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MINUTES OF A PUBLIC HEARING

OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS

GENESEE WATER & SANITATION DISTRICT

HELD

Tuesday, March 23, 2004

At 6:00 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

P. Dean Simmons

Christopher O’Dell

Scott Mefford

Timothy Collins

Also present were Scott Jones, General Manager; Debbie Schrimp, Director of Administration; John McWilliams, District Superintendent; Jay Montgomery, District Attorney; Greg Sullivan, Spronk Water Engineers; Steve Jamieson, W.W. Wheeler & Associates; Kim Crawford, Sherman & Howard; Todd Snidow, Dain Rauscher; numerous Genesee residents (Approximately 40).

CALL TO ORDER

Chair McNab began the meeting by introducing himself, the other members of the Board of Directors, and the District Staff. Chair McNab also introduced Mr. Steve Jamieson from W.W. Wheeler & Associates as the engineering firm who advises the District regarding potential storage reservoirs. Ms. Kim Crawford from Sherman and Howard who is assisting with the bond language that will be on the election ballot in May and will also assist with the selling the bonds.  Attorney Jay Montgomery as the District’s water rights attorney and Mr. Greg Sullivan of Spronk Water Engineers who is the District’s water engineer who has done the studies on the water availability in Bear Creek. 

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

2003 FINANCIALS AUDIT – Jack Schroeder and Bill Petri with Clifton Gunderson, LLP

Mr. Jack Schroeder announced that he would be retiring from Clifton Gunderson after this year’s audit and that Mr. Bill Petri would be presenting the District’s 2003 audit report. Mr. Schroeder said he wanted to express their appreciation to Manager Jones and Ms. Schrimp. He said the auditors were able to complete their fieldwork in January. He said there are very few Districts in the State that can be ready and have their financial information audited that soon after the end of the year. He said that it shows how well the financial records are kept. 

Mr. Petri said their audit opinion is an unqualified opinion and that is the best report you can get. In their opinion, the financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of Genesee Water & Sanitation District as of December 31, 2003 and 2002 and the changes in its financial position and its cash flows for the years then ended in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

Mr. Petri reviewed the District’s MD&A and explained that this was Management’s discussion and analysis. The key highlights were: a) net assets did increase by $254,367 when compared to 2002, b) District water revenues decreased 4.83% during the year because of customers conserving water and the Board lifting the surcharge, c) Sanitation revenues increased by 3.6% due to a rate increase last June, d) Expenses remained consistent from one year to the next.

Mr. Petri then reviewed the statement of net assets. He said basically the net assets are consistent from one year to the next and there was not a lot of change. There was some depreciation increase and a slight increase in capital assets acquired. He said on the liability side the current liabilities are approximately the same as last year, however the long term liabilities continue to decline because of paying off the bonds. Basically, the District paid off almost $900,000 during the year. 

Next, are the statements of revenues, expenses and changes in net assets. Mr. Petri said the operating side of the District is not sustaining itself when it is supplementing the operating loss with non-operating revenue. Both the water and the sanitation have more than a $350,000 loss, but this includes depreciation. 

Mr. Petri said the statement of cash flows shows a net decrease in cash and cash equivalents of $220,563. The District started the year at $1,372,884 and ended the year at $1,152,321.  The schedule of the District’s remaining debt obligation will drop from a million dollars a year down to one hundred and fourteen thousand dollars at the end of 2006 when the 2002 GO Refunding Bonds are paid off.

The auditors are required to show the original budget with the final budget showing whether or not the budget was amended during the year. Mr. Petri said that no changes were made to the budget and in total the District did under spend its budget and did not exceed appropriations. 

Director O’Dell pointed out on page 26 that there was a possible error in the last sentence of Note 9 – Risk Management regarding the year. Mr. Petri said he would double-check the date. 

Mr. Petri said in planning and performing the audit they considered the District’s internal controls for potential fraud. As a result, there are minor recommendations for improvement, which will enhance the District’s internal controls. 

Director Collins asked to review and discuss the auditor’s comments and recommendations at the April meeting.

DISTRICT WATER SUPPLY AND PROPOSED RESERVOIR PROJECT

Chair McNab said for the benefit of those residents who had not attended the past two or three Board meetings he would give a brief overview. 

2002 Drought & Storage Requirements

· Board hired Mr. Greg Sullivan, Spronk Water Engineers, to determine how good the District’s water rights were and whether those rights would stand up under another drought like 2002 or worse.

· The District has the right to store up to 125 acre-feet of water each year and can continue to accumulate from one year to the next any water that was not required to be released from storage, but the District has no place to store water of this volume.

· Mr. Sullivan determined the District would need an additional 84 acre-feet if Bear Creek were dry for a period of two months. This is taking into consideration the 16 acre-feet of storage that the District already has. 

· Past Board meetings indicated that residents wanted to build 125 acre-feet of storage.

Proposed Reservoir Project Locations

· Mr. Jamieson, W.W. Wheeler & Associates began with a review of all reservoir sites evaluated. The Alternate site above the Water Treatment Plant was the most expensive at $10 million dollars. The Cold Springs Gulch Site was less expensive at around $8 million dollars. 

· Two other sites were looked at to store up to 125 acre-feet of water near the Wastewater Treatment Plant. One site is above the tennis courts and the other site is below the Wastewater Treatment Plant. The site above the tennis courts would require buying a home, moving a road and permitting issues and was eliminated. The site below the Wastewater Treatment Plant is property that is owned by the Genesee Foundation and probably would have less permitting issues. Its cost is estimated to be $8 million dollars.

Funding Scenarios

· The cost of either the Cold Springs or the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site would be around $8 million.

· The Board is looking at different financial scenarios that would not increase the mill levy.

· No decisions have been made as to when or how to sell the bonds if the voters approve the issue.

Chair McNab said the Board has not made a decision on where the reservoir was going to be, but understood that the residents who live on Daisy Lane and on Bitterroot Lane are not happy about the reservoir being built there. 

Director O’Dell said he received three letters from residents who live on Daisy Lane and Bitterrroot. The letters are incorporated within and made part of these minutes by attachment. Director O’Dell said he and the Board appreciated the tone of the letters and that the letters were very constructive. 

RESIDENTS QUESTIONS & COMMENTS

Question

Are we the only ones who get water from Bear Creek?

No. Evergreen, Morrison and the City of Englewood are the other primary municipal users along with numerous agricultural and golf course users.

Question

Can we still store water if there is a drought?

Genesee’s storage rights are usually in the Spring when outside watering is low and stream flows are high. 

Comment

A resident wanted to thank the Board for facing this issue, but said a reservoir would be an “eyesore.” He moved to Genesee for the natural beauty and there is nothing natural or beautiful about a 500 ft by 200 ft concrete structure. The Cold Springs Gulch site is located outside the District and there should be more motivation to put it there. He appreciates the time and the effort the Board has spent, but feels the potential added construction time and small additional cost of the Cold Springs Gulch site should not be reasons for placing the reservoir near homes because of the permanent damage that it will cause.

Comment

Neighbors have the liability already with the Wastewater Treatment system in their neighborhood, a second liability caused by a reservoir added to that is not fair.

Comment

The cost differential between the two sites should not be the prime importance to the Board. If we have a site that is out of the community that impacts no one in Genesee it should take priority over the cost or construction time. 

Mr. Jamieson said that if the bond issue passed, the Board would have some say in what site they prefer, but ultimately all of the sites would go through the Corps of Engineers permitting process. The Corps of Engineers has to permit the site that has the least impact to the environment. He also said there are a lot of factors the Corps considers. What may be the Board’s preferred site may not be the site that is allowed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Jamieson said that there are pumping costs involved with all of the sites, but the annual operation and maintenance costs range from $25,000 per year at the Cold Springs Gulch site to $36,000 per year at the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site. Manager Jones said the major difference between the $25,000 and the $36,000 is the associated electrical costs involved with pumping. The elevation difference between the Cold Springs site and the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site is about 300 feet. 

Question

It is not clear as to when the site selection will be made. Will it happen after the election?  Yes.

Comment

So we will go into the election not knowing which site will be chosen and second, the factors you mentioned when coming up with these sites did not include damages to residents but only cost and security and that the Corps of Engineers will make the final decision. 

Chair McNab said he recognized the problem, but the Board has made an effort throughout this procedure to listen and notify residents.

Director O’Dell said as much as the Board would like to choose a dam site right now, it can’t. The Board doesn’t know if the community will support a bond issue now. He said part of the problem is drilling the test holes and doing the kinds of serious engineering work that needs done would require an expenditure of several thousands of dollars worth of funds which the Board doesn’t feel comfortable spending unless the community wants to do a reservoir at all. 

Question

Is there any assurance that if the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site is chosen, what efforts the Board will take to mitigate the effects during construction?

Chair McNab said perhaps a road did not need to come through Genesee it could follow the pipeline route to and from the Water Treatment Plant on Bear Creek. Mr. Jamieson said an access road could be developed.

Comment

The only issue before the Board and the people is do they want to authorize the issuing of bonds if we have an appropriate place and it is within a certain budget. All of the other stuff where, when and costs would come after. I am more concerned about storing. We could store 125 acre feet one year and then in another year store another 125 acre feet if we have a facility. The Board shouldn’t spend anything on engineering or drilling unless the community wants to store water. We need to start someplace and the bond market is favorable now.

Question

Do we have storage space in the mountains somewhere?

No, we have conditional water rights on two locations that were part of the evaluation process. They are both on upper Bear Creek. During the process of evaluating sites it was determined that getting wet water to the District is our problem and having storage up the Creek creates more problems getting the water down the Creek with Evergreen in between.  

Comment

I think having a storage reservoir is a good idea, but I am concerned it is to early in the process to approve bonds. We don’t know where the site is going to be and we have no government approval from any government entity that says yes you can build it.  I think the District should spend some money upfront and identify some more potential sites. 

Chair McNab said that if the voters approve the bond issue, the Board is not necessarily going to go out and sell $8 million dollars in bonds by the end of the May. 

Comment
We have to remember that once the bond issue is approved, it is out of the District members’ hands and then everything else that is done rests with the Board of Directors.  If the residents don’t like a certain site, the Board can say that is where we are going to put it.

Comment

The Board has wrestled with several questions. One of things the Board and everyone else is sensitive to is the aesthetics to Genesee. 

Chair McNab said the Board hasn’t made any decisions of what the aesthetics will be. 

Comment

There has been little mention about the alternative site above the Water Treatment Plant. Is that a viable option? 

Chair McNab said it is more expensive.  It has a steep sided valley that comes down by the Water Treatment Plant and it would be a very high dam as well. Essentially, that is why it is not on the list of potential sites with the Cold Springs Gulch and Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant sites.

Question

Why can’t the dam at the Lower Wastewater site be built further down the gulch? 

Mr. Jamieson said it probably could be moved down a little bit.  The site would be a roller compacted concrete dam and that the real benefit of going with a concrete dam is the spillway cost. He also said that the Cold Springs Gulch site has 4 acres of potential wetlands with the Alternate site and the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site each containing 1 acre or less of potential wetlands.

Comment
When we moved to Genesee we were told that this area is considered open space and could never be built on.

Chair McNab said that the District is a public entity and with any of these sites the District would have to condemn the property for public use. When a public entity condemns a property for a water storage reservoir it trumps its earlier designation, as owned by the previous owner, which at the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site is the Genesee Foundation. 

Chair McNab said his understanding of the process is that before the Corps of Engineers can issue a permit they have to evaluate and study all the alternatives. 

Comment/Question

The people who live near the Cold Springs Gulch are not going to want it and they don’t get any benefit from it. We get benefit out of it and we don’t want it. Furthermore, they could stop it with the usual environmental statements, etc. It seems to me that Cold Springs Gulch is not a viable site. Do you think you can impose it on the people who live there?  

Director Mefford asked if there were homes on the properties directly impacted by the Cold Springs site.  Mr. Jamison indicated there were about 10 property owners there, but no homes on those properties. Chair McNab said there is a public process when the Corps of Engineers is involved where people can make comments. It does take time, but water providers build reservoirs all the time. 

Question

Wouldn’t we have to buy the land? Would we have to buy the land that the Foundation owns?  

Yes. It belongs to the Genesee Foundation. The District would have to condemn the land. The Genesee Foundation cannot sell us its land.

Comment

I am more concerned with the need of storage. I haven’t seen any data apart from the 18 days and a drought once every twenty years. Why are we trying to solve this rare problem with $8 million dollars plus interest for the problem of not watering outside and washing our cars. 

Chair McNab said the history is right, and that it has been the inconvenience so far. But, that in 2002 was when water rights were not strictly administered on Bear Creek. It could have been much worse two years ago had the water rights been strictly administered. 

Question

How much worse could it have been?  

Chair McNab said it could have been when you turn on your tap inside nothing comes out. I saw Bear Creek dry. No water flowing at all. 

Question

Are we trying to solve a demand problem as well as supply problem?  What steps has the Board tried to take to modify the demand as well as what alternative sources like drilling wells, buying water has the District looked at? What do other districts do when they don’t have or cannot afford reservoirs?

Chair McNab said what the Board did with the demand issue was specific to that year. Last year in preparation for a drought the Board adopted a Drought Management Plan. The District was successful in conserving water. Most of people would like the assurance that we won’t have to go through that again with some comfort level. Not everyone shares your view. Chair McNab said it is hard to define everyone’s comfort level. Some people think having 125 acre-feet of storage will increase their property values.

Question

Does the District have some data to share that would help the people to understand that the risk may no longer be a problem every twenty years? The risk may be now every ten years or less. 

Mr. Sullivan said there is not good data on that. He said we know there is increased development upstream and that has both positive and negative benefits. Increased development causes increase run off and so when it does rain we get more water in the stream. There will be increased use of water by Evergreen and others that will place some additional pressure on the water supply up steam but, we have tried to build some additional assumptions into our analysis to account for some of that, but there is still some uncertainty.

Comment

I would agree with the Board in not spending a million dollars in drilling dry holes until we have a sense of direction, but the folks on Bitterroot have the right to have some additional information. 

Comment 

From conservation standpoint I am not in favor of spending $13 million dollars so that people can water their lawns and wash their cars, but I do want water coming out of my tap at my house. It is my understanding that if the water stops in Bear Creek then the water stops at my house at some point. That will affect everyone’s property values. If that is really what we are talking about then I agree, but I am not in favor of creating storage so that people can use water for other types of reasons.

Question

Can we use this water for fire mitigation?

Yes. We could get helicopters in there, but it probably wouldn’t help us much more than the other reservoir that we already have now. A helicopter in a water dip makes about a 200 gallon pick up and so if you have four or five helicopters operating on some cycle we are not talking about huge amounts of water. 

Comment

I have had experience with the Corps of Engineers and do not underestimate the time and the cost involved with 404 permitting. If there are wetlands on the site, then there will be a lot of alternative studies and replacement. It could be millions of dollars in investigative work and in legal fees. 

Question

If the bond issue is passed, how can you drill test holes on property that you don’t own?

Director O’Dell said that you first seek the property owner’s permission and if you can’t do that then you condemn the right to drill the holes.  It is relatively a simple process.

Director Mefford said at some point in time whether it is before or after the bond election, there will have to be a decision made as to which one of these sites we are going to drill. I would like to understand the process better as far as how that selection process is going to be undertaken before the bond election occurs.

Mr. Jamieson said what we have are some preliminary mappings to identify exactly what the wetlands are and basically you file a permit with the Corps of Engineers. The Corps of Engineers criteria is, Section 404B of the Clean Water Act. He said we have presented to them an alterative analysis showing what the purpose of the project is, what the alternatives are, and what the impacts are to the aquatic environment. The Corps of Engineers looks at and determines if there are impacts or not. If there are not significant impacts, the environmental assessment is done. If there are, then it becomes more complicated. He said he met with Terry McKeef of the Corps of Engineers and looked at the Cold Springs Gulch site and the Alternate site. Mr. McKeef indicated that this would be a relatively simple permit and that it would take 90 to 120 days. 

Question

Would we do that at the Lower site if the bond issue passes? 

Mr. Jamieson said to have someone come and do jurisdictional wetlands mapping, should be done on all the sites and the cost would not be much more than one site. It would be only one day in the field putting up flags and surveying. Mapping then has to be approved by the Corps of Engineers then we will have a legal definitive of what is a wetland and what is not. 

Mr. Jamieson also said the preliminary studies need to be done to make sure there is not an endangered species on the site. This is baseline departmental information that the Corps of Engineers would be interested in and it would give us a basis for making the evaluation. The other thing that needs to be done is to make sure there is not something structural that would also prohibit us from building a dam. We have done a preliminary geological assessment and there are geological maps and there are faults in the areas and we have an idea of which sites have impacts with faults and which ones do not. He said just based on our reconnaissance we can make the assumption that we can build the dams on these sites, they are all feasible, but we still need to drill some holes to fully understand the depths of it, but it looks like good bedrock. So, from an engineering perspective without drilling holes, it looks like they are all feasible. If we find some issues, it will relate to increased costs and that is why there are large contingencies in the cost estimates.

Mr. Jamieson said he understood their concerns. He said the Board would be prudent to go into any project having two or three sites that can be built on and then let the process guide which site makes the most sense. 

Mr. Jamieson said if the bond issue is passed, the first thing to do is the jurisdictional wetlands mappings on those sites. The data research is next, making sure there are no culture resources and no endangered species. Those are the kinds of things that will need to be done before any drilling is done. He said he would recommend spending a few thousand dollars to make sure there are no significant environmental impacts before drilling holes. One step at a time.

Question

Why can’t we spend a few thousand dollars now and do those studies?

Chair McNab said he doesn’t want to spend any money unless the residents want to build a reservoir.

Question

How is the electorate going to get information about the site process?

Chair McNab said these meetings are part of educating the public. Some information was in the last billing statement and also in the Genescene, but beyond that it is up to individuals to campaign. The Board can provide factual information only. 

Question

How much was spent on consultants and engineers to get to this point?

Approximately $52,000 was spent for both the engineering and the water analysis. Mr. Sullivan who is the District’s water engineer will continue to provide advice to the Board whether there is a reservoir project or not. 

Question

How likely do we see the immediate need? What is the water situation?

Mr. Sullivan said he reviewed some of the snow pack information and some other forecasts. He said the snow pack is definitely below average and it is about where it was before we got the big snow last year. He said it is a little bit better than 2002, but the forecast is for below normal precipitation and above normal temperatures for the next several months. He said it was not likely it will get as bad as 2002, but it could happen and restrictions might be necessary.

Question

If the bond issue does pass, and the site chosen is the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant, will the Board have other meetings to include residents who live on Daisy Lane and Bitterroot for their opinions and input on how it impacts them?

Yes. Absolutely. 

Question

Explain to me why the security would be better at the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant than at the Cold Springs Gulch site?

Chair McNab said that it is mainly access. He said we could control both ends to the Lower Wastewater site, but the Cold Springs Gulch site is a public road off Highway 74, and there would be more traffic. 

Question
Would the dam be fenced in? 

No decision on fencing on either site has been made yet. Aesthetics will be part of it, but fencing is not included in the cost estimates.

Comment

The site below the Wastewater Treatment Plant I believe should be fenced in. No question, for safety reasons. I don’t believe the Lower Wastewater Treatment Plant site is any more secure than the Cold Springs Gulch site area. 

Question

In the decision-making, will the Board take into consideration making their neighbors more comfortable if both sites were available or would the Board be obligated to take the cheaper site?

Chair McNab said there is a fiduciary obligation, but not necessarily a monetary obligation. Not necessarily the lowest bidder, so to speak.  

Question

At one of the meetings the Board discussed a water tank and other options. Are those going to be part of the ballot? 

No 

Question

How wide is the dam going to be?

About 300-feet across, 100-feet tall with a 20 ft. wide area at the crest. 

Question

What is the construction time?

Mr. Jamieson said he anticipated a 2-year construction time to be conservative with maybe one winter shut down.

Question

Is it possible to do a computer photo so that people can get an idea of what it will look like from their property?

Mr. Jamieson said thought he could do a 3-D computer model. The cost would be approximately $1,000 for one view. The Board agreed to pay for one view if Mr. Jamison can do it quickly. The District will post the image on its web site if it is available, if it is not available, that will be posted as well. 

DROUGHT MANAGEMENT PLAN 2004

Chair McNab said the Drought Management Plan has been updated for 2004 by changing the dates. He suggested that the plan be put on the agenda for the April meeting.

MINUTES

Thereupon, motion made by Director O’Dell and seconded by Director Simmons, the February 17, 2004 minutes were approved as submitted.  The motion passed unanimously.

Thereupon, motion made by Director O’Dell and seconded by Director Simmons, the March 8 & 9, 2004 minutes were approved as amended.  The motion passed unanimously.

LEGAL – Jay Montgomery

· Employee Handbook

Efforts to contact Mr. Light regarding arbitration were unsuccessful.

· New Age Communication

Manager Jones said the District caught a contractor (New Age Communication) stealing water out of one of the fire hydrants located on Montane Drive East on December 5th.  The contractor was given a warning and told to go through the District’s permitting process for construction water. New Age is a subcontractor for Comcast. Manager Jones said New Age did not get another permit. On Saturday, March 20, 2003, New Age was caught again stealing water without a permit at Genesee Village by Manager Jones.  Manager Jones said Section 12.00.3 of the District’s Rules and Regulations do not give him guidance to impose a specific penalty. Attorney Montgomery stated that the District Attorney would be the one to prosecute. He also said there is a State statute that applies to water thefts from ditches, etc. He said it is a very old statute and the penalty is from $50 to $750 plus restitution; permit fees; water usage, and legal fees. He said it was the courts decision not ours. The Board instructed Manager Jones to file a report with the Sheriffs Department.

Director O’Dell said to file a report and write a letter to New Age Communications, the Genesee Foundation and also to Comcast. He said we were advising them that their subcontractor does not have a valid permit and that they are damaging the District’s fire hydrants and that the District has the right to sue them for theft and being a health & safety hazard. The Board agreed that a new permit will not be issued to them and that they will have to bring in water from outside the District.  The Board will review the District’s Rules & Regulations and create an Amendment to add penalties to these types of situations.

Director Collins asked if there was any way to notify other Districts of what New Age has done. Manager Jones said it was only by word of mouth. He will call Lookout Mountain and Evergreen. 

Thereupon, motion made by Director O’Dell and seconded by Director Simmons, subject to approval by legal counsel, that the District institute immediately a fine of $1,000 for the first offense and $5,000 for the second offense for anyone taking water out of a fire hydrant without a valid permit and that the penalties apply not only to the contractor(s) doing the work, but also to the principal. The Genesee Fire District is excluded.  The motion passed unanimously. 

MANAGER’S REPORT

Water Withdrawn and Returned – The Water Withdrawn and Returned Report for the month of February 2004 as 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 February 2004 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 February 2004 was presented to the Board of Directors by Superintendent McWilliams and is incorporated within and made part of these minutes by attachment.  

ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

Cash Disbursements

Thereupon, motion made by Director Simmons seconded by Director O’Dell was unanimously carried with Chair McNab voting aye, the Cash Disbursements for February 2004 were approved as submitted.

Ms. Schrimp continued with a review of the cash and investments and the financial recap reports for the month of February 2004.

OLD BUSINESS

There was no old business.

NEW BUSINESS

Chair McNab requested the May 25th Board of Directors meeting be changed to May 18th.

Thereupon, motion made by Director Collins and seconded by Director O’Dell, the May 25th Board of Directors meeting will be changed from May 25th to May 18th at 4:00 PM to be held at the District office. 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

Dean Simmons, Secretary/Treasurer

Timothy Collins, Vice President

Scott Mefford, Vice President
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