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DRAFT

Minutes of the Meeting of

The Board of Directors

Los Trancos County Water District

August 17, 2010

The meeting was called to order at 7:35 pm at the home of Ken Mazawa and Mary McDonald at 1255 Los Trancos Road.  Uridel noted that Linda Nightingale had withdrawn Agenda item 3; he also received agreement from other Directors to reverse the order of items 6 and 7 in the Agenda.

Roll Call:

Present: Directors Ward, Uridel, Krenz and Sherman. 

Absent: Smernoff. 

District Contractors: Finance Manager Keri Tate, Recording Secretary Mary McDonald.

Public: Jack Loftis.

Public Comment: 
None.

Approval of Minutes:

7-8-10 Meeting Minutes: 

McDonald said that she had incorporated changes received by email from Krenz and Uridel.   Krenz moved to approve the minutes with these changes.  Smernoff seconded.  Krenz, Sherman, and Uridel voted to approve; Ward abstained since he had been absent at the previous meeting.

Financials:

Financial Report 

Tate reported on some changes related to the income statement for the year ending June 2010.  At last month’s meeting, she had questioned how to account for checks dated June 30 that were not deposited until after the end of the Fiscal Year.  Krenz consulted with the District accountant who advised Tate to include them in the Fiscal Year intended, and so she has done so, dating them as June 30. If this occurs next year they will be recorded as a Journal Entry so the deposit date is not an issue.  As an aside, Ward commented that income had been within 1% of forecast.

Tate said that she had delivered last year’s financial statements to the auditor. In the same correspondence to the District accountant, Krenz reminded them once again that the auditing firm had not billed the District for the last 2 years’ work.  The auditor amended the accounting by adding $8000 of charges, the sum of $3500 for fiscal year 2007-08 and $4500 for the fiscal year 2008-09.  Tate will create a journal entry in her books to reflect this expense.  She also noted that the auditors appear to be much more responsive and on-time this year.

Ward moved to approve the June 30, 2010 Financial Statement as restated.  Krenz seconded.  Unanimously approved.

Tate went on to discuss changes to the 2010-11 budget to include comments received in the last meeting, to break down into finer categories, to reduce expected income by using last year actual tax apportionment numbers plus 3%, and to increase operation budget and decrease Other Types of Expenses (see red box in packet).  Krenz moved to approve this first revision to the 2010-11 budget, Sherman seconded.  Unanimously approved.

Sherman commented that she would welcome a more in-depth understanding of District finances.  Uridel agreed, saying that he likes the idea of a tutorial.  Krenz suggested all Directors should have a copy of Quick Book in order to do this.  Ward said he would look into buying this software.

Krenz moved to approve the July 2010 financial statements (see packet) with the exceptions related to budget changes that had just been discussed.  Ward seconded.  (Discussion: Ward recalled that there is usually no income in July.  Tate said that she spreads the year’s budget over 12 months, unless told to do otherwise.)  The motion passed unanimously. 

Payment request from CalWater

Background: After changing the water cost offset calculation, some reprogramming for billing by CalWater was required.  Their original estimate was that this would cost $7000.

Ward pointed out that CalWater’s contract allows for a 2% fee on water cost offsets and now that will be less, since water cost offsets are lower.  Uridel had looked at the contract and noted that it calls for 90 days notice for programming changes.  Since the District had requested the change in June to begin in July, it had been too late.  

Ward gave some history of earlier changes:  one in 2009 was done for no charge, another in 2008 cost $1000.  He added that he was not surprised that CalWater was going to charge, but was taken aback by the size of the estimate.  Prior to the meeting, Ward had negotiated a lower price of $1680 and was pleased that they had completed the change in time for July billing.

Uridel said that $1680 sounded much more reasonable.  He added that all Directors should read the CalWater contract and said that he would email a copy to everyone.  Ward said he would send the District’s Attorney, Sandy Sloane, the latest amendment to that contract.

Krenz made a motion to approve payment of CalWater’s bill of $1680 for 12 hours of developer time and 1 hour of QA, over and above the contract but fair since the District had not given 3 months notice.  Sherman seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

While on the subject of the CalWater contract, Uridel pointed out that Section 1 doesn’t reflect what the District does now.  Ward was in favor of rewriting it and took the action to lead on proposing a revision at the next meeting.  Sherman asked if this contract was the only written agreement with CalWater and was told that it is.

Presentation of preliminary survey results and proposed finalization plan:

Ward introduced the topic by saying that the survey had gone out on June 18, and that 100 had been returned by the end of July.  Then a reminder from the newsletter and Yahoo group had nudged 15 more returns.

Jack Loftis outlined his presentation, saying that he would first give an overview of the results, then review the charts and data, and end by talking about next steps.  He suggested that the Directors plan to discuss the survey again next month, after having enough time to review the results and comments.

a. In mid-June 250 surveys were mailed to Oak Forest, Blue Oaks, Vista Verde and Los Trancos Woods.  3 were undeliverable.

b. As of the meeting, 130 had been completed.  52% completion is very good (even 30% is high for a survey of this type).

c. Of the 130 returned, 60 were from Los Trancos Woods, 48 were from Vista Verde, 1 was from Oak Forest, and none were from Blue Oaks.  The average length of residency was 21 years; most were owners rather than renters.

d. Jack organized the comments into a table.  (See packet.)  Only signed comments are identified by their sender.

e. Overall satisfaction was very high at 3.9/5.0.  But opinions differ for particular programs.

f. There was no statistical difference in satisfaction between Los Trancos Woods and Vista Verde.

g. On the question of whether LTCWD should continue: 69% said yes, 14% said no, and 22 did not answer.  Put in other words: 1 in 7 say “don’t continue”; the yes to no ratio is 5 to 1.  This is a strong affirmation of the District.

h. Those who felt that the District should not continue averaged 2.6 for the importance of programs and averaged 2.0 in their satisfaction, showing an expected correlation. 

i. He then spoke to some data on the charts (see packet) and asked the Directors what stood out to them?

· Uridel felt that overall people are satisfied and support continuing programs.

· Krenz was pleased to see that people like the District’s work, but noted some misunderstandings in the comments; Uridel agreed and wondered if people understand how a public agency is run.

· Sherman thanked Loftis for his excellent work and said misunderstandings in comments can point the way to educate and inform.

· The other Directors thanked Ward for his work on the survey and applauded Sherman for doing the final push.

· Ward noted that 52% participation on the survey is even more than the voter turnout of 48%.

j. Loftis went on to say that only a couple of the comments could be considered malicious.  He felt that even the negative comments were well stated, thoughtful, and worth the District’s time to consider – particularly if they pointed out communication problems.

k. He suggested writing a letter to the community thanking them for their response.

Mary McDonald was asked to put the survey data on the ltcwd.org website.

Ward said that he had done a KJ (Kirakita Jito) sort as an exercise to sort the comments into categories, such as 

a. Fix Ramona Road

b. Little specific complaints

c. More support for individuals

d. Need better communication

e. No – stop!

f. Stewards of lands

g. Reframe district.

h. Water movement control is expensive, don’t do!

i. One off ideas.

Jack Loftis said this sort summed up his gut feeling on the comments.

Ward asked Loftis to make a chart with the “don’t continue the District” opinions taken out to give another view of the data just from people who want the District to continue. The survey will be revisited in the next month’s meeting’s agenda.

Project Updates:
Fire Safety/Emergency Preparedness:

Krenz met with some households at the bottom of Los Trancos Road who are working together to resolve fire issues.  He also met during the day of the meeting with Angela Howard and other Portola Valley personnel who wanted to hear what LTCWD was doing on this program.

Sherman felt that four homes sharing fire safety funds to make a defensible space might serve as a great prototype.  Uridel agreed, saying that the program is not as much for an individual’s benefit as for the whole community.  Krenz, Sherman and Ward talked about entertaining proposals to add incentives for households to work together. 

Ward related a question from Stan Gage that asked what value would come from cutting trees that crown over the street.  Krenz admitted that there is a continuous canopy in the Woods and that there should be a long-term plan for canopy separation.  Sherman and Krenz will meet to further define a plan for the Woods, possibly in terms of what to do first, the order of work, and bang for the buck.

Water Movement Control:

Uridel said that approval of the BAGG final report was needed, but was not on the agenda.  He also said that the County had not returned any comments on it yet, but that he expected some after they met with BAGG at the end of August.  

Ward moved that approval of BAGG’s final report be added to the agenda.  Krenz seconded and the motion was approved unanimously to add voting on its approval to the agenda.

Mary McDonald was requested to add a link on the home page of ltcwd.org for Water Movement Control.

Uridel said that the program intended to do limited water testing in the creeks in early September.  (This driest time of the year is key because there is no water washing down and it is when you least expect contamination.)  In response to an RFP, 4 firms showed interest, 2 send bids that he will try to reduce for initial modest testing.

Uridel said that BAGG would need help with priorities, but know that Ramona Road is high on the list.  Ward noted that priorities were deliverables for Phase 1.  Uridel and Ward are not satisfied with the maps in that they are not transportable.  Uridel and Smernoff will meet with BAGG.
Lands:

Krenz reported on some investigation into determining the capacity of the Lake.  He and Krenz went out in a canoe and took some measurements, using a pole to determine the depth in a number of spots.  Their rough measure is that the Lake holds 3,000,000 gallons of water and they estimate that late in the dry season in a dry year, it would hold at least 1,000,000 gallons.  Krenz also dove down but was unable to find the drain location.

Saving Water:

Ward noted that he and Sherman would do a coupon book for saving water and fire safety incentives.  He reported seeing a Kohler 1.8-gallon toilet for only $89 at Home Depot.  

Ward had gone over CalWater data to make sure that they had changed the discounts correctly.  Initially, he was concerned until he realized that they do not bill exactly at the end of the month.  He determined that they had calculated it perfectly, allowing for 5 days in June, 26 days in July.

-----BREAK 10:00 to 10:10 PM-----

Approval of Phase 1 Report (Water Movement) (agenda addition above):

Ward made a motion to approve the BAGG Phase 1 report with three considerations:

· Priorities are to be stated

· Usable maps will be reviewed

· Feedback from the County that is available to the public and that relates to the report will be included.

Sherman asked if any County commitments were required before Phase 2 began.  Uridel said not necessarily, since it would depend on the cost, the possibility of writing a grant, etc.  Krenz wanted to know if study would be stopped if the funding were not available.  Uridel expressed hopes of drawing the County in to start on the program’s projects.

Krenz seconded the motion made by Ward.  Unanimously approved.

Proposed Consulting Agreements – Recording Secretary and Treasurer

Uridel and Ward worked on these with the District’s attorney.  They noted that these cover legal responsibility and the need for a contract. 

Ward moved to approve the Treasurer’s contract (see packet).  There was some discussion concerning some points and salary.  The amendments to the motion were:

· Change the insurance requirement to “state required minimum”

· State scope of services as consultant’s duties

· A policy and procedures manual will be completed within 2 months and will include finance

· Salary will be increased to $500/month, $50/hour, and 50 cents per mile, retroactive to July 1.

Krenz seconded the motion.  Uridel amended further that the Finance manager should provide 6 months of data for hours of work so that the salary might be re-visited later.  Unanimous approval.

Some discussion of the Recording Secretary’s contract took place. Krenz made a motion to approve the contract (see packet) with the following changes:

· Request a year’s data of hours spent to possibly review salary figures

· Change the pay to $400/month, $40/hour, and 50 cents per mile, retroactive to July 1.

· Ward added that the Policy and Procedures manual would outline details of work for the recording secretary.

Sherman seconded the motion.  Tate asked if the budget should be updated if the salary increase passed and was told yes.  The motion was unanimously approved.

Replacement of Recording Secretary

This meeting was Mary McDonald’s final one as Recording secretary.

Uridel has made inquiries into hiring a temp.  Staff assistance firms quoted $35-$48/hour for a consultant who is their employee.  This would be a fall back plan.

McDonald stated that she could see benefits of hiring within the District, that a resident might be more likely to have extra qualifications that the District could also use.  She stated her opinion that there are residents who really need the income.

Ward and Krenz suggested giving priority to someone who lives in the District.  Uridel emphasized the ability to keep confidentiality was important.  McDonald said that she felt impartiality was more important; that minutes should reflect opposing points of view without imposing the secretary’s opinions.

Ward suggested sending an email to the VistaVerdeLTW Yahoo group notifying residents that the position is open.    Krenz said that he would write the email and Sherman agreed to work with Krenz in doing the interviews.

McDonald’s offer to write a step-by-step document on how to upload files to the web site was accepted.

Ward brought up Tate has documents to fill out for district owned equipment.

LTCWD membership in California Special Districts Association (CSDA)

Uridel expressed support for joining this group.  It costs $600 a year and provides training, development assistance, staffing, etc.  Tate handed out brochures for all the Directors to read.  Uridel would like to decide about this on next month’s agenda.

Correspondence

Ward said that Rick Loman has asked for support as alternate member to LAFCo.

Rebecca Etz from the District’s attorney’s office asked about Resolution 203 and whether she should send in the Conflict of Interest statement.  McDonald will tell Rebecca that the Recording Secretary is handling this.

Set date, time, and place of next meeting.

Tentatively on September 9, 2010, 7:30 PM, meeting place TBD depending on availability of room 1001 at Corte Madera School.   Since September 9 is not the first Thursday of the month, it will be called a “special” meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:40 PM

Submitted by Mary McDonald
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