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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 


MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS

GENESEE WATER & SANITATION DISTRICT

HELD

Tuesday, April 25, 2006

At 5:00 p.m. at the Genesee Vista Clubhouse


24425 West Currant Drive

Golden, CO 80401

ATTENDANCE

A Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Genesee Water & Sanitation District of Jefferson County, Colorado was held as shown above, and in accordance with the applicable statutes of the State of Colorado with the following Directors present and acting:

Stewart McNab

Chris O’Dell

Scott Mefford

Timothy Collins

Bruce Strand

Also present were Scott Jones, General Manager; Debbie Schrimp, Director of Administration; John McWilliams, District Superintendent; Timothy Beaton, District Attorney; Steve Jamieson, W.W. Wheeler & Associates; Approximately 30 residents and members of the public.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair McNab called the meeting to order and opened for discussion the first agenda item. 

MANAGER’S REPORT

Water Withdrawn and Returned – The Water Withdrawn and Returned Report for the month of March 2006 was presented to the Board of Directors by Manager Jones and is incorporated within and made part of these minutes by attachment. 

SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT

The Turbidity and Disinfection Report – The Turbidity and Disinfection Report for the month of March 2006 was presented to the Board of Directors by Superintendent McWilliams and is incorporated within and made part of these minutes by attachment. 

The Influent Prior to Treatment Report and the Wastewater Discharge Report - The Influent Prior to Treatment Report and the Wastewater Discharge Report for the month of March 2006 was presented to the Board of Directors by Superintendent McWilliams and is incorporated within and made part of these minutes by attachment. 

1st Quarter 2006 Discharge Report – Water Treatment Plant

No discharges were reported during the 1st Quarter of 2006.

ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

Cash Disbursements

Thereupon, motion made by Director Collins and seconded by Director O’Dell was unanimously carried with Chair McNab voting aye the Cash Disbursements for March 2006 were approved as submitted.

Resident Knickel asked why the District has spent over seventeen thousand dollars to Rothberger, Johnson and Lyons, litigation attorneys. Chair McNab said at the time of the hearing in November, the District was threatened both at the hearing by the Planning Commission and at the hearing at Mt Vernon Country Club with litigation. The Board was in the process of getting ready for bids and decided to engage counsel to help in the event that litigation was filed. There have been some follow up issues that the firm has given some advice on. Attorney Beaton said the additional work was in the context of permitting and construction law issues. The specific project itself was not litigation oriented, but counsel was associated with the ongoing project. They rendered opinions because of their specialize expertise. 

Resident Knickel questioned charges from Sonderman E-Squared, PR firm. Chair McNab said they were hired at a public meeting because the Board members all work for a living and needed assistance in combating some of the untruths that were being spread in the press about the project and in front of the County Commissioners and so forth. The Board decided that it was a legitimate expenditure of public funds and related to completing the reservoir project. 

Resident Knickel said W.W. Wheeler Engineering billed $8,000 last month. Manager Jones said those were services performed in March. The bid opening was on March 10th with the bulk of that work related to bidding assistance. 

Resident Knickel asked since the last meeting have we required any work from W.W. Wheeler? Manager Jones said there are no other charges at this point in time. Chair McNab said when the Board gets to the reservoir update portion of the agenda they will be talking about work that was done since the last meeting in which W.W. Wheeler personnel were involved. 

A resident asked if the amount deposited to Jefferson County for Williams and the Foundation for $249,000 was the purchase of 5 acres of land? Chair McNab said it was a total of 16 acres. The District paid $130,000 to the Foundation and $119,000 to Mr. Williams. There were also expenses for appraisers and attorney fees.

Resident said, “Don’t you think you were premature in purchasing this land before you knew if you had enough money to build on it?”  Chair McNab said no, the District could not proceed with the project without owning the land. The District couldn’t get approval from the State Engineer or Jefferson County or even begin the County process until we had title to the land. We had to have the land in order to proceed with the dam design and the subsequent work. We had to make arrangements with Mr. Williams to get onto his land. We didn’t have access to his land until the night before the condemnation hearing because he wouldn’t give it to us. 

Resident asked if the Board approached Mr. Williams at that time to see if he would sell the District a temporary easement for something less than $119,000? Chair McNab said, yes and Mr. Williams turned us down. 

Ms. Schrimp continued with a review of the reservoir cash status, the cash and investments and the financial recap reports for the month of March 2006, and the 2006-2005 1st Quarter Comparison. 

2005 FINANCIALS AUDITED

Ms. Schrimp said that page 18 of the audit was amended to include the reservoir-designated funds as of December 31st with the restricted cash so that they are the same numbers that are on the cash and investments report at year-end.  The 2005 audited financials were approved at the March 28, 2006 Board of Directors meeting.

RESERVOIR PROJECT - Update

Director Mefford said since the last the meeting, the Board engaged with ASI Contractors (who are the low bidders on the project) on a value engineering process. The procedure is where the engineers, contractors and owners all get in a room together to sit down and try to see what kind of savings can be achieved through various modifications, either in project design, schedule, and or other aspects of the program. The goal that was set out at the start was to allow us to construct 125 acre-feet of storage in a safe, functional, and environmentally suitable facility for the budget that remains. 

Director Mefford said Scott Jones, himself, Steve Jamieson, Paul Perri and Mike Stonefelt of W.W. Wheeler, Kit Choi who is a rock mechanics engineer involved in the dam design, Dan Brauer, is a primary structural engineer, John Bowen, the President of ASI, and Cole Philips again with ASI and John Heffley, Divisional Manager with Flatirons Construction all sat down for 8 hours last week. They tried to go through every step of this project and determined where the District could save money without sacrificing any safety issues, and where it can enhance the visual aspects of the facility.

At the termination of this meeting the dam construction at the Lower Alternative site was revised to the point where they felt they could meet the goals that were set out in the morning. At the end of the day, they were looking at about $6.0 to $6.4 million for about 100 acre-feet of storage at that site, about $6.4 to $6.6 million for 125 acre-feet of storage, and $6.6 to $6.8 million for 140 acre-feet of storage. 

Director Mefford listed the design changes:

· The down stream face of the dam has changed visually. It will look more like a hybrid RCC earth filled dam now. The structural members are all still RCC gravity dam, but the face of the dam now will be covered with dirt and fill, and it is going to be re-vegetated with natural vegetation. By covering the face of the dam with dirt instead of facing concrete it saves a lot of money and resolves some of the visual issues. 

· The dam height will be reduced, somewhere between 8 and 15 feet. This reduces again the amount of RCC concrete that is needed. That reduction in height comes off the bottom of the dam not the top. That actually cuts out a lot of RCC (concrete), again, considerable savings.

· In order to bring the dam up to storage volume, they will excavate additional materials inside the dam. This includes additional rock materials. First, the dirt that would have been removed and shipped off site somewhere can now be put on the face of the dam. Additionally, the rock that is at the bottom will be used now for aggregate for the RCC that again helps reduce the cost and reduces the amount of truck traffic. The facing and lowering of the dam really helps in a number of aspects.

· The access road is now on the West side rather than on the East side. This allows us to reduce the grade concerns and some of the blasting that would be necessary on the East side. It was moved to the west side because of another modification made in the spillway. Rather than a big concrete spillway that comes over the top and stair steps down, again with facing concrete, now will be an internal glory hole structure, which is basically like a tunnel that goes down and then comes out horizontally below the dam. This allows us to put dirt all the way across the face instead of having the concrete spillway. It again saves a lot of money in concrete.

Director Mefford said those features were the primary changes resulting in lowering the cost. He said if the Board chooses to proceed with this process they are going to need W.W. Wheeler to complete some engineering details and analysis of the structural integrity of the dam. We need to meet with the State Engineer’s office to make sure those changes are going to be allowed under the existing permit. Next, we will need to meet with ASI and formalize the re-costing and develop a final contract. He said it looks promising and we have the opportunity now to build this facility as advertised and on budget and on time. The District does not have time to procrastinate. 

Director Mefford said two additional issues where we are able to save money have to do with scheduling. First, ASI contractors are currently finishing a dam up in Boulder, the Pine Brook dam. They have crews in town that have housing and equipment that is rented and available that could be put on our project now. That equipment goes back and their staff goes somewhere else out of state if we don’t make a decision on fairly short order. Secondly, all the re-costing assumes a substantial amount of the construction work completed during this construction season. If it gets stretched out to next construction season and delayed, then the costs will go up. In order to achieve that, we need to be out there and moving dirt sometime in May. Again, we don’t have a lot of time, if we want this to happen, we will need to make a decision. 

Board Comments and Questions:

Director Strand asked if the $6.5 or the $6.8 million estimate includes any construction management costs? Director Mefford said that it includes ASI’s construction management costs. There will be some component of engineering that is going to have to be worked into the program. 

Director Strand asked if Director Mefford knew what that would be. Director Mefford said the Board would need to get that from Steve Jamieson. The Board is at the point now where they need to decide if they want to work out those costs in details. It will take some time from Steve Jamison to work that out. Director Strand showed a picture of what the dam may look like with dirt and vegetation instead of the concrete face. 

Director Collins said he recalled the original structure had a dogleg in it and that it caused some concern. He asked if this design takes that dogleg out? Director Mefford said that right now it does not, but it’s another option for little savings in cost, but it might sacrifice a bit of storage in the reservoir in doing so.  

Director Collins asked Director O’Dell if this new idea meets the standard that the County will accept. Director O’Dell said that this is something that was not talked about with the County Commissioners, but from his point of view, a dirt face is certainly better than a concrete face.

Director O’Dell said that by having a concrete face, we would be able to check the dam for safety. Now, by putting dirt over it, do we in any way affect our ability to check the dam for safety with cracks or anything like that?  Director Mefford said they looked at the Pine Brook dam and the State is allowing that dam to be constructed in this same manner. There are special plates put in the dam to control the cracking as there are in every dam. What they are requiring at Pine Brook is that they fill the dam up and inspect the surfaces before they backfill. The Pine Brook dam doesn’t have any grout curtain or cut off underneath it, where here we still do. This is an enhancement that may allow us to proceed with the dirt facing sooner. The State Engineer has approved that concept at Pine Brook and we see no reason it wouldn’t be approved here as well. The Pine Brook dam is similar both in height and size and concrete. 

Director O’Dell asked about excavating rock. Does that mean having some kind of crushing plant up there, if so, for how long? Director Mefford said there wouldn’t be anything more up there then there was before. There was some anticipation that we would use some of the rock out of the bottom, but now we will use a greater amount of it. The details haven’t been worked on yet. Director Collins said when he went to Pine Brook to look at operations. He was surprised how close the homes were around the reservoir. He said in discussions with Pine Brook there haven’t been any complaints by the neighbors. The one complaint was trucks going up and down the highway. 

Director O’Dell said instead of having the spillway over the top, we are having a pipe that essentially runs water out the bottom. One of the advantages to the RCC dam was that we didn’t have a problem with overtopping. What happens if we get the 500-year flood and the dam fills up? Is it still safe? Director Mefford said the glory hole system that will go down through the structure would hold floods up to about that point. The dam itself would be level on the sides and maybe slightly indented in the center to focus that, but in the event there is a 500-year flood there will be some erosion, but the concrete structural integrity part of the dam is going to be there just like it was before. 

Chair McNab asked Steve Jamieson; as far as the design of the dam and the stuff he has done to-date absent the construction stuff, where did he come in vis-à-vis his budget? Steve Jamieson said the design budget is right where he said it would be. The $650,000 also includes services contracted through W.W. Wheeler, which includes wetlands mitigation, wetlands mapping, drilling and surveying, developing legal descriptions, Kit Choi’s and Mike West’s geology and structural engineering, permitting assistance and additional costs such as answering GRIP questions and testifying at the condemnation case. 

Chair McNab asked how Pine Brook handled their engineer situation. Director Mefford said the contractor with the approval of Pine Brook went to a design build concept and hired an engineering firm to do the design work. They were working in conjunction with the contractor and ASI hired an engineer. The State Engineer has been working with them closely throughout the project and Pine Brook’s District Manager has also been active in the management on this project. 

Chair McNab asked if part of ASI’s proposal included engineering either for doing whatever redesigns that need to be done or for a construction engineer. Director Mefford said W.W. Wheeler would still do the primary engineering. ASI would have onsite project managers that are there on a day-to-day basis managing the construction. Wheeler’s people would be involved in the design aspect and some of the engineering observation work. Director O’Dell asked Steve Jamieson how much more it would cost to design these changes and what his estimate is for construction engineer will be, given what was proposed? Steve Jamieson said the construction engineering depends on the schedule. Part A would be to work with the contractors and firm up the costs, that would be around $30 to $35 thousand. Part B would be firming things up with the State Engineer that would be around $30 to $60 thousand. He said the total would be around $60 to $100 thousand. 

Director Strand asked if there was any reason we couldn’t shift from a construction-engineering concept to a construction inspection concept and also shift the costs? Steve Jamieson said that construction observation for construction and administration is the oversight of the contractor and documentation. The State Engineer has a lot to say about how that is done. Because they don’t’ like the fact the engineer works with the contractor in that situation.

Chair McNab asked where do we go next? What is the next step? The Board will need to decide if they want to pursue this or not, Director Mefford said. If we do, we need to authorize Steve Jamieson to do some of the revised engineering work and express to ASI that we are preceding toward a contract.  There needs to be test pit work at the site to determine the characteristics of the rock material on the left abutment. We will need to pay ASI that upfront if we want to fine-tune the final numbers more accurately. The test pits would be $10,000 to $30,000 depending on the amount of tests needed. 

Chair McNab asked if we decide to do this, how long until we get to the next decision point? Director Mefford said not very long. ASI would like to be doing test pit work in May and unfold the operation in June. He thought it would be appropriate for the Board to hold a Special Board meeting. 

Director Strand asked if Part A is sufficient to develop legal language and make a contract out of that $35,000 worth of work or will they have to go through the whole $95,000 worth of engineering work in order to get the data on which to build a contract that the Board could sign. Steve Jamieson said the object of that is to firm up some costs and look at some key analysis so that ASI can come up with a firm analysis and write a contract. He said they talked about limited notice to proceed to do some of the initial excavation and work with the State Engineer.  Chair McNab asked if the limited notice would be beyond the test pits stuff. Steve Jamieson said that is Part A and then go forward from there. Director Mefford said ASI thought as a minimum they could go in and do the testing and try to figure out the foundation aspect from there. Steve Jamieson said that test pits are key as to how much we can excavate for the reservoir.

Chair McNab said the District has a schedule of drawing down the money out of Citigroup and if this type of procedure fits with that schedule. Director O’Dell said that was no problem. If construction goes quicker we can draw the money out faster. That was the risk that Citigroup took.  

Resident Comments and Question:

Resident: First, I would like to give kudos to the group that came up with this plan. One of the things I talked about at every meeting was the due diligence. I guess it begs to question why we didn’t do this when we were developing the plan for the dam. In essence you have come up with a plan for a dam that will cost us the money we have left.  Why didn’t we do that one-year ago? Why do we have a dam that was $11 or $12 million, when in essence after good work and eight hours we have a dam that is south of $7 million. The Board looked at Pine Brook before and since then all we have done is angered a lot of people with this huge cement facing and got a lot of people riled in the community.  I think if you would have put that 8 hours in up front and if Wheeler had come up with more than one alternative dam and not just some computer model of a dam we would have had this a long time ago. 

What is going to be different with this project that we didn’t have before? What is going to guarantee that we don’t have another 8 hour meeting and find out that we have issues that we didn’t project manage it right?  So where is the money going to come from when you run into issues and you will. If it goes to $7 million where does the money come from? It needs to be looked at now. We all thought we had a dam. We thought we could do with the budget we had, when in essence we had an alterative dam at that site for a lot less. How are you going to project manage this project? I would suggest that you look at an independent project manager or someone that is going to give you the outside assessment on where you are going and where you are going to wind up. That doesn’t negate all the other stuff. You may want to look at that and it may cost you some money, but it will be money well spent. 

Chair McNab asked if this independent project manager is an engineer or some other kind of professional. Resident: A project manager is someone who knows how to run these big projects and looks at all the various aspects of the project from monetary to schedule.  Looking at all the options. 

Director Mefford concurred. He said Pine Brook split the project management between the District Manager who has experience in concrete and the Project Manager that ASI has who has built several dams. Whenever they ran into a problem those two guys were getting together on a daily basis. Every morning they looked at the schedule and sat down and said this is where we are and this is what we are going to do. Those two guys did it jointly. Whether we have two guys or one guy that is an important aspect of this and is appropriate to consider.

Chair McNab asked when there were problems and new costs at Pine Brook who bore the risks and what is ASI’s proposal if they do a project for us? Director Mefford said Pine Brook had a shared risk concept that helped them keep their prices down. That dam cost $4 million to put in and it is not much different in size as ours. We are in a different construction environment these days, concrete and fuel, but part of the reason they could do it was to share those kinds of things.

Resident: Pleased to hear presentation and would like to see it get done. Why wasn’t this design done the first time? How could you have come up with Design A where Design B is so much cheaper? Director Mefford said there are two things to consider. First, Pine Brook’s dam had some things done that the State Engineer in Colorado had not seen done before. One is covering the face with dirt and another was the spillway design. There are some fairly unique things that have been done in different locations in the country, but not in Colorado and ASI had to walk the State through each aspect of this and make them feel comfortable with the safety aspects of it and so on. But, generally until that dam went through the State Engineer hadn’t approved those kinds of aspects. Secondly, when you put a project together and send it out for bid, you can’t before you go to bid negotiate with each and every bidder that wants to come in. You would end up with six different concepts. Some contractors on this project did not have the capability to do some of things ASI believes they can do on this to reduce costs. You have to be able to bid it to start with an apple to apples basis.  Throughout the industry right now is this value-engineering concept and negotiations to see where you can really save some money. It was bid the way it was so that everyone was bidding on the same contract and some of these design modifications were not included initially because the State Engineer has never seen them before. Now the State Engineer is seeing them as Pine Brook’s dam is constructed, so maybe they have taken some of the risk out of getting the approvals. 

Resident: If the engineer came up with Design A and now Design B is so much better because you went to the contractor you would think a competent design-engineering firm could have done that in the first place. 

Resident: Why 125 acre-feet? Half of that volume is probably adequate for our needs. You can argue numbers and rationing, but I would rather see a somewhat smaller reservoir be built and have some money left over to put into the infrastructure of the water treatment facility. I would rather have rationed clean water then abundant dirty water. I am an engineer too and ran my business for 28 years quoting projects. If I were 40% over budget I wouldn’t have been in business for 28 years. You just can’t do that in business especially with other peoples money.  I am not willing to put in any additional money into this project. I didn’t vote for the funding of this project in first place only because I thought it was being pushed through too quickly. I agree with a reservoir and water storage, but it wasn’t studied closely enough and all the figures I saw a month ago were just insane. What you have done now with meeting 8 hours and putting your heads together and getting the cost down is admirable and that’s what engineering is all about and what we need to see.

Director Mefford said he appreciated the comments about water quality and storage and that is a big part of what we are doing. Ultimately, we are going to have to have some micro-filtration process anyway, but the larger we can get the storage the more easily it will be to deal with those water quality aspects. The water quality is real important.

Resident. Where does the road on the West side cross the gulch and do you already have the land for that? Director Mefford said it would cross the gulch over the tunnel; the shaft that comes down to the backside of the dam then it is going to hit the bottom and go out horizontally. The road will go right across that.  The longer the road allows us to reduce the grades a little bit. 

Resident. We are going to need a new treatment plant and we do have limited funds. The asset on the site is agate. Anyone who has driven around here knows there are three quarries where they are doing quarrying. If we could get a partnership with one of the quarry companies instead of doing a dam we could go in and quarry. This might be a simpler solution.  Instead of going up we go down. A small earthen dam could be built and if we are not paying the quarry we would only spend $1.5 million that would leave us about $2.5 million. This would be an incredible simple solution instead of going 30 feet up we could go 60 feet down and have twice the storage and a smaller surface area per quantity of water with less evaporation. It could be cost savings. It will be a totally new review of the entire situation getting a partnership with the quarry companies. It will take more time, maybe a couple of years, but several million dollars in savings and be able to get a water treatment plant and a refund on the bonds is a possibility.  I think it would be worth looking at. 

Director Mefford said they talked about deeper excavations at considerable length. We can achieve some additional acre feet of storage, but there gets to be a point of decreasing returns when your trying to excavate too deep. The other roadblock that we ran into when we tried to look at that was the permitting aspect. We would have to get a quarry permit, we would have dust problems, a variety of different environmental problems and trucking problems and transportation problems up and down Bear Creek and so on. The more we looked at it the more it seemed there were an awful lot of headaches and costs involved that has made it look less achievable. 

Resident: These quarry companies know how to deal with that. We are looking at a lot of costs now without a water treatment plant, which should be part of the whole project. Chair McNab asked if he was talking about companies like LaFarge and Cooley.  Resident said, “Yes, It would be a partnership.” 

Resident:  We started out with an $8 million bond issue. The Board hired an engineering firm that gave you a variety of options for building an $8 million dam. We got $6.5 million now and we got the same engineer firm designing us a variety of dams that will cost $6.0 million that won’t hold 125 acre-feet and people saying we can get along on less. The point is nobody is looking at a place where you can build a dam for $4 million. Why not? This is the time. Find out if that is a real figure or not. It doesn’t cost that much to explore and find out if you can build a dam in a more appropriate place for $4 million that will hold 125 acre-feet or more and that is the challenge. You don’t know if you have enough land or know the foundation costs. You don’t have any dirt to cover the land. You have an engineer that is back peddling and trying to do something now that some of the people are saying why didn’t we do it before. The engineer ought to design a dam for nothing for the mistake he made. Are we supposed to believe him after he said he could build an $8 million dam that costs $11.5 or more? Now we believe he could build a $6 million dam because that is what is left in the bank. That is not the way to approach this kind of a job.  

Director Mefford said he thinks it is a matter of water and money and how much we can get for our money at different locations. He said he was not persuaded that the Ralston site could be constructed for $6.5 million. The SEMA people who put the Ralston site estimate together when they testified to that $3.7 million said, “Actually we wouldn’t build it for that.”  That $3.7 million was an estimate. It was also in a pre Katrina construction atmosphere. The spillway cost estimate was put together without any upstream hydrology information and SEMA said they didn’t know what the maximum flood is likely to be that goes through there because when they did the estimate it was a rough guess. SEMA estimated an 8-inch plastic pipeline that goes 1,300 feet down to the water plant. That doesn’t appear to be suitable engineering. We need a steel pipeline that is 12 to 18 inches in diameter in order to efficiently operate that dam. Some of the other aspects we would have to deal with at Ralston is condemning ten properties this pipeline will go across and in the $3.7 million estimate he didn’t see anything that was dedicated to the cost of those condemnations, or the costs of paying people for their land or their easement. The State Engineer’s permitting will cost money to go through, the Federal Permitting for wetlands was estimated only at $125,000, but if the Corps would let you do it in the first place, I am not sure that $125,000 would solve all the wetlands issues. The Spring Creek people are opposed to the project being at Ralston and that would need to be addressed. Also, Jefferson County processes to go through and long term operations and maintenance issues. A long list of issues that makes that site more costly then the one we got here.

Resident. Why don’t you spend $100,000 and investigate the suitability of that site. Do the geo-studies and engineering that is necessary. You are engineering a whole new dam now. It is a new dam design. You can do the same thing at the Ralston site for a lot less and find out that you can save. You have a bunch of engineering plans now that you can’t do anything with. You might as well burn them up. The big issue you have here is that it is bad place to start with. When you talked about quarrying, you are scooping out and blasting that rock. You are going to have raw rocky sides on the side of that reservoir that won’t be re vegetated. You don’t have enough space to do an earthen dam there that is why you are trying to finesse this stuff and the engineer is trying to accommodate you. You bought this land that now you can’t use. You are scared to admit you bought the wrong piece of property. Why don’t you sell it back to the people you bought it from? Director Mefford said the property that was bought is where our water treatment plant sits.

Resident. I have not been to one of these meetings before and I am not an engineer, but am a resident and you do have my money. I am tired of getting papers in my mailbox from both sides of this issue. If at all feasible, and since you are throwing $100,000 around left and right I suggest the two parties hire an independent analysis and resolve this. I would be grateful to both sides. I see rationale on both sides of this. I really don’t care if Galen makes $10 million cause old man Ralston sells him land and he puts houses on it. I could care less, but I would like to see this done in an environmentally good way. 

Resident: Isn’t that really the point. You guys have dug in your heals from the year February 2005 to March 2006 and insisted this is the way to go. Now all bets are off for reasons that may be your fault or not. The few meetings that I have attended in the last few months there are announcements of what you guys are going to do rather than discussion and input and a real synthesis of ideas. I missed the beginning, but it really doesn’t sound like a proposal it sounds like from one side on a two-sided debate. Galen’s side is not being heard and for a relatively small amount of money you could have someone review these sites. Start fresh. Ultimately, that is one way to try to have both sides placated. In the absence of this, it is not a public meeting it is a pronouncement. We sit here and have the opportunity to make statements, but they go no place. At this point, with this controversy, and dealing with a project that is going to be around for so long, dealing with the biggest project this District will ever do, I really think the suggestion made by this gentlemen to get somebody to really look at what Steve Jamieson has done and for the Board to look at Galen’s proposal. He said he seconds the man’s suggestion of an independent analysis. 

Resident: This really hasn’t changed much since I have been attending meetings. The same things are being said. So it tells me that maybe not a lot has changed. I am impressed that we got some things like the dirt face, redoing the road, and dropping the height, but I think we backed you as a Board when we voted you in. I think you have put numerous hours into this and I think we relied upon you as public officials to make this decision to go forth. I disagree with those who say you haven’t listened to people. You have more patience then I do. From my perspective, is simply to move on. Either turn around and get this thing going or just give it up. You will not be able to proceed like this and try and look another site and then another and so on. Forget it. He encouraged the Board to move forward as quickly as they can. 

Resident: I urge the Board restraint instead of rushing head long into this thing. Take a step back. Do it right, do not rush into this. Based on numbers of 100 acre-feet and if it does come in at $6.0 million where is the money for the infrastructure or membrane filtration coming from? 

Chair McNab said the bond issue was to build a reservoir first and if there was money left over to be used for other capital projects. The membrane filtration was never an emphasis going into the bond issue. If we build the reservoir and if we need membrane filtration we probably need to ask for more money from the community to build membrane filtration. At this point, the membrane filtration is something that we have been working on in a slow deliberate fashion and we know that the requirements have just changed in terms of turbidity and that’s what has moved that on to a more forefront burner.

Resident: Again I urge you restraint and to take the time in doing this and also so there are no surprises, concrete is going up July 1st. 

Resident: I have been coming to every one of these water board meetings for two years. You have listened to everyone and have spent time looking at all different plans. I say go ahead with it because this will go on and on and on. 

Resident: I had a hard time following the Part A and Part B of this. But if you excavate the whole foundation and find that you can’t do this, will you leave that excavation scar there?

Director Mefford said if we do this with the test pits they can be built back in and it won’t be a big problem. If for some reason they went in and did large-scale excavation in the foundation then there will be a big hole.  If we stop the project for some reason at that point then we would have to do some restoration. 

Resident: Who would mandate that, Jefferson County or the Board itself?  Director Mefford said as a Board and he personally wouldn’t leave that open. The District has the responsibility to take care of any excavation. The test pits are part of Part A to see what is there so that the contractor can firm up a price. Chair McNab said the contractor was saying if you just start the foundation excavation then you wouldn’t have to pay for those test pits it as part of Part A and that way we could save some money, but we are not there yet.

Resident: Added his support. Attended all these meetings the last couple of years and thinks the Board has looked at all the sites and weighed them all. Thinks the opposition here is that they don’t like the answer.  The decision was appropriately made and the value engineering effort has been excellent. He said he questioned why this wasn’t done some time ago, but thinks we need to move forward. One suggestion is to contact the ASI/Flat Irons partnership and see what it would cost to include the design engineering as part of their bid. He said in his mind there have been some possible errors and to look at the engineer and to look at new territory.

Resident: Wanted to say that the Ralston site has been looked at with 14 other sites and not the right choice for many reasons. Agreed to get on with it. 

Resident: The facts regarding Ralston were not stated. The Board minutes of August 2004 read that Wheeler said the Ralston site is the only site recommended. Chair McNab said no that is not correct. He said a letter came from Steve Jamieson prior to the meeting and the discussion at the meeting was to discuss issues connected with that very statement. The statement you are reading wasn’t in the minutes. 

Resident: I know the minutes and the minute’s state that the Ralston site is one of the only sites that can be done within the budget. That is what this engineering crew itself stated. 

Resident: He said he presented information at the last meeting about the wastewater in Bear Creek and was happy to see that Director Mefford recognized this. He said he dug into it even more and contacted the USGS and other resources in the area and not one person is saying; “Oh don’t worry about it.” Everyone says it is looming on the horizon and we will have to deal with it. There are septic systems all over the place. As a health care provider he implores Board to look at this filtration thing as a high priority. It can’t be on the back burner forever. More disturbing is the USGS hasn’t done studies on Bear Creek because there are other streams that have higher priorities. He said if Galen is right, and you can build an earthen dam for $4 million and come up with $2.5 million left over - there is the filtration system. 

Director Mefford said he has been talking to the same people and has studies from a variety of other places and is something that concerns him as well. He also tried to find out information about Bear Creek, but found nothing. He said he mentioned before that he thought storage and filtration are high priorities. 

Resident: The District with their authority as a taxing agent can request the USGS to do a study on Bear Creek. He said the District could at least get on their agenda. Director Mefford said this might be achieved through the Bear Creak Watershed Association.

Chair McNab closed the public comment part of the meeting.

Board Discussion:

Director Mefford wanted everyone to understand that this was a short window and what could kill the project is to drag this out through legal or other means. As a Board, they need to decide whether or not to pursue this and if so, fairly aggressively. He said they have been through a long process and that it looks like they can cut a substantial amount of money out of the project budget, as much as $4 million, but need to go through the fine tuning process, which is the next step in seeing this through. A lot of hard work has been done in the best interest of the District. He recommended that the Board at least pursue it through the next month.

Director Strand asked how quickly can this take place and when will the Board at the next decision point? Director Mefford said we will start the redesign, get the test pits done and the feasibility done we can come up with a contract cost, even it is a maximum cost guarantee. He said they might have to have a Special Broad meeting to discuss this before the scheduled meeting in May. Chair McNab asked if they need the data from the test pits to do the engineering part of Part A or can whatever is found in the test pits disqualify the whole process? Steve Jamieson said the test pits confirm where there is rock and soil in the reservoir. The first step is to see how much you can take out for the reservoir, that is not critical, but it helps to know what that volume is. By taking rock out where we think is a good source for RCC aggregates there is about ninety days they can get started on with that time frame to save some money on cement by looking at those specific aggregates. If those are really strong aggregates we can get the same strength with less cement time frame thing. It is not critical information, but a time frame.

Director Collins asked if the purpose of test pits is to determine where further excavation can take place to increase the size of the reservoir? Steve Jamieson said yes.

Chair McNab asked if they could find out if there is a drop dead point early on. Director Mefford said he knows that it is a fairly short fuse. 

Director O’Dell asked Steve Jamieson what engineering work he will be doing in Part A? Steve Jamieson said he will be firming up concepts and provide some sketches to ASI to get firm quantities and firm up some prices. Looking at the stability of these concepts. Director Strand asked if Part A included any preliminary work with the SEO. Director O’Dell asked if the SEO will see this dam any different than Pine Brook’s and are there any reasons they will look at it differently? Director Mefford said the differences may work in our favor rather than against. We are going further than Pine Brook did. Director Strand said he recalled immediate homes all around Pine Brook. 

Chair McNab said in the agreement with ASI what are they are going to do versus what are we are going to do and is ASI available to work this out. Director Mefford said he thought they would be. Chair McNab said they would hold a Special Broad meeting to approve any contract. Chair McNab asked if Steve Jamieson was ready to go right away or will he wait for ASI? Steve Jamieson said the W.W. Wheeler team is ready to go. Director Mefford will have another meeting with the engineer and ASI to hammer out the logistics.

Thereupon motion made by Director Mefford to take the next step in trying to determine if the results of the value engineering procedure can be converted into a viable project that involves the two steps discussed here. That is the engineering redesign and the ASI test pits. Director Strand seconded the motion.

Discussion: Chair McNab said the sooner the Board can make this decision the better. Director Strand also advocated the Board be aggressive and suggested the Special Board meeting be held on or before Friday May 5, 2006.  A Special Board meeting will be held on May 4th at the Vista Club House, if available at 6:00 PM. Director O’Dell asked if the Board wanted to set a dollar limit on the engineering prior to the May 4th meeting? Director Mefford said there are two different aspects that will need to get signed off on, one is ASI and the other is the State Engineer and if either one of those doesn’t work then the program is not going to come together. He said he didn’t think that it was necessary to hold Steve Jamieson up. Director Collins asked Steve Jamieson if 4 people over a two-week period or approximately 300 hours would be an approximate number to get the engineering portion done? Steve Jamieson said that would be the maximum amount. Director O’Dell said he doesn’t want to get ten days and $30,000 down the road with Steve Jamieson and not have anything with ASI, but by the same token he understands the timing issue. Director Mefford said what Steve Jamieson is to do is to contact the State Engineer and make some initial discussions with him and do some of the initial confirmation of the structural integrity that could cost around $15,000. 

The above motion was amended to limit the engineering to $15,000 with the recognition that the Board will revisit that issue and anything else on the 4th of May. Director Strand seconded the amended motion and agrees, but with further discussion. Director Strand said he assumes that if the District doesn’t spend the $15,000 it can turn it off at $900.00 if something should happen. He suggested asking Thaddeus Spack, a talented individual in the neighborhood who has volunteered his time for nothing and is a well-respected member of the construction engineering community for his opinion.  The Board feels an obligation to the public to insure the process is as accurate as possible going forward. Mr. Spack should be invited to look over the shoulders of this process between now and the 4th. Director Mefford said Mr. Spack has the ability to provide some kind of unique perspective on this and is absolutely willing to do that. Chair McNab said he is going to vote aye for this motion, not because this is the way to go or that it will answer all his questions, but it seems there is still strong support in the community for the Board to continue with this process and at this location. The motion passed unanimously.

Resident: What did you really pass? Chair McNab said the Board passed a motion that we are going to proceed with the process that Scott Mefford started on the District’s behalf in working with the contractor to see whether or not we can build the reservoir in the location we have selected for the price we can pay to get it done. 

Chair McNab also asked Steve Jamieson why he didn’t do this process before now? Steve Jamieson said to think about where we were a year ago at this time and how they were having a hard time getting permission for the foundation investigations. At that time, we were drilling at the site and we developed a design very quickly. Wheeler put together a classical design, but the construction orbit changed dramatically in the last few months.  This design was essentially done, then a lot of things started to hit. There was a meeting of the Western States Construction Consumers’ Council on March 30th where major water providers and contractors were getting together on how to address this issue. We were following a classical approach and a classical design build bid approach. He said he is sorry the bids came in like they did, but that is what is happening around the country. That is why people are getting together to look at proactive approaches, ways of the sharing risk and looking at value engineering programs like this. Steve Jamieson said the reason he didn’t do it before is because he didn’t see a need and the approach has always been let’s see what the market provides and we will maximize the storage with dollars that you have. Because of the dynamics of the market, this is the best way to proceed to come up with a proactive solution. He said to press forward because costs are going up and lock in some things now and share some risk. Again, why didn’t we do it before is because the market has changed in the last few months. We have a design that has been approved and it is a lot easier to modify that design. The approach we have always taken is to get the design approved and if we need to make modifications and we can do that.

Director Strand said as a matter of clarification his recollection is when they were talking about project management of this project the Board asked Scott Jones if he was comfortable with the workload and doing this project and his answer was yes. The statement he wants to make is that Scott Jones is the project manager for this project and has the full support of this Board and wanted to be completely sure we have a clear project manager and his understanding of that it is the District Manager, Scott Jones. Director Collins said he agreed. A couple of weeks ago he, Scott Mefford and Scott Jones spent quite a bit of time with the owner’s representative of Pine Brook. The owner’s representation was basically the project manager and he thought they got a clear picture of how he was able to make decisions and work out problems and situations. Hopefully, that is a good model for the Genesee District to look at. Director Mefford said he doesn’t have a problem with Scott Jones being the project manager, but he had the feeling talking to the guy at Pine Brook that he hasn’t been off that dam site working on any other business for over the last four months. He said he doesn’t want to overload Scott Jones to the point that he can’t do his primary job. Director Mefford suggested the Board talk about it and even hiring another project manager or looking at someone part time specifically in those areas where Scott Jones doesn’t feel he has the expertise. Chair McNab said for the Board to wait to discuss this after they see what they are going to do first.

ELECTION UPDATE – Debbie Schrimp, Designated Election Official

Ms. Schrimp said the District office mailed out 2,253 ballots for the May 2, 2006 mail ballot election. As of today the District has received 660.

MINUTES

Thereupon, motion made by Director O’Dell and seconded by Director Collins, the March 28, 2006 minutes were approved as submitted. The motion passed unanimously. 

OLD BUSINESS

Director Strand said the District had a review of membrane filtration a few months ago. He said it is time to move forward on this. He hoped that the reservoir would give the District more time, but the EPA is tightening its regulations. There have been persuasive arguments and would feel a lot more comfortable being able to answer to the community that they are doing more than just considering this. He would like membrane filtration added to the agenda of the May meeting. Director Collins said when they were at Pine Brook they had a discussion with their site manager about the filtration system they are installing. They are moving to some kind of an enhanced filtration system. They are doing micro filtration, whereas we are looking at ultra filtration. Their flow is about 250,000 gallons a day, whereas Genesee is more like 350,000 to 500,000 gallons per day. The price they were working with is one half a million dollars for the unit versus something more in the two hundred thousand dollar range for an enhanced system and a much higher flow. We are asking questions to other Districts to find out what they are doing and it doesn’t look like anyone is too far ahead of where we are currently. Director Strand asked if the Board could get an update as to where all that is, what they want to do, where to go from here, and what kind of time table. District Manager Jones said he has already asked Jacobson Helgoth to provide the District with some updated numbers using 2007-2008 dollars.

Web Site Update

Ms. Schrimp said she contacted the web site company, CNI that resident Marc Miller recommended. CNI said they would recommend a dynamic website. This type of website is similar to what Goriallasoft.com had proposed. She told the Board that most web site programmers use proprietary software and have a current section that the client can update, but do not have access to the entire web site. The CNI representative said that Front Page would not give the District the professional results it is looking for.  

Chair McNab asked Ms. Schrimp to call the Foundation and see who they have on staff that updates their website. Ms. Schrimp will also call Jefferson County and others to see what web software they use and who maintains their site.

NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business.

LEGAL REPORT

EXECUTIVE SESSION – Attorney Timothy Beaton

Director O’Dell MOVED TO GO INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION for the purpose of receiving legal advice on specific legal questions, including matters posing potential litigation, under C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(b). The motion was seconded by Director Strand, and passed unanimously.
Director O’Dell MOVED TO CLOSE THE EXECUTIVE SESSION and return to the regular open meeting. The motion was seconded by Director Strand, and passed unanimously.

Thereupon, motion made by Director Collins and seconded by Director Strand, to fund Manager Jones’ retirement plan an additional $18,171.50. This is due to less-than-optimal funding that was paid into his retirement in prior years. The motion passed unanimously.

ADJOURNED

There being no further business and upon motion duly made, seconded and unanimously carried, the meeting was adjourned.

S. Scott Jones, Secretary of the Meeting

Stewart McNab, President

Christopher O’Dell, 1st Vice President

Bruce Strand, Vice President

Timothy Collins, Secretary/Treasurer

Scott Mefford, Vice President

Certification of Executive Session for the purpose of receiving legal advice on specific legal questions, including matters posing potential litigation regarding the reservoir site determination under 

C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(b)

April 25, 2006

District Attorney Beaton hereby certifies that the discussion, which has taken place in executive session, relates exclusively to matters of attorney/client privileges and is therefore deemed privileged and confidential and is not subject to the recording as required by Colorado Open Meetings and Records Law.

Timothy Beaton, District Attorney

Stewart McNab, President
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