This is not the kind of information that may 

be withheld from the public, with no ability of the public to be involved in any way whatsoever.  

52. Upon information and belief, at the February 9 meeting, the Board engaged in 

substantial discussion of matters not enumerated in § 24-6-402(4).   

53. The following day, on February 10, 2022, the Board voted to award the Marshall 

Fire RFP to DRC in a 15-minute meeting during which the Board asked virtually no questions. 

54. Live public comment was not allowed during the meeting.  
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55. One commissioner admitted she had not “seen the contract” that was to going to 

be awarded to DRC but still voted to award it.   

56. This 15-minute meeting was the only and entire public window to Boulder 

County’s decision about what debris removal contractor should take on the most difficult, 

expensive, regulated, and time-sensitive cleanup work in Boulder County’s history.  

57. Absent a court compelling Boulder County to comply with Colorado law, 

the Boulder County Commissioners’ award will go into effect in the coming days.  An 

injunction—in the form of a temporary restraining order and a preliminary injunction—is thus 

appropriate and needed to prevent this award that was the result of an infected process.  Without 

an injunction to prohibit the acts of the County Commissioners, and their proxies, their violations 

of the OML would be entirely mooted.  Plaintiff would have no remedy at all for these 

violations.  For repeated violations of the OML, there will be on consequence whatsoever.  The 

public will be the ultimate losers. 

58. Boulder County’s failure to have transparency in the selection of a contractor to 

conduct the work described by RFP 7301-22, and the subsequent issuance of an award, by 

violation of the OML and otherwise, caused harm to the public that cannot be redressed by 

money damages.  There is not otherwise any adequate remedy at law. 

59. A balancing of the equities in this matter favors an injunction. 

60. Plaintiff has a strong probability of success on the merits. 

61. An injunction will maintain the status quo until this matter can be heard on the 

merits.  The need for a legitimate process to commence cleanup in Boulder County warrants an 

expediated hearing and expeditious relief. 
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FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Colo. Rev. Stat. § 24-72-204(5.5) – Improperly Convened Executive Sessions) 

 
62. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference with the same 

force and effect as if fully set forth herein.  

63. DIGS is a person under CORA. 

64. The Board is a local public body as that term is defined in C.R.S. § 24-6-

402(1)(a)(I).  

65. The Board held executive sessions on January 5, January 12, January 19, January 

26, and February 9, 2022. 

66. The above executive sessions were required to be recorded under section 24-6-

402(2)(d.5). 

67. DIGS through this application is seeking access to the record of the executive 

sessions of the Board held on January 5, January 12, January 19, January 26, and February 9, 

2022.  

68. Each of the above executive sessions was convened improperly due to inadequate 

notice of the topic to be discussed. 

69. For each of the above executive sessions, the Board failed to adequately announce 

the topics for discussion to the public.  

70. For each of the above executive sessions, the Board failed to identify the 

particular matter to be discussed in as much detail as possible without compromising the purpose 

for which the executive session is authorized, as it was required to do.  
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71. Plaintiff, here now “Applicant,” is entitled to review and inspect the minutes and 

any other recording of the executive sessions of the Board held on January 5, January 12, 

January 19, January 26, and February 9, 2022. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Colo. Rev. Stat. § 24-72-204(5.5) – Improper Conduct in Executive Session) 

 
72. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference with the same 

force and effect as if fully set forth herein.  

73. DIGS is a person under CORA. 

74. The Board is a local public body as that term is defined in C.R.S. § 24-6-

402(1)(a)(I).  

75. The Board held an executive session on February 9, 2022.  

76. The February 9, 2022 executive session was required to be recorded under section 

24-6-402(2)(d.5). 

77. DIGS through this application is seeking access to the record of the executive 

session of the Board held February 9, 2022.  

78. The Board engaged in substantial discussion of matters not enumerated in section 

24-6-402(4) during the executive session on February 9, 2022. 

79. The Board did not discuss only “legal advice” during the executive session on 

February 9, 2022. 

80. The Board adopted a proposed policy, position, resolution, rule regulation, or 

formal action during the executive session on February 9, 2022.  

81. The Board took a position on whether to award RFP No. 7301-22 to DRC during 

the executive session on February 9, 2022. 
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82. Plaintiff, here now “Applicant,” is entitled to review and inspect the minutes and 

any other recording of the executive session of the Board held on February 9, 2022. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Declaratory Judgment – Evaluation Committee 

§§ 13-51-105 and 13-51-106, C.R.S.) 
 

83. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference with the same 

force and effect as if fully set forth herein.  

84. The Evaluation Committee is a local public body as that term is defined in C.R.S. 

§ 24-6-402(1)(a)(I).  

85. The Evaluation Committee held meetings on February 2, 2022, February 3, 2022, 

February 4, 2022, February 7, 2022, and February 8, 2022 (the “Challenged Committee 

Meetings”).   

86. The Challenged Committee Meetings totaled more than 16 hours in length.  

87. The Challenged Committee Meetings were not open to the public.  

88. The Challenged Committee Meetings were not electronically recorded.  

89. The Challenged Committee Meetings were not properly announced as an 

executive session of a local public body.   

90. DIGS has a legally protected interest as a Colorado citizen to have public business 

conducted openly in conformity with the statutory provisions.  

91. The Evaluation Committee is subject to the OML and therefore was required to 

hold its meetings public or in a properly announced executive session as set forth in the OML.   

92. DIGS is a person “whose rights . . . are affected by a statute,” namely, the OML. 
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93. DIGS is entitled to have the Court, pursuant to C.R.C.P. 57 and § 13-51-105, 

declare the rights and responsibilities of the respective parties and enter a declaratory judgment 

the Evaluation Committee violated the OML by failing to conduct a public discussion and make 

its decision in public to recommend the issuance of RFP No. 7301-22 to DRC Emergency 

Services, Inc. 

94. These violations of the OML were material and are not curable. 

95. As a result, due solely to the Boulder County Commissioners’ flouting of state 

law and its critical safeguards, the award voted upon relative to RFP No. 7301-22 by the Boulder 

County Commissioners on or about February 10, 2022, is invalid. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Declaratory Judgment – Board of County Commissioners 

§§ 13-51-105 and 13-51-106, C.R.S.) 
 

96. The foregoing paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference with the same 

force and effect as if fully set forth herein.  

97. The Board is a local public body as that term is defined in § 24-6-402(1)(a)(I).  

98. The Board held executive sessions on January 5, 2022, January 12, 2022, January 

19, 2022, January 26, 2022, and February 9, 2022 (the “Challenged Board Meetings”).   

99. The Challenged Board Meetings were held in violation of the OML.   

100. DIGS has a legally protected interest as a Colorado citizen to have public business 

conducted openly in conformity with the statutory provisions.  

101. Assuming the Defendants will not simply concede the relief sough herein, this 

case presents a live case and controversy.  There is an active award to a vendor based on the RFP 
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at issue and the Boulder County Commissioners assert that award is valid by a valid process.  

Further, they assert the award will become operative on or about March 1, 2022.  

102. DIGS is a person “whose rights . . . are affected by a statute,” namely, the OML. 

103. DIGS is entitled to have the Court, pursuant to C.R.C.P. 57 and § 13-51-105, 

declare the rights and responsibilities of the respective parties and enter a declaratory judgment 

the Board violated the OML by:  

a. failing to properly announce certain executive sessions,  

b. having improper discussions in executive session and shielding those discussions 

from the view of the public, and  

c. taking a position on whether to award RFP No. 7301-22 to DRC in executive 

session. 

104. These violations of the OML were material and are not curable. 

105. As a result, the award voted upon relative to RFP No. 7301-22 by the Boulder 

County Commissioners on or about February 10, 2022, is invalid. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 
Plaintiff requests the following relief: 
 

106. An Order that DIGS is entitled to review and inspect the minutes and any other 

recording of the executive sessions of the Board held on January 5, January 12, January 19, 

January 26, and February 9, 2022, and an order directing the Defendants to provide the same. 

107. An Order that DIGS is entitled to review and inspect the minutes and any other 

recording of the executive session of the Board held on February 9, 2022; and an order directing 

the Defendants to provide the same. 
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108. Declaratory judgment that 

a. Meetings held by the Evaluation Committee for RFP No. 7301-22 (“Evaluation 

Committee”) on February 2, February 3, February 4, February 7, and February 8, 

2022, violated the OML, § 24-6-402(2)(b), § 24-6-402(4);  

b. Executive sessions held by the Board on January 5, January 12, January 19, 

January 26, and February 9, 2022, violated the OML, § 24-6-402(4); and   

109. The award voted upon relative to RFP No. 7301-22 by the Boulder County 

Commissioners on or about February 10, 2022, is invalid. 

110. A temporary restraining order to be sought by separate motion and memorandum. 

111. A preliminary injunction to be sought by separate motion and memorandum. 

112. An award of costs and fees. 

113. Any such further relief deemed necessary by this Court. 

 

Respectfully Submitted:  February 15, 2022 

 

/s/ Chad D. Williams 

Chad D. Williams, #30917 
Mark Champoux, #40480 
Molly Kokesh, #51179 
DAVIS GRAHAM & STUBBS LLP 
1550 Seventeenth Street, Suite 500 
Denver, CO  80202 
Telephone: (303) 892-9400 
Facsimile: (303) 893-1379 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF 
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Plaintiff’s Address: 
 
9615 E. County Line Road 
Suite B-212 
Centennial, CO  80112 
 


