
 

Meeting Agenda 

4:30 – 6:00 PM, Wednesday, Sep 21st, 2016 

Lyons Town Hall 

 

I. Roll Call, Agenda, Minutes 

• Amendments to Agenda  

• Approve Minutes from Sep 7th 

• Upcoming Meetings    

 

II. Audience Business  

 

III. Liaison Updates 

• Board of Trustees Update  

• Staff, Engineering Update  

 

IV. Continued Business 

● Report from PCDC Public Hearing and BoT workshop on ADU’s and Tap Fees 
● Report from BoT workshop on the 2015 Audit 

 

V. New Business 

● Q2 Financial Review 

● MEAN Distributed Generation Policy 

 

VI. Parking Lot 

• Wastewater Pretreatment Policy 

• Reserve/Rate Stabilization Funds 

• LRAP INF 2.2.1 

• Municipal Code Corrections 

• Town Utility Account Tracking  

• Pipe Water Rates 

 



   
UEB Meeting Minutes, 7 Sep  2016  

 
Meeting Time and Location:   Began at 4:35 at Lyons Town Hall 
 
Attendance: , Aaron Caplan, Lee Hall, Coco Gordon, John Cowdry, Chuck  Keim 
 
Staff: Jim Blankenship (by phone), Matt Manley, Lagenia Reimer, Amy Lynn   Liaisons:  Jim Kerr  Guests:    
 
Previous Minutes:  . Reviewed and approved Aug 17th minutes. 
 
BOT Update :   Jim K. reported on the MEAN meeting he attended.  They did accept the list of locations the 
town submitted to be grandfathered in and not restricted by the new distributed generation (DG) policy. 
MEAN also added a 45 day extension to report any additional locations that have DG installed. He thought 
the town would probably need production meters on future solar installations. He also thought the new 
meters the town is looking at using could be used as production meters also, we would just need 2 separate 
meters per location.  MEAN did seem OK with sampling. Jim will be attending a MEAN committee meeting 
on their distributed generation policy in Oct. 
 
Staff Update:    
 
Backflow Prevention and Cross Connection Control (BPCCC) Policy:  The UEB received the response 
from Ramey Environmental that they thought the ordinance looked good.  The UEB voted to send the 
ordinance on to the BoT. 
 
JUB Consulting Wastewater Expansion Feasibility Study Presentation:  JUB looked at the 
Northwest and Southwest primary planning areas.  The NWPA is Apple Valley, Hwy 36 W. of Town and 
Indian Lookout area.  The SWPA is Old S. St. Vrain, Red Gulch, County Rd 69 and Lyons Park Estates 
area.  They provided a 55 page draft of their study. 
In the NWPA there were 2 possible places to connect to the current wastewater system. One option is in the 
River Bend area, however that would require going up and over an escarpment and is not really feasible. 
The other option is to connect at the current Eagle Canyon lift station, however that is old and already 
beyond its expected life.  This lift station should first be replaced and the connection to the current system 
made at the new lift station.  If we did decide to replace this lift station, the town should look at moving it 
across the stream. 
The main line of the NW area should probably be along Apple Valley Rd for the most part.  There is an 
option of going along the North St. Vrain Creek but that looks to require 40 easements over private property. 
Where manholes are located would require easements for full vehicle access to the manholes. 
Part of the reason for the study was that a number of septic systems in the NWPA were compromised in the 
2013 flood.  JUB noted that many of these septic systems have already been repaired or replaced or in the 



process of doing so.  Boulder County has not denied any of permits applied for septic systems in this area 
even those that might be in the floodplain or floodway. 
In the SWPA the proposed point of connection to the current system would be to extend the pipe at 4th Ave 
across the South St. Vrain Creek.  This would require 1 easement to get it to County Rd 69.  Lyons Valley 
Estates is the densest area that would get the most new connections in any of the area studied, but it is also 
the most difficult area to reach. 
UEB Questions:  If we remove some of the hardest areas to reach would we likely reduce the 
estimated average cost of $200 per foot of pipe?  And by how much?   Could we reduce the depth 
from 6’ to 3’ in some areas?  
Aaron will make sure the study is given to Lyons Primary Planning Area staff. 
 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Tap Fees:   We reviewed the discussion from our last meeting.  There was 
a concern about upsizing of current connections and being sure when additional use is going to be placed 
on a connection that the current connection is checked for its capacity and that there may need to be a new 
larger connection for water in particular.  Chuck had done some in depth study on some of the various fees 
and permits that might be involved with creating an ADU and mentioned that Tap fees are just one of these 
fees. 
We then went on to review how the current Lyons Municipal Code (LMC) does allow the Board of Trustees 
(BoT) the option to waive, reduce or modify Tap fees for both water and wastewater but not electric.  New 
code could be written to give this same option to the BoT for electric.  This would give the most oversight 
and would require individual review of each case by the BoT. No one thought this was the best option. 
The current LMC chapter 13 does not differentiate between a primary or principal dwelling and an accessory 
dwelling.  The UEB was presented with some modifications to the current code that would change the 
definition of dwelling unit to primary dwelling unit and add a definition of accessory dwelling unit.  Then the 
wording in the tap fees section would apply to primary dwelling units but not accessory dwelling units.  A 
paragraph would be added requiring ADU’s use the current tap or connection to the utilities that the primary 
dwelling unit already has. 
A modification of this might be that rather than completely waive tap fees for accessory dwelling units Lyons 
Staff could develop a set of guidelines to determine a sliding fee structure based on various things in a 
building plan. 
We reviewed the changes that the PCDC was proposing for the LMC Chapter 16, noting the definition of an 
ADU and the restrictions placed on them. We decided to change the word primary to principal in our 
modifications to match what the PCDC was using.   The UEB voted to recommend to the BoT making 
modifications to the current code that would change the definition of dwelling unit to primary 
dwelling unit and add a definition of accessory dwelling unit.  Then the wording in the tap fees 
section would apply to primary dwelling units but not accessory dwelling units.  A paragraph would 
be added requiring ADU’s use the current tap or connection to the utilities that the primary dwelling 
unit already has. 
 
 
Meeting ended:  6:30 pm.    Minutes Submitted by: Aaron Caplan 



 
Audit review workshop   
The Town is not collecting enough in the utility funds to be able to replace capital.   
There are some Rate Covenant’s in our loan agreements for water and wastewater. 
Utility Billing reconciliation needs to be done, in particular customer deposits are not being monitored. 
Our financial software was not updated to collect the proper tax on utility bills for part of 2015 and we were about 
$4,000 short in tax collection. 
 
PCDC Public Hearing on ADU’s  
There was talk about removing some of the definition changes such as what a household is, that ADU’s cannot be 
used as short term rentals, and that they must be owner occupied.  There was a bit of concern about this from the 
PCDC and I advised the UEB did make its vote after reading the definitions that were given to us by Matt Manley and 
that removing those could change our recommendations.  There was a majority desire for owner occupied principal 
dwelling units to be able to create an accessory dwelling unit.   
Most of the people who spoke, talked about rentals and offering rooms on Air B&B.  It sounded like most were not 
sure what was actually being proposed and thought this ordinance would ban short term rentals. 
Commissioner Angelo asked if the UEB had checked on any restrictions in the various loan agreements. I mentioned 
we had asked Finance to review that but had not yet heard a response and that I would look into it further. 
The PCDC voted to present the ordinance as it was given to them after legal review. 
 
 
 



Utility Performance 2016

Revenue ($) Expenses ($) Rev - Exp. Fund Total ($)*
(All Sources) Purchase Capital Debt All Other Total Exp. Sold Amt Start Finish

Electric Fund 91.1%
1st Quarter $390,812 $243,384 $2,399 $0 $31,283 $277,066 $113,746 3,188 2,905
Budget (1st Q) $413,839 $247,002 $26,869 $38,057 $93,275 $405,202 $8,637

99.0%
2nd Quarter $354,045 $228,159 $0 $18,944 $101,877 $348,980 $5,065 2,807 2,779
Budget (2nd Q) $413,839 $247,002 $26,869 $38,057 $93,275 $405,202 $8,637

3rd Quarter
Budget (3rd Q) $413,839 $247,002 $26,869 $38,057 $93,275 $405,202 $8,637

4th Quarter
94.8%

YTD $744,857 $471,543 $2,399 $18,944 $133,160 $626,046 $118,811 5,995 5,684
Budget (annual) $1,655,355 $988,007 $107,475 $152,228 $373,098 $1,620,808 $34,548

45% 48% 2% 12% 36% 39%
Water Fund 64.0%

1st Quarter $152,404 $27,938 $2,100 $155,691 $61,847 $247,576 -$95,171 16,447 10,521
Budget (1st Q) $257,000 $36,720 $1,794 $76,345 $138,612 $253,471 $3,529

363.9%
2nd Quarter $193,858 $31,573 $0 $0 $75,309 $106,882 $86,976 31,707 115,366
Budget (2nd Q) $257,000 $36,720 $1,794 $76,345 $138,612 $253,471 $3,529

3rd Quarter
Budget (3rd Q) $257,000 $36,720 $1,794 $76,345 $138,612 $253,471 $3,529

4th Quarter
261.4%

YTD $346,263 $59,511 $2,100 $155,691 $137,156 $354,458 -$8,195 48,154 125,887
Budget (annual) $1,028,000 $146,880 $7,175 $305,381 $554,447 $1,013,883 $14,117

34% 41% 29% 51% 25% 35%
Sanitation  **

1st Quarter $115,210 $0 $1,943 $0 $88,915 $90,858 $24,351 13,825
Budget (1st Q) $138,373 $0 $1,100 $75,111 $96,714 $172,925 -$34,552 11,875

2nd Quarter $128,675 $0 $0 $150,222 $95,942 $246,165 -$117,490 15,540
Budget (2nd Q) $138,373 $0 $1,100 $75,111 $96,714 $172,925 -$34,552 11,875

3rd Quarter
Budget (3rd Q) $138,373 $0 $1,100 $75,111 $96,714 $172,925 -$34,552 11,875

4th Quarter
11,875

YTD $243,885 $0 $1,943 $150,222 $184,858 $337,023 -$93,139 29,365
Budget (annual) $553,492 $0 $4,400 $300,445 $386,854 $691,699 -$138,207 47,499

44% 44% 50% 48% 49% 67% 62%

Utility (MwH or Kgal)
Purch. Amt



Highlights of 2nd Quarter 2015 Financial Results: 7-Sept-2016

The standard spreadsheet is complete for the first 2 quarters of 2016, except for the two right-most 
columns.  These columns require the 2015 year-end audited fund balances as a starting point, which 
should be available in a couple of more weeks according to Tony.

Considering the 3 Utilities one-by-one:

Electric

• YTD, we have sold 94.8% of purchased power, which is consistent with historical efficiency.

• At mid-year, revenue and expenses are 45% and 39% of budget. Power purchases are at 48% of 
budget. The hottest part of the summer remains, so these are within expected norms.

• Compared to 2015, power purchased and sold amounts are very similar, and both revenue and 
purchase cost are up by $69K and $85K respectively, reflecting known rate increases.

• Expenses beyond power purchase are increased compared to mid-year 2015 by $25K.  This is 
because Tony has chosen to book $37K of allocated expense in June rather than waiting for year
end as he did in 2015.  Without this change, our non-purchase expenses would be lower than the
same point in 2015. Inclusion of allocated expenses within the calendar as Tony has done in 
2016 seems a better practice than putting them off until after year's end, because now the 
expense total during the calendar year is more accurate.

Water

• Big Issue: In June, town-owned metered water usage was 100.3 million gallons. For 
context, this is more than all of Lyons used in calendar 2015 and more than a 500-fold 
increase over town use in May. This huge amount presumably arose from a leak, which has 
been rumored. It did not show up in the June Longmont billing meter reading, but that is very 
likely a matter of timing, and it will be in July. This will lead to a costly budget deviation for 
water purchase in 2016. It also makes the comparison of purchased and sold amounts 
nonsensical.

• At mid year, water revenues and expenses were 34% and 35% of budget, respectively, not 
including the above June problem. Higher water usage for irrigation during the 3rd quarter is 
expected, so this relatively low mid-year total is with expected norms.

• Compared to 2015, revenues were down by about $70K while expenses were up by about $8K. 
The water utility included $31.4K of allocated expense, roughly half of the annual allocation 
budget, as discussed above for the electric utility.

Sanitation

• At mid-year, revenue and expenses are 44% and 49% of budget. Revenue was affected slightly 
because the base rate increase intended to partly offset the expense increase due to debt service 
for the new WWTF did not begin until the February billing.

• Expenses were expected to exceed revenue, because it was planned to pay for part of the new 
debt service from accumulated capital in the combined water-sanitation fund. At mid-year, the 
sanitation utility was $93.2K in the red, which is 67% of the budgeted shortfall, or $24K more 
than budgeted.



• 2016 expenses, not counting debt service or capital, were $32K below that of 2015, and would 
have been $48K below 2015 if not for the $16.5K allocated expense included in June-2016 as 
discussed above. 

• Operating expenses at the new WWTF are expected to run considerably below those of the old 
plant due to increased efficiency, and we need to continue to monitor this closely for the 
Honeywell performance guarantee. Honeywell guaranteed $133K in annual energy and 
operational savings. 


	UEB Utility Finances Tracking 2Q2016.pdf
	2016

	UEB Utility Finances Tracking 2Q2016.pdf
	2016




