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TIMPANOGOS SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT ﬁ P '
ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD MEETING MINUTES 0

October 20, 2016 6:00 p.m. Conference Room
Board Members
Present: Tracy Wallace Mack Straw Keith Blake
Lynn Walker David Bunker *Spencer Kyle
Chris Condie Brian Braithwaite Dale Goodman
Excused: Mark Johnson Dale Thrke Craig White
District
Staff: Jon Adams, District Manager, Shannon Hansen, Human Resource
David Barlow, District Engineer Danette Smith, Board Secretary
Joe Martin, CPA
Others: Ken Spiers, Bowen, Collins & Associates
Craig Carlile, Ray, Quinney & Nebeker
Trevor Coombs, American Fork City
Call to Order

Tracy Wallace, Board Chair, called the meeting to order. 6:16 p.m. Tracy welcomed Trevor Coombs, new
board member from American Fork. Trevor Coombs was not sworn in yet and therefore, would not be able to
participate in voting.

Public Comment

Larry Ellertson, Utah County Commissioner, said they were recently reminded by legal counsel that they still
have not totally complied with state law in terms of appointment of the TSSD Board. It goes back several years and
they will be looking at that and trying to comply with state law.

Chris Condie made a motion to go into closed session for litigation, property acquisition and/or
personnel. Keith Blake seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” - Tracy Wallace, Mack Straw, Spencer
Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, Keith Blake, David Bunker, and Dale Goodman. The
motion passed unanimously. 6:20 p.m.

Closed Session

David Bunker made a motion to go out of closed session and back into regular session. Chris Condie
seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” - Tracy Wallace, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite,
Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, Keith Blake, David Bunker, and Dale Goodman. The motion passed
unanimously. 6:50 p.m.

Approval of Minutes
1. Approval of the September 15, 2016 Administrative Board Meeting Minutes
Tracy said the board receives an electronic copy of the minutes in advance for review.
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Chris Condie made a motion to approve the minutes from the September 15, 2016 Administrative
Board Meeting. Lynn Walker seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mack Straw,
Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, David Bunker, and Dale Goodman. The
motion passed unanimously.

Consent Calendar
There were no items on the Consent Calendar.

Finance
1. Financial Report

Joe Martin said the impact fee report tracks when the cities send the impact fees to the District; the month it
was paid, and if the District form is returned or detail is provided. Joe said every city submitted for the past couple of
months, which is a great trend. Brian said this used to be a real problem and this is good to look at. Joe reviewed the
financials with the Board.

Action Items
1. Tentatively Adopt the 2016 Tentative Amended Operations and Maintenance & 2016 Tentative
Amended Capital Budgets
David Bunker said during the year when there are amendments to the budget, they are brought to the board
and voted on and approved. David Bunker did not think we had to approve a tentative amended budget. After
discussion, it was decided the 2016 Amended budget did not have to be tentatively adopted; there would need to be a
public hearing, and then the Board could adopt it as the 2016 Final Amended Budget.

2. Tentatively Adopt the 2017 Tentative Proposed Operations and Maintenance & 2017 Tentative

Proposed Capital Budgets

David Bunker said we received this tonight and obviously, it is in line with where we think we are going to
be heading, but it seems backwards to adopt a tentative budget before talking about it. Is there a statutory
requirement to tentatively adopt it prior to that? Jon said yes, you must adopt the tentative budget, set the budget
hearing and it must be available to the public seven days prior to the hearing. David Bunker said that is typical for
cities too, they usually try to go talk about the budget prior to adopting a tentative proposed budget. Maybe that is
something we need to look at in the future, as it makes sense that we have general parameters before we adopt a
tentative budget. Tracy said typically the budget has already been through the finance committee and they have had
a chance to look at the numbers. Spencer said in his city they used to bring the tentative budget to the council for the
first time, they would adopt and establish a public hearing, then there would be a month or two to work on it until
they got the final. They have changed it so now the council does the work sessions before so when they are adopting
the tentative budget it reflects exactly what they want to adopt and what staff is recommending to adopt. They adopt
the tentative and then wait for public comment and make changes if needed. Spencer finds it is a better process and
may be something to look at for next year. Tracy said if we go that route, the budget should be started in August and
presented to the Board for discussion and work session in September. Tracy asked if that is something that would be
feasible to staff. Jon said there can be something ready, but it increases the chances that something is going to
change before it is adopted. Jon said we have just done what we have traditionally done, but if we want to start that
earlier or have the work session first, he does not see an issue with that. David Bunker said even if we had a time to
discuss and deliberate the budget at the same meeting we are adopting it.

Keith Blake asked about changes in Impact Fees and Administrative Office Expense accounts. Jon said this
is a budget summary so there are different accounts grouped into those. Trevor Coombs said it looks like office
supplies is closer in line to what the original 2016 budget; it is being decreased in the amended budget, but then
increasing it back up in 2017. Spencer said there must be some contingency item that wasn’t spent this year, that is
planned for next year. Jon said we were involved in the prior lawsuit, the legal fees went down substantially, then we
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got involved in asset management and put $500,000 in for that. As we prepared that RFP that $500,00 got pushed
into next year.

Chris Condie said last year we talked about decreasing the revenue and maybe give a little back in a rate
rebate to the customers. Chris said at some point in the year we have amended the budget revenue back up to the
original $15.5 million, but then we have included another $1 million up to $16.5 million for the proposed 2017
budget. Chris said he is trying to figure out why that adjustment was made. Jon said the 2016 original budget had
$14 million revenue and $1 million we were going to do something with and the other $500,000 was the asset
management. When we did the amendment last time, instead of understating the revenues, we put them at what we
knew they were going to be. That is why the $1.5 million was added back in. The $16.5 million is our estimate of
what we will collect, so even though the rates stay the same we have seen an increase in flow and strength, which
accounts for the other $1 million. Chris Condie said he understands that, but asked if a decision was made that we
are not going to give a refund or rebate back. Jon said the consensus of the Board was to get the information
gathered through asset management, to help us determine what that ought to be. That hasn’t happened, so a decision
has not been made against that, we just haven’t decided what to do with the rates until we have additional
information. Brian said the concern was, if we give money back and the find out the capital needs were higher, then
we gave back something we needed. We wanted to validate the money that we had and what we were trying to do
with it is matching up.

David Bunker made a motion to Tentatively Adopt the 2017 Tentative Proposed Operations and
Maintenance and 2017 Tentative Proposed Capital Budgets. Spencer Kyle seconded the motion. Those voting
“Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, David
Bunker, and Dale Goodman. The motion passed unanimously.

3. Set the Public Hearing date for the 2016 Tentative Amended Operations and Maintenance and 2016
Tentative Amended Capital Budgets and the 2017 Tentative Proposed Operations and Maintenance
and 2017 Tentative Proposed Capital Budgets. Suggested date for the Public Hearing is November 30,
2016

Chris Condie made a motion to set the Public Hearing date for the Tentative Amended 2016
Operations and Maintenance Budget, the Tentative Amended 2016 Capital Budget, the Tentative Proposed
2017 Operations and Maintenance Budget and the Tentative Proposed 2017 Capital Budget for November 30,
2016. Lynn Walker seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle,
Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, David Bunker, and Dale Goodman. The motion passed
unanimously.

4. Set a Date for Budget Work Session
Tracy said we would not need a motion to set a work session. Tracy said the budget work session is set
November 10 at 6:00 p.m., and directed staff to notice that meeting properly.

5. Change the November 17, 2016 Board Meeting to November 30, 2016

Chris Condie made a motion to move the Board meeting from November 17, 2016 to November 30,
2016 at 6:00 p.m. Keith Blake seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Tracy Wallace, Mack Straw,
Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, David Bunker, and Dale Goodman. The
motion passed unanimously.

Keith Blake asked if there was a scheduled meeting in December. Jon said that would depend on the Board

and what happens on November 30, 2016. Brian Braithwaite said there is a meeting scheduled for December 15,
2016, it is whether we cancel it or not. There is a date of December 7, 2016 set for the Christmas Dinner.
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6. Approval to Purchase 2016 1 Ton Chevrolet with Utility Bed

Jon said we have funds in the budget to replace a Chevrolet truck. We utilize the state bid and look at all
vehicle models that meet the criteria. This is a truck to replace one of the vehicles in our electrical department. That
vehicle will be passed down to the maintenance fleet. We will surplus the 1997 maintenance vehicle. Ford came in a
little lower than Chevrolet, but they did not have one available until after the first of the year. We would like to get it
this year. Ken Garff Chevrolet American Fork, had a Chevrolet that became available, and they discounted it
$3,025.00. The service bed was also done on the state contract. Jon said they would like the Board to approve the
purchase of this truck and utility bed. Keith Blake asked where this truck would be used. Jon said this would be
used in the electrical department; there are two licensed electrician/instrumentation employees. They perform work
throughout the District, at the pump stations, metering stations; the bulk of their work is here at the facility, but they
are out on the streets too.

Chris Condie made a motion to approve the purchase of a 2016 1 ton Chevrolet with Utility Bed
Truck. David Bunker seconded the motion.

Chris Condie amended his motion to approve the purchase of a 2016 Chevrolet 3500 HD Cab and
Chassis, below state contract pricing, from Ken Garff Chevrolet, American Fork for $40,901.00, and a 9-foot
Reading Service Body at State Contract pricing to be installed on the Chevrolet Cab and Chassis for
$11,135.89 form Semi Service Inc. David Bunker accepted the amendment. Those voting “Aye” — Tracy
Wallace, Mack Straw, Spencer Kyle, Brian Braithwaite, Chris Condie, Lynn Walker, David Bunker, and Dale
Goodman. The motion passed unanimously.

Communication

1. Manager’s Report

Jon said the meeting with DWQ, prior to Board Meeting, was for them to come down and talk about lake
issues and give an opportunity to ask and answer any questions. They have a presentation they give and typically
there is no time left for questions. Jon said the Board needs to be aware that algal cell counts do not represent
toxicity. The integrated report lists the entire lake as an impaired water body. The only samples that exceeded any
counts were the scum samples that were taken at the Lindon Marina and Lincoln Beach. All open water samples,
when tested for toxins, were below the world health organization’s limits. The District has taken the position that we
should not list the entire lake as impaired. The cost that DWQ gave is .13 per household to get to 1 mg/L
phosphorus, which are 2010 numbers. If you go to .1 mg/L Phosphorous, which is what the discussion is, that would
cost more. One of the more stringent limits was the 10 mg/L Nitrogen, which they are already proposing for us. We
are saying you cannot use a cell count that doesn’t measure toxicity; it should go through the rule making process.
There is evidence that the phosphorous levels, that would need to be achieved to make sure the lake did what DWQ
wanted it to, cannot be achieved. We also have data that shows there have been larger algal blooms, and we do not
think it is appropriate to label it a harmful toxic algal bloom when they did not get the toxic sample results.

David Bunker asked why DWQ would want to list the entire lake as impaired, what is the goal or purpose. Is
it so they can force limits on the Districts and the other dischargers? Jon said there are a couple of things, they
believe as scientists that you err on that side. We are saying that is not always the best thing to do, and there is
information out there that we have heard from previous presentations that reducing nitrogen could hurt the lake. We
say let’s do the science and take the adaptive approach; we are fighting going to 1 mg/L; we are fighting anything
that would drive us down further. The dates that were given as milestones can change and could be accelerated. But
they cannot guarantee if we get down to these numbers, that there will not be an algal bloom. We say why burden the
rate payers if certain things cannot be achieved. If we take an adaptive approach, drop it down and get to the 1 mg/L
and study and see what happens and then see where to go from there, that is what we are advocating. When the state
presented to the Board before, they gave the number of 1 mg/L. and we changed processes to achieve that. The
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DWQ has no control over agriculture and some of the nonpoint sources. We as ratepayers and public officials will
help bring these other players in that, right now, they have no way to control. If we must foot the bill and keep
strapping our rate payers, they are going to want the other players and polluters to come in. David Bunker said it
was mentioned by DWQ that the EPA does not regulate phosphorous and nitrogen because they’re not classified as a
pollutant, so it would be the state to set those limits. By listing it as impaired, the state says here’s our reason to set
the limits.

Tracy Wallace said they kept referring to the HAB (harmful algal bloom), and they want to push you to
believe that HAB is the toxic algal blooms, those are the ones that kill the organisms, that is what produces the health
hazard. Tracy said we need to look at what is best for the District, our rate payers and Utah County. Larry Ellertson
asked if Jon would be making a response. Jon said yes and they have been attending meetings and lobbying efforts
to get the word out to elected officials. Brian asked Jon to put together some of the points that were discussed so
they can share that with their city councils. Jon said another thing they would talk about is a numerical standard and
a technically based standard. Water quality based standard, there is a lot of research that goes into them. These
numerical standards can come from another region, that may not be applicable to us. Jon said we have a unique body
of water in the Utah Lake; it is shallow and turbid and it has phosphorous; they have talked about getting down to a
.03 mg/L to facilitate any change in the lake. The evidence shows that the naturally occurring phosphorous levels are
more than that anyway. We do not want to make it worse, but there are certain things that cannot be achieved. We
have tried to pull agriculture in; the wastewater community says we will go with the 1mg/L phosphorus, but we do
not believe it was a harmful toxic algal bloom. We also believe there is a history of those, and this wasn’t the largest
ever. The algal bloom in 2006 was bigger than the one this year. They did not close the lake then, they got together
and decided they better have a plan. We are not opposed to them taking safeguards to human health. They never
found anything here, in open water it was less than 20 mcg/L, that beats drinking water in some cases. Cyanobacteria
says there is algae there, but they need to run the toxicity tests on them. When they got their first battery of samples
back there was no toxicity so they took samples again. Our position is you do not list the entire lake because we
believe it is going to lead to the .1 mg/L phosphorus. We also believe they need to come up with approved
methodology and sampling protocol.

*Spencer Kyle left. 7:50 p.m.

Keith Blake asked if this feedback has been given to them in writing. Jon said yes, we have attended
meetings, voiced our opinions and the meetings get intense. We will continue to attend the meetings. Jon said right
now you look at conditions in the lake are conducive for this to happen, and it did not happen only in Utah Lake, but
water levels are extremely low. If we put filters on the back of our plant, and clean the water up to that level, that
water is going to be available for secondary use. Out of 15-16 mg, you will have 10-11 mg that won’t even go into
the lake because then it is attractive to take it back and use it for something else, which exacerbates the problem. Jon
thinks the science must be done to set correct water quality based standards.

Jon said we have independent people looking at this, Leland Myers, Dr. Theron Miller, Dr. David Richards,
Dr. Carling, and Dr. Merritt, who studied the lake for years. Jon said we want to get to the bottom and whatever the
finding is we will respond to it, but it must be based on sound science. When this started with the Water Quality
Research Council, Jon was in Salt Lake, the focus of the problem changed and they started looking at different
nutrients. They found that with some of nutrients they were targeting, if they got them down to the levels they
wanted, would kill the brine shrimp. They got over on the west side of the Great Salt Lake, where it is still pristine
and did core samples and went back hundreds of years and found it was cyclical. Jon said he thinks you would find
the same thing here.

David Bunker said there were a couple of groups that have received funding, and the Board has approved
money to go towards science and studies, he is concerned our monies are fighting against each other. Jon said the
Water Quality Board gave DWQ $1 million to fund a study, directed by DWQ and EPA Region 8, and performed by
the University of Utah; the goal is to determine these standards. It is going to be driven how they want it. David
Bunker said typically when they do that, they have public input, and meetings; he thinks that it is important that
someone is there representing us at those meetings.
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Rich Mickelsen, Provo City, said TSSD has already taken advantage of upgrading this facility and hitting the
Img/L phosphorous. Provo is not there, and Orem is close but not there yet. Provo is trying to upgrade their facility;
it would take $47 million to get ready to meet the requirements that TSSD has already done. It would take $150
million to build a new facility. They are taking Provo Bay and elevating its impaired status and by doing that, Provo
might as well build a new plant and discharge straight to the Utah Lake. Provo has sent a letter to the governor’s
office that says we want them to slow down on making us do these adjustments from 1 to .1 or what they want to set
it at. As member cities of the District the mayors can have input and Mayor Curtis, Provo City, would like some
political push so there can be some changes. Instead of the DWQ always writing the rules and regulations, legislators
should make the choices. If the legislators do not make a choice or decision they are going to be stuck with whatever
the DWQ says. Jon said like coming in through the integrated report and listing the lake as impaired for recreational
purposes, if that is approved in that report, you cannot challenge it unless the legislature is willing to change it.

There is no process that can make them change it unless the law changes. Rich said there is a lot of stuff going on
and Provo is not sitting back waiting, they are actively involved.

Rich said DWQ has asked where is this phosphorus going once it ends up in the Great Salt Lake. The Brine
Shrimp Company has about 60% of the world’s supply. They are not considering that brine shrimp eat algae, which
is full of phosphates. Jon said the state is getting involved with the research, we have been doing it for a while. This
is a political battle and we have research and data, which means we have a leg up because we have research and data
that spans a longer time. If we get someone else to look at it other than DWQ, that is to our advantage. This is going
to be a serious issue because this can mean a lot of money for us, if we drop to .1 mg/L it could be $50 million plus.
One thing in the study that the University of Utah is doing with the Lake, we asked how they are factoring in the
water rights, their answer was that they are not.

County Commissioner Larry Ellertson said the Utah Lake Commission has been formed and the state has
bought into the commission, so we have voice with the state. Commissioner Ellertson said there is not a community
in this county that does not have a connection to Utah Lake. If they do not have directly through a sewer, they have
it through storm water or some other means. We could come together as a combined county and have the ear of the
DWQ who are participating with the Lake Commission. Commissioner Ellertson asked the Board to consider an
active participation in Utah Lake Commission. This is not something to be taken lightly, it is serious business when
it comes down to what is going to happen in the lake. Together we are a much stronger voice. Jon said the Utah
Lake Commission was originally cities so the District was not a member; we have tried to get into that. Some of the
meetings are hard to find and you must request to be notified. It has been difficult but anything we can do to get
support from the cities will be beneficial. Commissioner Ellertson said they would try to find a way to get Jon on the
lake committee. Jon said he can be very vocal, but he is one voice, there are ten communities on the board, they
would pay more attention to ten voices.

Adjourn:
Keith Blake made a motion to adjourn. David Bunker seconded the motion. All present “Aye”.
Meeting adjourned. 8:13 p.m.



