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DRAFT

Minutes of the Public Meeting of 

The Board of Directors

Los Trancos County Water District

June 2, 2011

In attendance: 

Charlie Krenz, David Smernoff, Tracy Sherman, Tom Uridel, Mike Ward, Keri Tate (Finance Manager), and Helene Zimmerman (Recording Secretary).

Community Members: Stan Gage, Robert Zimmerman (arrived after item #3)
Meeting was called to order: at 7:30pm at the Portola Valley Town Center, Buckeye Room

0. Public Comment on Issues NOT on the Agenda: None
1.Approval of Minutes for May 2011
· Krenz’s June 6 email comments to be included

· Page 6: change to $23,000 & remove duplicated item

· Page 7: add “meetings will be held in” & remove “special”

Approved: Ward as adjusted; 2nd by Smernoff

2. Finance

Tate reported that $1,003.80 was received in public support, and $5,000 from the Town of Portola Valley for other income. 
We’re at 94% of tax apportionments excluding $16,739 received for fiscal year 2008/09. 
Ward said except for late checks received. Tate said that $600 was very late in coming with another $3,000 also. Ward suggested parallel construction from both ends. The early checks were taken out from both years. Sherman asked if the $5,000 should go under ordinary expense or Fire Safety?

Tate said she posed this question to the Finance Community and they agreed to list this income under other types of income. Ward suggested adding a footnote as to how the monies were received.  Smernoff asked for a footnote from the other source, too, i.e., that it was both a District expense, then repaid under a cost share agreement with the Town.

With one more month before the end of the fiscal year, we are at:

· Water use: 10%

· Emergency preparedness: 65%

· Offset: 152%

· Lands: 89%

· WMC: 17%

· Contract Services: 99%

· Operations: 132%
· Other: 109%

· Travel & Budget: 20%

Krenz said Emergency Preparedness will get to 95%, not inclusive of a $10,000 expense item.

Ward asked Krenz what his budget was: $92,000 for last year.

For water movement control, additional money will be spent on the survey and culvert replacements – about $20,000 in 4 locations. Plans still have to come in, as the contractor we wanted to use was not available.

Smernoff talked about the Ramona slide land survey: We’re also getting license agreements and have to spend approximately $40,000 by the end of the year.  He has had a crew doing weeding on district property that cost $1,500.

Vote to approve: Smernoff, 2nd by Ward.

3. Discussion/decision regarding the Recording Secretary position

Sherman stated that the board and community were not being served by Zimmerman as the minutes were not as clear as they would like.
Uridel asked what Zimmerman had not done/violated?
Smernoff said that the board bears some responsibility. The position is a challenge to take on. He was willing to give her more time. Uridel agrees and said that Zimmerman/the board got off on the wrong foot He wanted to go to the outside to decide what was wanted from a recording secretary.  When reading the agenda it wasn’t clear that there was a vote to terminate Zimmerman. It should have been clearly stated. Sherman noted that the item had been approved by legal counsel.
Vote to approve: Sherman; 2nd Ward.

Sherman, Ward & Krenz in favor, Uridel & Smernoff, against.
There was a general discussion concerning the responsibilities and challenges of the position, and if the board was willing to provide additional time for meeting those challenges. 
Ward said he checked the job description, and it’s a secretary’s job, not a recording secretary’s as there is a broader scope.  He suggested removing “recording” and putting more details in the scope and timelines.

Smernoff said this need to be gone through carefully to get the services needed. He suggested agendizing and reviewing in September, giving time to compare with others and get parity, as we have a problem.

Ward said that we don’t have problems in general. Mary didn’t have a time problem.

Smernoff stated that we didn’t have a good process for interviewing and hiring. We need to do a better job in hiring.

Smernoff said the board should improve the contract language for the recording secretary; it’s not well formulated and is too informal.
Decision for new contract language review tabled to September meeting.
4. E-signatures/email approval of invoices
Smernoff spoke with District Auditor, Jeff Ira, and he said electronic approval is efficient and OK to use. What needs to be done is to send a PDF/Scan of the invoice, and say what account the funds are to come from.
Ward, while liking the idea, asked what was meant by an electronic signature? He said there’s a process to do this. Adobe has a way to do it. It becomes an authorization that enables you to “lock” the signature. It has to be done as a PDF. 

Gage said he has used a digital signature and it’s easy once set up.

Ward suggested using for invoice amounts of $1,000 and up. Smernoff said he’s willing to add another level of protection for a secure digital signature, but it should be used for all invoices. 

Smernoff suggested using the electronic signature for all invoices sent as a PDF which can then be forwarded to Tate with the electronic signature. Otherwise, paper invoices should be processed as currently.

Krenz wants to get something for Tate that’s easy and fast to use.

Vote to approve: Ward recommended adopting Smernoff’s proposal with the addition to agree to purchase $1,200 in software and a scanner for the Finance Manager. 2nd by Krenz. Approved 5:0
5. Information regarding upcoming 2011 LTCWD Board of Directors Election

Ward stated that he found the San Mateo County election calendar on the web:

· July 1: notify the county that 2 seats are up for election

· July 13: Candidates can take optional seminar

· July 18 – Aug 12: file to run

· August 17: Extended deadline if incumbent doesn’t run

Within LTCWD: 

· July 1 – 18: Community to be notified of opportunity
· Interested candidates to submit bios for printing (if they want) 

· Sept. 29 – Oct. 18: Mail out information to community

· Nov. 8: Election Day

To do: 

1) To notify county of the need for an election

2) Notify the community of the need for an election

Krenz will do the announcements and public relations

Ward will call the county and verify the dates for candidate statements

Gage stated that this used to be the responsibility of the recording secretary in the past.

Smernoff said that this should be posted & put out on Yahoo Groups. Ward agreed.
6. 2011 – 2012 Budget Discussion/Decision
Sherman asked Smernoff if he wanted to discuss the General Manger position.

Smernoff stated it was a line item in his budget #64806, under Contract Services, #6400. He said he took the existing budget and modified it. It is not included in what was previously given to Tate.

Removing the cost offset:
Ward said it’s in the 3-year plan, which is due to sunset in 2013. 

Smernoff said it’s not a program. He suggested sun-setting the $12 a month connection fee.

Income = at 3% increase with adjustments for $16,000…….with a decrease in investment  income this year will receive $1,200 approximately.

Tate said it gets paid quarterly. Ward said was 3%, now it’s around 1%.

Water use efficiencies:

Uridel said with expenses going to $26,000 that will raise them by 400%. 

Ward said he knows it’s a jump, but is hoping to get a lot of attention from the program book. He’s optimistic. 
ET controllers are a real driver. 5 cost $6,000 out of his $24,000. Improving irrigation systems should also be 
big.

Smernoff said getting 5 – 6 households to participate is not a lot.

Gage: said it’s only 20/25% of comm…….. The current bump in water costs is 15% - 16%, with another to come. The costs for Hetch Hetchy improvements will hit soon.
Krenz said it’s a 400% increase; Gage said it’s up 150% from the average bill. He said having the cost of water double is plausible.
Vote: Sherman, Smernoff wanted to discuss.

Emergency Preparedness

Sherman is comfortable with the budget. There is 10% wiggle room in sub-accounts to move from one sub program to another if needed. While currently at $103,000, now at $92,000.
Smernoff noted each category was decreased a little

Offset program:

In 2010, Resolution 202 at Smernoff’s suggestion gave a 3-year horizon, to be reconsidered in June 2013.

Uridel wasn’t aware that we were going to keep it for 3 years. Ward said it could be changed by resolution. 

Ward said that if we sunset the program in 2013 and revisit it, we have to announce it to the public. Smernoff said it’s in the budget cycle to be revisted; we need to establish expenditures and passing the budget says where we are going to be. He noted that in passing Resolution 202 it was discussed that each budget cycle would re-evaluate the program. He feels that we now have serious unmet needs in administration and program support.

Krenz suggested that nothing be taken out of the offset program, & Sherman said that people had to do some water saving measures in order to get reduced rates.

Water conservation is important. Providing a rebate is not the appropriate use of tax revenue. Now is a good 
time to end it, with the good programs we have for the Municipal Service Review, as a special district. 

Ward stated that the “variable” part had been eliminated. Uridel said it is inappropriate. It should be linked 
to water conservation, not a continuation of what we were criticized for before. We’re performing a valid public service; we should not be “rebating” tax dollars, and we have no data to show savings; 3.5 – 1.6 gallons.
Robert Zimmerman: Will this be a verbal decision, or an actual document? He sees no structured document-

ation that is not a solid way to make decisions. The conversation is not being directed at the chair. He sees no 
cost benefit analysis. An assertion is not a document where one can see trends, costs, etc. There should be a written analytic process to the programs.

Ward said we’re not doing that.

How to set priorities against the budget
Smernoff said that spending $40,000 for $6,000 in water saving devices is a low return on investment. He said it’s in the best interest of the district to sunset the program – from his political and cost benefit analysis.

Sherman said she’s interested in seeing the response to the booklet. It’s about a lack of education and a 
sensitive issue. Supervisor Horsely brought up the issue of how much water savings were realized by the conservation program. 
Smernoff said we only had a “fixed” running for qualified homes that was difficult to measure.

Gage said he sees it as 2 separate things:
1. Have effective programs for rebates for water saving appliances

2. Integrating what was in the past – and now seeing some members going back on what was agreed 

      upon 

Ward stated: Measuring the cost benefit – no districts have been able to make the tie for discounted programs 
and savings achieved. We can look at penetration for water saving appliances; we have a 25% penetration over 
4 years;  thinks most organizations only have a 10% penetration. He thinks there are many reasons why penetration is slow.

Sherman asked where should they leave this. 

Sherman asked to split the difference. It should be kept in place until we see how the marketing program goes. 
It can be discontinued in 2013. 

Smernoff said to modify to sunset the agreement in 2012.

Krenz said he had no objection as it has a 90-day escape clause. $40,000 for another year is not a big deal.

Vote: To sunset program: Uridel & Smernoff in favor; not in favor, Ward, Sherman & Krenz.

Agreed to adgendize a new Resolution in 2012.
There’s a transition cost; it pays for the connect fee; there is money for July.
Lands

Most expenses are leveled off to routine maintenance. Plans for 2012 include the evaluation and repairs to 

the old red shed pipe system. 
Ward stated that in his estimate should take the $18,000. Smernoff said that other than the future capitol 
projects, there’s not much demand. Sherman suggested getting volunteers to do some of the work needed 
for the red shed.

Smernoff said that as things mature, he’ll put out a memo describing projects and costs.
Gage suggested stating that: having electrical in the shed; making it watertight and it’s historical value were 
all benefits. The shed would be used for storage, & electrical would enable records to be retrieved.

Water Movement Control

Ward stated that Phase 1 was what to do; Phase 2 was making plans, and Phase 3 was executing on the plans.

Ward would like to see a Phase 2 plan - $500,000 over 3 years. We have consultants to get their expertise. 
He thinks that $175,000 is high. 
Regarding built-in contingencies, he doesn’t think they’re needed as the committee will be able to give the 
go-ahead if additional funds are needed.
Phase 2 should be to see the goals. It should be more like $40,000 - $50,000.

Water testing: A 3-year contract has been signed for $15,000.
Phase 1 supplemental budget – to get lands surveyed and put into GIS layered mapping system. Kier and 
Wright was able to use the maps and fieldwork to produce maps and provide a holistic view of the area. They will put a significant effort into doing this.

Ramona Road: There is a separate report on how to stabilize the bank and not allow water to go back into the area. All preliminary work is now finished and will allow us to see what work needs to be done, approximately 
$29,000 to $40,000 to relieve the water input to the area. 

Krenz said that $50,000 for Phase 1 is in sync with the County to incorporate into their work. Smernoff said 
that the mapping dovetails with the County’s, and that the County had sent a crew to clear a clogged culvert
Sherman asked if there were any cost-sharing discussions on the study? Smernoff said not for the study, but 
on short-term techniques, yes. They recognize that major things will be necessary. We may seek government 
and FEMA help.

Sherman stated that the residential incentive program ties in to the holistic, greater whole.

Smernoff stated that Kier and Wright were doing an example now, from bottom to top in an integrated fashion 
to understand the dynamics of the area. They also do hydrologic modeling, that gets peer reviewed.

Uridel said that there is no picture of the problems, only a list of the problem areas. They’re getting us a clear picture of the deficiencies that have been identified in both the short and long term.

Ward is in favor. He compared to fire safety, does LTCWD pay the whole cost, or do homeowners pay too?

Smernoff said that we will pay for the demo, and that the $250 - $300 for the encroachment permit is to be 

paid for by the homeowners.

Uridel talked about the problems being in existence for 50 years; how the homeowners have to deal with it, but we don’t have the resources to enforce a financial obligation. For the culverts to take off, it’s to our advantage to pay, and maybe have a special meeting to tell people what is going on in all programs.

Gage talked about phase 1 and the supplemental budget. This was started 2 – 2 1/2 years ago, when the original estimate was $40,000 - $50,000. To date this year $25,000 has been spent, with a $15,000 carryover from last year.
He told everyone to be aware of program scope creep – and of not carefully thinking where things were going. He remembers bringing up GIS maps previously & the board thought they were not needed. Are we going back what we originally set out to do?

BAGG Engineering couldn’t do it as it’s outside their scope of normal services. We’re now going for a higher level.

Uridel said that all the time they were doing the map, they didn’t have an accurate one to work off.

Gage said we owe it to the community to define a point at which we turn over projects to the community – scope creep – that neither the district or the County is able to put dollars in to, if we’re concerned about expenditures that when we’re not able to do the work.
Uridel said it’s an ongoing process that we didn’t do when we delivered water. He thinks our extended programs can do a lot; we have a legal basis to do it and are encouraged by the County. We have a lot more control.

A Stitch wall for Ramona Road, or other remedies were discussed. Those will require further study and take longer. …….

With our level of experience we have funds to do what we think we can do. We can step in and do improvements where the county can’t help.

Sherman said to remove the contingency line item, and all agreed.
Contract Services 

(Recording) Secretary – 6 months = $5000 (inclusive of projects)
Uridel asked how dollars were decided on. Robert Zimmerman said by meeting and $50 per project hour.

Smernoff added the General Manager position: administration and program support to manage complex programs, residential interactions, etc. If we’re going to professionalize as our peer agencies have, we need 
an increasingly different set of policies, analysis, etc. If program tasks can’t get done - $30,000 is a good 
place to start, half time. He thinks we have enough reserves. If the position works, then it’s a legitimate use 
of public funds.

Sherman asked who manages the General Manager. Smernoff said the Board. Uridel agreed that LTCWD 

needs a general management capability to work on programs & working with people; so that Directors can 
make policy. 

Sherman stated she didn’t understand what he said; “you mean free to do legislative work?” Uridel replied 
that the Board does policy work – it’s a potential conflict of interest.
Robert Zimmerman stated that they were an operational board, carrying out the work of the district.

Smernoff said that when he was on the MROSD board, he couldn’t ask a staff person to do any work. He doesn’t need to get that bureaucratic here; people won’t have to give up what they like doing. He recently met 
a new crew and showed them what had to be done. He can’t see doing this beyond the next 2 years – burn out.

Ward said he knows how to run the LTCWD program; we have approximately $250,000 a year; initially overhead was 4% - 5%, now it’s 14%. If we get a General Manager (GM), it will go to 30%. It’s a catch 22. 
It’s not large enough to support a GM, we don’t have staff, and we don’t do water delivery; programs have 
their own consultants and experts. Delegating isn’t easy.

Uridel asked if we can afford to give back the $40,000 connection fee?
Sherman said she could see getting help with administrative items.  Maybe $500 a month and keep dialog 
open to expand to other stuff; help with training; need website management, get records up to date, etc.
Uridel said he interviewed staff at Los Altos Hills Fire District. They have a full time position and a Contract Manager. Smernoff stated that it’s a bigger agency. Try it on a trial basis as a way to start; if  we have someone who has agency experience they can come back to you for program experience. Krenz wants skills to be retained as people move. We can pick and choose what we want the person to do.

Ward asked Uridel if he talked to other agencies. Uridel said he had. Fundraising should be added to the job description to see what is available.

Krenz said he was ambivalent. He said that the LTCWD runs on volunteerism. If we can get volunteers, they’re committed.

Robert Zimmerman talked abut running on a volunteer basis and going through a transition to fee for service.
Gage said the proposal gives him a lot of trouble. He thinks it’s unrealistic to get the work done without raising the number of hours worked. Board membership is real work. If you don’t have the time for program work, 
1) reduce the run rate, it will relieve you of some time 2) make better use of volunteers. He doesn’t think you’ll save much time. When he was on the board, he put in about 1,000 hour a year.

Ward is concerned about us not being viable = burn out. GM’s take on a personality and board either approves or dis-approves what is put forward. He is concerned that $30,000 is not a lot – can you get the right caliber of person for this?
Smenoff stated that originally he’d put in $45,000 - $50,000 for a part-time GM. We need to pare down the list of things we want this person to do and prioritize; very important tasks, - develop responsibility for San LAFCo review – costs to move the district over; gathering information, beneficial to us.  If we’re focused on other things, we could benefit from help to accomplish our goals.

Uridel said he appreciated the responses but how do we get things done on a routine basis, and whom do we go to?

Krenz said he went throughout the list and put names alongside each item. Smernoff said it puts the president in charge of the extra pieces which is not a good model. He’s OK with $30,000. Smernoff suggested the title of Operations Manager, as a consultant. He’d check with Sandy.
Gage offered that unless the run rate was cut to a sustainable level with everything done on a volunteer basis, there would not be sufficient dollars to spend on projects.

Sherman suggested putting a decision off for further discussion. Ward said we can put the dollars there, and make the decision later.

Smernoff’s preference is to take several months to review; to put a placeholder in the budget so it’s there if we want it. It’s critical for the right position with a salary to match expectations. Let’s place the line item in the budget as Operations Manager a t $30,000 for 2011 – 2012, contingent on a decision. It’s to go under contract services, to start in October 2011.
Gage suggested looking at those projects which have a volunteers committed to doing an identified chunk of the work and to think about delegating more.
· Lands: have a couple of volunteers on an ad hock basis

· Fire safety: have some broom pullers

Smernoff stated that can tell a contract person what to do, but with volunteers, things fall through the cracks.

Robert Zimmerman said the job of the communications chair is volunteer recruitment. It’s an active process, there are younger people living up here now.
We need to communicate with the community. Add $4,000 for marketing communication in addition to the printing.

Telecommunications is a line item because it was there before. We’re to add $2,500 to telephone & telecommunications for a scanner, etc. 

Other 
Insurance costs are in the air. We’ve upgraded coverages to be paid by Sept. 9, 2011. In 2010 the Directors & Officers insurance was $2,000, it’s now $3,000.

Other insurance quotes: Gage asked if the board would entertain looking at someone else for an insurance quote. Sherman said yes. She’d call Judy Boranos, & Ward would call Chuck Ott.

Departing gifts to go to $200.00

LAFCo district contribution to their work now $136.00 on a percentage basis of revenue in San Mateo County.

Grants & donations: Woodside Fire Foundation: Keep at the same level as last year or increase contribution?

Uridel suggested seeing where we are further on in the year. Ward said it’s good for public relations & our relationship with them. Zimmerman suggested notifying the community about the Woodside Fire Foundation 
if they don’t send materials out themselves.
Travel/meetings: If there’s a conference and you decide to go, ask for the monies.

Total budget: There’s $419,998.000 in the budget for 2011 – 2012.
Ward suggested that at the next meeting we discuss what level of revenues we’d like to get to. Getting rid of ____ won’t help much.
$146,000 what will bring in various expenses.

$96,000 next year based on current revenues.

Total expenses may be more than $265,000.

Vote to approve: Sherman, 2nd Krenz. Approved 5 – 0.
7. Correspondence and Communication 
Ward said he showed the Policies & Procedures manual to the attorney who said it was a good start, but a 
little rough. He has a new revision. It was suggested to take out the contractor’s contract – which should be 
read before the next meting to improve it. The secretary’s duties are in there and they should be refined.

Sherman said she received an email asking for update information to be posted in the Almanac. She’ll do it – people will be directed to the website. She’ll add the meting months and change to the meeting location to 
the Portola Valley Town Center.
CSDA Annual Conference = In October in Monterey. 

Finance addition:

Tate said that Krenz & Smernoff had asked to change the budget for 2011 – 2012. $2,000 would be moved 
from environment to restoration and $15,000 from Emergency Preparedness to Fire Safety Community Buffer.

8. Next meeting: 

Thursday, September 1, 2011, at 7:30pm, PV Town Center.
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