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TIMPANOGOS SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT
ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD MEETING MINUTES Pﬁ@%@
March 17, 2016 6:00 p.m. Conference Room

Board Members:

Present: Tracy Wallace Mark Johnson Dale Thrke David Bunker
Craig Whitehead Craig White Chris Condie Brian Braithwaite
Mack Straw Spencer Kyle Dale Goodman

Excused: Jay Meacham Keith Blake

District Staff: Jon Adams, District Manager, Shannon Hansen, Human Resource
Danette Smith, Board Secretary David Barlow, District Engineer

Joe Martin, CPA

Others: Ken Spiers, Bowen, Collins & Associates Craig Carlile, Ray, Quinney & Nebeker
Keith Larsen, Bowen Collins & Associates Lynn Walker, Pleasant Grove City

Call to Order
Tracy Wallace, Board Chair, called the meeting to order. 6:05 p.m. Tracy welcomed new board member
Dale Goodman from Vineyard.

Public Comment
There was no public comment.

Approval of Minutes
1. Approval of the February 18, 2016 Administrative Board Meeting Minutes

Brian Braithwaite said the proposal from Neuros included an onsite standby core for the 300 hp and the 350
hp blowers. Brian said there was discussion regarding that and felt it was an important piece left out of the minutes.
Brian asked to add to page three, line ten of the minutes “this proposal includes an onsite standby core for the 300 hp
and 350 hp blowers, and the ability to overnight a core to the District.” Tracy said to include the presentation from
Neuros as part of the meeting minutes.

Chris Condie made a motion to approve the February 18, 2016 Administrative Board Meeting minutes
with the addition by Brian Braithwaite on line 10 of page 3. Brian Braithwaite seconded the motion. Those
voting “Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mark Johnson, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie,
David Bunker, Craig White, Dale Thrke, Dale Goodman, and Craig Whitehead. The motion passed
unanimously.

Consent Calendar
There were no items on the consent calendar.
Finance
1. Financial Report
Joe Martin said we are 17% through the year; there are a few line items that are higher, but none that are
concerning to him. We are at about 28% of our budget on interest income; we budget interest a little lower on
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purpose, as we do not know how much cash we will have in PTIF. There was some equipment purchased, which can
sometimes be expensive, but there may not be any more purchased for the year out of that line item. Joe said the
auditors came to the District to do their fieldwork and did not have any concerns. They plan to present at the April
Board meeting.

Action Items
There were no action items.

Communication
1. Presentation on Asset Management — Keith Larsen

Keith Larsen, Bowen Collins & Associates, said he had been asked to introduce asset management practices
to the board and would discuss some of the basic principles. Keith said the EPA defines asset management as
“managing infrastructure capital assets to minimize the total cost of owning and operating them, while delivering the
service levels customers desire.” The simplified definition is “a plan for every asset and every asset has a plan.”
Keith said Asset management can be as complicated or as simple as you want, but there are some core principles for
any robust asset management plan. Keith said those principles are grouped into seven categories: 1) Inventory
Assets 2) Evaluate Consequence of Failure 3) Evaluate Probability of Failure 4) Calculate Risk of Failure 5) Asset
Planning (Rehabilitation and Replacement, Maintenance Analysis and Planning) 6) Financial Management 7)
Continuous Improvement.

The first thing to do is figure out what assets we have and put together an inventory of the assets. This
includes the treatment plant and equipment associated such as the pipelines, manholes, and pump stations and
components of the pump stations. Next, we gather information on those assets, such as location, size, capacity,
material description, age, and cost of replacement. We need to define the condition of the asset, a date so we can
track the condition over time, and maintenance activities.

Keith said once there is a list of those assets, you need to figure out how important they are. This is defined
as consequence of failure. It is an evaluation of the importance an asset has, based on the impact that would result if
it were to fail. Each asset would be rated, based on different criteria. Usually you are defining a series of importance
levels. For example, level one would be the most critical, and the top 5% of assets, level two would be the next 10%
of assets and level three would be the remaining 85% of assets. Those ranges are variable depending on the asset you
are looking at.

Keith said probability of failure is a statistical evaluation of each asset that quantifies the likelihood of the
asset falling below level of service standards. In asset management, you can have all kinds of different levels of
service you define. When talking about probability of failure, usually considered is the age of the asset, the asset
type or material, and the condition. Condition is the most time consuming and costly part of asset management.
There are many ways to assess condition, but it is always going to have at least three important components. First it
has to be detailed enough to give information on the issues we are trying to manage, second it has to be quantifiable
(a way that gives some distinction between different levels of condition), and finally it needs to be repeatable to see
how the asset has changed over time.

Keith said historically, the inspection of collection pipe is televised and the operator would include some
notes on the condition of the pipe. If it were bad, it would be given to the engineering staff to be budgeted for
replacement. If they believed the pipe could make it to the next round of inspections, they would file the information
until the next inspection. For asset management, we need more data that is quantifiable and repeatable. One possible
thing to consider is something called the Pipeline Assessment Certification Program (PACP). It is a national
standardized way for inspecting collection pipes. The PACP has a series of codes to standardize the rating of the
pipe. Those codes can be used to compare between different pipes. By using this type of inspection system it allows
you to create a database that shows the location of the defects, the extent of the defects and the severity of the defects
associated with the pipeline. All of these items allow you to develop a structural rating for that pipe that is
comparable to other pipes within the system. The other advantage of this type of system is once you start using it,
you can compare yourself against other entities throughout the United States who are using the same system. To get
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actual measurement, there is a float with a high definition video camera on top and a laser sonar unit on the bottom to
scan underneath the water. That information creates a profile that can be laid out and cut in half to get a graph of the
corrosion.

Keith said the risk of failure is equal to the probability of failure times the consequence of failure. Once you
define the risk, you want to have a plan to do either maintenance or rehabilitation. The goal of replacement planning
is to find the point of the asset’s life cycle, where the cost of replacement is balanced against the accelerating cost to
maintain it. Typically, there are a couple of ways to run the system. One way is the run to failure model, where you
let it go until it fails and then replace. The big advantage to that is that you know you got the full life of that asset. .
The other approach is more of an asset management model, which is to figure out when it makes sense to maintain
and extend the life as long as possible. One way to think about it is we can be proactive or reactive in terms of
maintenance. The goal is to find that balance.

Keith said the second to last part of asset management is producing a financial plan that gives a good idea
going forward of what we will have to spend. Keith Larsen said there is some money budgeted in capital
improvements projects, based on depreciation we set that aside as an estimate of what that will cost. The goal of
asset management is to be able to produce something that gives us a better understanding of when costs are going to
be required and then optimizes those costs to minimize them.

The last part of asset management is continuous improvement. Once we go through and do this one time, we
are not done. As we continue to inspect every two or three years, we get more information to get a track record and
allows us to refine our estimates on probability of failure. One part of asset management, from a collections system,
is figuring out when to clean those lines. If we record those events and discoveries, we can clean less often in some
locations and more often in other locations, which minimizes costs and the impact on our pipelines. The first step is
to perform a gap analysis, which includes; define asset management goals, review inventory database, consequence
of failure analysis, and define condition assessment. The next step is the data gathering and the condition assessment
activities. Once you have the data and you have some condition assessment you can jump into the actual asset
management plan.

Keith said the first time you go through and inventory and evaluate it is more costly. The District is already
doing inspections on the collections systems, so there should not be significant costs associated with that. Keith said
he estimated the treatment plant would be 50%-60% of the cost. Keith said if the plan is for five years, at the end of
those five years, the plan would need to be revised and updated for the next five years. That would be a little less
expensive every time you do that.

David Bunker asked the estimated cost for the full asset management plan. Keith said first, you need to
determine your goals, the level of detail, and the service level going forward. It would be around $50 — $75 thousand
to start out. Keith said a good consultant would tailor the approach to the budget. They should be able to define the
approximate level of cost, and what you receive out of it. David Bunker said if we are going to invest in an asset
management plan, then we want a return on that investment. David Bunker asked Keith what other organizations he
has worked with that have done this. Keith said Salt Lake City; they are in the data-gathering phase. David Bunker
asked what their budget was for that phase. Keith said they budgeted $50,000.00 for outside consultants on the data
gathering. They are also using internal staff. Jon asked if that was collections system only. Keith said yes, that
budget is for their collection system. Jon said we are not in the collection system business; each of the entities own
their own collections system. We are looking at transmission lines, which would push our 5% range way up. The
criticality will go up; the treatment plant is going to be the major portion for us. We are fortunate in the fact that we
do not have near the footage or size of lines as Salt Lake City.

Tracy asked if this could be done in fragments. Keith said yes. David Bunker said we have some funds set
aside in our budget for this year. Keith said you should start with the gap analysis to get a better idea of the cost. We
would have to do the first step in order to understand what the budget would be going forward. David Bunker said to
start with the first piece of this get the gap analysis done, define what our asset management plan would entail, then
we could decide where to go from there and how much we want to budget moving forward.

Dale IThrke said in San Jose, they did this in two different phases. They started with a condition assessment;
it took three months, $250,000.00, and a team of engineers. Dale said they did condition assessment on what he
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would call a 30,000-foot view of the plant. Based on visuals they gave an estimate of the useful remaining life and
replacement cost. The second phase was a more traditional asset management plan. Dale said when you talk about
consequences of failure and probability of failure, you are really trying to identify what is the critical asset. You want
to spend your resources wisely, and go after the assets that are important. They used the maintenance and operations
staff to identify what was critical. Dale said the goal here is to look out beyond a ten-year capital program, to look at
fifty to seventy years, or the life expectancy of the asset. A high-level condition assessment will help us get a
snapshot of where we are. A full-blown asset management program is a lot of work, and the argument is whether
there is a payback, from a cost standpoint.

Mark said the first question we have to ask is how far we want to go down this road. Once we go down that
road, there is no going back. Mark thinks we need to take it slow, because if we take on too much we will be
committed to that. Dale said there are many reasons people do asset management, there is risk, but there is also the
economic portion. Supposedly, if you do asset management right, you can save 40% over time on your budget.
Brian said we should start the analysis and start having the discussion to make sure we agree what we do with that
information and how in depth we want it. David Bunker said we need to discuss the philosophy, are we doing asset
management on just a critical process, or only assets worth a certain amount. We can pick those criteria; that is
where we need to start rather than committing to a full-blown program.

Tracy said that as a starting point, maybe we have staff look and say what are the critical pieces that they feel
would most benefit to define and look at. Brian said you are looking to people who know about the systems, like Jon
and others and ask them where to start. Tracy said yes, Jon could bring in staff and key people who understand the
plant and the critical issues to come up with a good list. Brian said consultants could help fill gaps that we may not
have thought of. Ultimately, it comes down to our people that know the facility, and they will just build on it over
time. Keith Larsen said everything the board is talking about is what is intended for the gap analysis.

Tracy said if we do that first, then bring that information to the engineering committee to help refine that list.
Then bring that to the Administrative and Finance Committees, and determine, based on the information, what the
goals are going to be. That could be brought back to the next board meeting when we potentially have a better
vision of where we want this to go. If we do that, then we have a better path forward of what we want this asset
management plan to look like. Dale said he is a firm believer in asset management, not just from a risk standpoint,
but he thinks it saves money over time, although it is hard to quantify. It is more what you are avoiding down the
road and not what you are saving, and to know what your assets are, what their condition is and the kind of money
you are spending on those critical assets over time.

Dale Ihrke said the reason for starting this conversation is that we wanted to have a stronger justification for
why we are keeping reserves. Dale said he thinks doing a high-level condition assessment is a good starting
approach and then we can discuss if we want to get into a full asset management program. Brian reworded Dale’s
comment. Brian said our intent was not to keep the money, we know there are expenses coming; we just do not
know if we have too much or not enough money. The main concern was that we allocate that money the right way,
it was not to keep the cash; it was to determine whether we should or should not.

Jon said we have many people with a lot of knowledge and experience who can run the plant and identify
issues. They may not necessarily have the skills to organize and get the program going so you want someone to
come in and act as a facilitator. Jon thinks we do the gap analysis to identify where to focus, and then we can figure
what to do in house and what we may need help with. Jon sees this as an excellent budgeting and planning tool.
This formalizes it, so we have a good defensible plan that reduces risk. Jon said we could identify the critical
components of the facility, and identify what is out there in our lines. This asset management helps in emergency
response plans. Brian Braithwaite said one thing of value that we have here is institutional knowledge. If we collect
that knowledge, put it into the program, start using it, and we lose somebody, we do not lose all that knowledge. Jon
said it is a good idea and he would start with a risk assessment, or gap analysis. We look at our treatment plant and
prioritize what we need from the collections lines to the treatment plant.

Tracy asked if anyone wanted to give Jon direction. Dale said the first thing we need is an RFP and to get a
consultant. They will work with staff on all the data they need to gather. Mark said we should do a QBS. Jon said
we would do whatever is compliant with the state statute. Jon said it is quality based, and the decision will be made
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on who meets our needs. Craig White said we are a local district so we have to follow the state procurement code,
which is completely different from municipalities. Craig White said the state procurement code is set up so if you
go for an RFP or SOQ, you do the qualification first and price is in a separate envelope. Once you pick the firm
through a point scale, you rank them. You may pick a firm that is the highest price.

2. Manager’s Report

Jon said Van Con is on site and have started work on the Compost Diking Project. We will have a progress
report and pay request for next meeting. They are improving access roads, fixing drainage issues, and building a
dump station for the high-pressure jet trucks. Jon said due to the project, that we have tentatively stopped taking
green waste. We hope to start up again by April 15 if the project goes well. It could be delayed a week or two
depending on the project. Jon said some other green waste facilities have shut down and we are starting to see green
waste come in from north of the point of the mountain, and south Utah county. We are getting debris we do not
want. When we open back up, there will be things we will not take and we will not take green waste from outside the
District. We will not take large commercial loads of grass, one reason is that it can promote odor. Jon said we would
now need to ask for identification to show they are from within the District. Our commercial accounts need to be up
to date on their payments or they will not be allowed to continue to dump green waste or purchase compost.

Jon said the DWQ has opened our discharge permit. They are putting in some monitoring requirements and
increasing the frequency and changing the method of sampling. The permit is open and the public comment period
ends March 23. Jon said they have proposed a limit on ammonia. They gave a mass limit to discharge so many
pounds a day. They then gave a daily max that does not allow us to reach that mass limit. It needs to be one or the
other. Jon said they are probably not going to relinquish, but he would attempt to appeal. The state gets a lot of
information through the permit holders for the nutrients and new parameters they are looking at. This frequency will
give them a better profile. We are still chasing our tail a little from our event in December, but we have stayed in
compliance. As we get back into treating some of those stored solids, you may see a little higher BOD and TSS until
we get caught up.

Jon said the board has asked for copies of the agreement between CCAP and the District, he has those. The
draft announcement has not been released. Jon said Craig Carlile could give an update if the Board would like.

Chris Condie made a motion to go into closed session for the discussion of litigation. Brian Braithwaite
seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mark Johnson, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle,
Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, David Bunker, Craig White, Dale Ihrke, Dale Goodman, and Craig
Whitehead. The motion passed unanimously. 7:51 p.m.

Closed Session

Chris Condie made a motion to go out of closed session and go back into regular session. Spencer Kyle
seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mark Johnson, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle,
Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, David Bunker, Craig White, Dale Thrke, Dale Goodman, and Craig
Whitehead. The motion passed unanimously. 8:03 p.m.

Adjourn:
Spencer Kyle made a motion to adjourn. David Bunker seconded the motion. All present “Aye”.
Meeting adjourned. 8:04 p.m.



