
 

 

 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

SIERRA LAKES COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 

 
  

Date:  Friday May 14, 2021  /  Time: 6:00 p.m. /  Place: 7305 Short Road, Serene Lakes, CA 

 

The meeting was teleconferenced as provided by Governor Newsom’s Executive Order N-25-20 

(“Executive Order”), declared on March 12, 2020.  The Executive Order temporarily granted 

state and local agencies certain powers to aid in the implementation of social distancing 

measures recommended by state and local public health officials that suspended certain Brown 

Act requirements.    

 

I. Open Meeting:   

 

  

Roll Call:  No Directors were in attendance at the Sierra Lakes Boardroom 

 

 Directors in attendance by teleconference: 

   

 Director Dan Stockton 

 Director Bob McCormick (joined the meeting at 6:10pm) 

 Director Karen Heald 

 Director Michael Lindquist 

 Director Jon Harvey 

 

 

 Staff members present: Anna Nickerson, Financial Consultant 

      

 Staff present by phone: Paul Schultz P.E. Inc., General Manager  

     Jeffrey Mitchell, District Counsel 

 

Guests present by Zoom: Dennis Fisco 

 Tom Burns 

 James Jenkins 

 Dick Simpson 

 Alice Mansell 

  

 Minute Recorder:  Anna Nickerson, Financial Consultant 

 

II. Public Forum:  An opportunity for members of the public to address the Board on items 

that were not on the agenda.  There were no comments 

  

III. Approve Agenda:  The agenda was presented to the Board for approval.   

 



5-14-2021 Meeting Minutes  

Page 2 of 11 

 

 

 A motion was made by Director Heald and seconded by Director Lindquist to 

approve the agenda.  The motion passed by a rollcall vote: Directors Stockton, Heald, Lindquist 

and Harvey.  Director McCormick was not present at the time of the vote. 

  

IV. Public Comments:  An opportunity for the Board to consider comments received from 

the public after the agenda was posted, regarding items on the agenda.  Mrs. Nickerson reported 

no comments were received. 

 

V. Operations:  Paul Schultz P.E. Inc., General Manager, presented his operations report to 

the Board for consideration and possible action.  Mr. Schultz reported the following: 

  

• DSPUD was still waiting for approval of the NPDES Permit from the Central Valley 

Regional Water Quality Control Board.  DSPUD expected to receive approval in June 

2021.  

• He spoke with Truckee Donner Land Trust representatives about advancing the 

District’s request to obtain the dam and channel properties.  The Land Trust had not 

had any meetings to discuss the request but staff had started working on the necessary 

paperwork to meet State requirements.  Mr. Burns asked about the relationship of the 

dam and channel properties to the Ice Lakes Lodge property.  Mr. Schultz said there 

would be a small lot line adjustment because more parking lot was included in the 

channel property.  The lot lined would be moved from the parking lot into the channel 

lot. 

• He met with two IT firms and another firm that was a wholesaler of internet and voice 

services.  The change to the new system is expected to occur in the next month or so. 

• There were no overflows in the month of April. 

• The report on diesel generator use was submitted to the County. 

• The control and operational improvements at the filter plant were completed and 

Great Basin provided a proposal to change out the old mechanical electrical relay 

system that controls the filter plant to a modern, upgradable, human interface panel.  

The proposal will be presented to the Board at the June 2021 board meeting.  Director 

Stockton asked about the systems in place to protect the District’s processes from 

being hacked.  Mr. Schultz said he would not discuss the deficiencies but that the 

system was not the best.  However, there was a two-party authorization system in 

place keeping the water system and sewer pumping system safe.    

• Water demand was down but sewer flows were up.  He attributed the sewer flows to 

I&I.   

• Currently the District was running on one full-time employee and one seasonal 

employee; two full-time employees were out due to illness and an injury.  Provisions 

were made to have an operations management company come in with a couple of 

people if needed.  Director Lindquist confirmed that Matthew Schultz, one of the of 

the people on the list, was not related to Paul Schultz. 

  

VI. Consent Items Calendar:   The Consent Items Calendar was presented to the Board for 

action.  The Consent Items Calendar included the minutes from the April 9, 2021, Regular 

Meeting; April 2021 Check Register; financial reports for the month ending April 30, 2021; and 

Disbursements for Board Approval.     
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 A motion was made by Director Lindquist and seconded by Director McCormick to 

approve the Consent Items Calendar.  The motion passed by a unanimous rollcall vote: 

Directors Stockton, McCormick, Heald, Lindquist and Harvey. 

 

VII. New Business:   

 

A. An application for a new dock at 4254 Lake Dr. was presented to the Board, by 

David Tom for, consideration and possible action.  Mr. Schultz said there were two applications 

for new docks.  Both proposed docks complied with the new guidelines.  The first dock was 

modest and the second dock was a little more elaborate; it included a raised walkway over the 

fragile riparian area.  He recommended approval of both docks. 

 

Director Lindquist confirmed that Mr. Schultz reviewed and approved the design and 

materials of the walkway and that both met the District’s guidelines.  Mr. Schultz said he 

actually suggested the design and materials. 

 

Director McCormick said he was having trouble with the drawing of the second dock.  

He asked about the positioning of the dock to the water line.  Mr. Schultz said the new guidelines 

proposed that the General Manager would make a determination as to where the dock would 

begin.  He also said the determination would be made at the time of construction and that the 

current drawing showed the placement of the dock between the low and high waterlines. 

 

Director Harvey asked if the new guidelines had been approved, would either of the 

docks have come before the Board?  Mr. Schultz said no, both docks were well within the 

proposed guidelines. 

 

Director Heald asked how long the riparian cover would need to be and where he guessed 

the dock would be placed?  Mr. Schultz said he had not visited the area this season but his 

recollection was that the walkway would be about 15 feet over the soft ground.  Mr. Jenkins said 

he guessed the walkway would need to be 12 to 15 feet and anticipated walking the area with 

Mr. Schultz before construction. 

 

Director Lindquist said the drawing showed that the walkway would go past the high-

water mark and that was what he had to go on.  He said, from his perspective, it was clear that 

the dock would start at the high-water mark.  He also said the drawing was inconsistent with 

what was agreed to in the Ordinance.  Mr. Schultz said the dock would start at what would be the 

dam crest and that the high-water mark was above that and the low water mark was below that.  

He said the drawing was consistent with the planned Ordinance. 

 

 Director Heald said she thought gauging the dock from the high-water mark not 

necessarily the same as from the dam crest.  Mr. Schultz said the dam crest was measurable but 

the high-water mark changes from year to year.  He said using the dam crest was enforceable 

because the high-water mark was undefined.   

 

 Director McCormick said he wanted make sure that the record showed that the Board was 

approving the placement of the dock at the dam crest.   
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A motion was made by Director Harvey and seconded by Director McCormick to 

approve the dock listed as Item A.  The motion passed by a unanimous rollcall vote: Directors 

Stockton, McCormick, Heald, Lindquist and Harvey. 

 

 

B. An application for a new dock at 5497 Hemlock Dr. was presented to the Board, 

by James Jenkins, for consideration and possible action.  The dock was discussed prior to the 

previous motion. 

 

A motion was made by Director McCormick and seconded by Director Heald to 

approve the dock with the understanding that the front of the dock would be set at the dam 

crest elevation.  The motion passed by a unanimous rollcall vote: Directors Stockton, 

McCormick, Heald, Lindquist and Harvey. 

 

C. Engineering Service Contracts with Farr West Engineering were presented to the 

Board by Paul Schultz P.E. Inc. for consideration and possible action.  Mr. Schultz said the 

projects had been included in the District’s Capital Improvement Program and that they were 

originally identified by the previous General Manager.  He said he refined the projects based on 

additional information obtained through discovery and investigations.  He reviewed the 

qualifications of several engineering firms and entered into negotiations with Farr West 

Engineering for engineering and design services for the five major projects.  Mr. Schultz said, 

subsequent to preparing the board item, he was able to negotiate the engineering fees downward 

and refined the estimated construction costs for the projects.  He said the costs of the projects 

included in the proposed budget, to be discussed later in the meeting, included a 20% 

contingency on all design work and construction costs. 

 

Mr. Schultz said the District currently had over $3,000,000 in the Placer County Treasury 

Fund to fund the work.  He also said the District would have about $700,000 being returned to 

reserves at the end of the fiscal year, making it possible to execute both the 2021/2022 and 

2022/2023 proposed capital improvement projects.  Mr. Schultz said he had hoped to have 

contracts for the Board’s approval but the District Counsel’s review determined that the terms in 

the contracts did not meet District standards.  He said regardless of the terms, the scopes and fees 

were firm. 

 

Mr. Schultz asked the Board to approve the scopes and fees and to direct him to return 

contracts to be executed by the Board President in June.  He summarized that all of the design 

work would be completed in 2021/2022 and the construction of items 1 and 2 would be 

completed in 2021/2022.  He also said the force main replacement project and lower Lake Drive 

gravity sewer project could be completed in 2021/2022 but because the projects would not be 

completed until too late in the season to complete the asphalt patchwork, he was pushing the 

projects out to the 2022/2023 construction season along with the sewer pump station project.     

 

Director Lindquist said there was a lot of information to review and he only had four days 

to review it.  He said he was struggling with approving $1,500,000 worth of work with very little 

time to review.  Mr. Schultz said the work had been on the capital improvements plan for years 

just never acted on.  He said he negotiated excellent rates and the level of effort was appropriate 

for the work to be done and did not think there was a lot to be reviewed. 
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Director Lindquist said Mr. Schultz stated that the projects had been approved but the 

Board had not approved the budget yet.  He said the rate payor’s money was sitting in the bank 

and the Board was being asked to use some of the money to fund the proposed projects before 

approval of the budget, that was further down on the agenda.  Director Lindquist also said it 

would have been helpful to have information showing how much money was in the bank and 

how much money was going to be spent each year on the projects. He said he was struggling 

with the magnitude of the proposed work and that it snuck up on him a little bit.  He wanted to 

hear what the rest of the Board thought. 

 

Mr. Schultz said he too would like to hear what the other Board members had to say.  He 

said he looked at previous Capital Improvement Budgets, going back to two years before he 

started at the District, and all the projects were on the previous budgets.   

 

Director Lindquist said it was his understanding that Mr. Schultz was asking for approval 

of the scopes of work and that contracts would be brought back to the Board for approval and 

execution by the Board President at the next meeting.  Mr. Schultz said the contracts would be 

approved by District Counsel as to form, the fees were included in the presented materials, and 

the contracts could be executed after the next meeting.  However, if the Board wanted to approve 

the contracts before, the engineering firm could begin work sooner. 

 

Director Lindquist said, when he added up the numbers it was $1,500,000 in 2021/2022, 

$1,600,000 in 2022/2023 and $2,500,000 over the next three years after that.  Mr. Schultz said 

the out-year projects were not budgeted yet; the budget was only for the next two years of 

projects.  Director Lindquist then said the next two years would use up all the reserves.  Mr. 

Schultz said he estimated at the end of two years there should still be $1,000,000 in reserves.  He 

said an estimated $700,000 would be returned to reserves at the end of 2020/2021 and that all the 

projects included a 20% contingency that would not be used. 

 

Mr. Simpson said when the Board reviews the annual budget, in addition to the operating 

expenses, there’s always a page on the capital programs.   

 

Director Harvey said it would be useful to have memorandum summarizing the 

information and what the Board is being asked to approve.  When asked, Mr. Schultz said he was 

asking the Board to approve the scopes and fees that were presented. 

 

Director Heald said the Board received a lot of data pertaining to the scopes and fees and 

that the capital improvement projects had been in front of the Board for a long time.  However, 

she said her concern was that she only had four days to look at everything that was negotiated.  

She said it wasn’t that the projects were a surprise, the surprise was the details for the projects 

that the Board was given to review.  She also said it would have been very beneficial to see the 

impact on reserves. 

 

Mr. Schultz said he agreed and that the way the agenda was setup made it hard.  The 

contracts were New Business and the Budget was Old Business because it was previously 

discussed.  He said it would have been better to present the contracts after the budget.  He also 
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said the 55 pages of detail was to keep the Board informed, it what was not to just give the price 

tag.   

 

Director McCormick said there was a lot of information to absorb. 

 

Director Stockton said he felt the Board was trying to micromanage Mr. Schultz’s job.  

He said from his point of view, Mr. Schultz should be able to proceed with the work unless a 

Board member had urgent considerations about the actual details of the projects.  He asked the 

Board for input and said he would like to move the item along. 

 

Director McCormick asked if the Board would be voting on this item again when they 

review the budget.  Mr. Schultz said the Board would review and vote on the Budget but the 

current item was to vote on specific contracts. 

 

Mr. Mitchell said part of the issue was that the 2021/2022 budget contained the proposed 

projects.  He said the lead into budget approval sometimes includes a discussion of the projects 

to be approved as part of the budget, followed by the actual approval of the project.  He then 

confirmed that Mr. Schultz was asking for approval of the design work, not the actual project.   

 

Director Harvey asked if any of the Board members had the individual services contracts 

in front of them.  Mr. Schultz said no one had contracts.  Mr. Mitchell said a template for a 

professional services contract, previously used by the District, would be used.  He also said the 

Board could approve the contracts based on what was on the agenda.  The item “Engineering 

Services Contract for consideration and possible action” was a legal and sufficient agenda 

description to allow approval of the contracts. 

 

Director McCormick said he would look to Director Stockton for direction based on his 

experience and that he felt approving the contracts seemed out of line.  Director Stockton said it 

was not out of line because the District had a lot of equipment that was falling apart and that it 

needed to be fixed now.  He said it was money that needed to be spent so the District could 

continue to provide services to their customers. 

 

Mr. Fisco said it seemed there were two action items based on the conversation.  One was 

for the Board to approve the scope of the design contracts, per Mr. Mitchell’s standard contract, 

and contracts for the construction that would come later.  The second was the capital budget.  He 

said in his business a five-year rolling capital budget was used to show funds coming in and 

funds going out.  He suggested that the Mr. Schultz include an annual rolling budget, tracking 

inflows and outflows, for the Capital Budget.  

 

Director Lindquist said he was more comfortable with approving the scope and fees for 

the design work and that the Board would have an opportunity to approve the actual project after 

the design was complete.  He also appreciated the fact that the construction season was quickly 

approaching.   

 

Director Heald said if the scope and fees were clearly in the General Manager’s purview, 

she would just assume not see the details.  She also said, based on what Directors Stockton and 
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Lindquist and Mr. Schultz said, she was fine with moving forward.  However, she would like to 

see the inflows and outflows of the District’s cash reserves on a five-year projection. 

 

Director Lindquist said he would prefer to see final contracts before approval but was 

deviating from that this time because he agreed with the scopes of work.   

 

A motion was made by Director Heald and seconded by Director McCormick to 

authorize the Board President to enter into five contracts with Farr West Engineering not 

to exceed the contract amounts set forth in the staff report subject to approval of the 

contract form by Mr. Mitchell, District Counsel.  The motion passed by a unanimous rollcall 

vote: Directors Stockton, McCormick, Heald, Lindquist and Harvey. 

 

D. A proposal for the LRAD Early Warning System in Serene Lakes was presented 

to the Board by Tom Burns, resident, for consideration and possible action.  Mr. Burns said there 

was a lot of work that needed to be done in order to improve the security of Serene Lakes in 

regard to fire danger or other problems that might occur.  He said he wanted to raise the issue 

and make sure whatever was done was done in the most efficient way possible. 

 

Mr. Fisco said a small committee had been working on raising the funds, through 

commitments, and that there would be a demonstration of the system in Serene Lakes to give 

homeowners an opportunity to see how the system worked and to ask questions.  He said to date, 

$110,000 of the $240,000 goal had been raised and that if every property owner in Serene Lakes 

contributed $300, the goal would be reached.  He also said there was still work to be done to 

figure out how to fund the $15,000 annual cost.  He asked if the Board would consider 

contributing to the cost of the system.  He also asked if the Board would consider covering the 

$15,000 annual maintenance and testing cost.  He thought it was imperative that the Water 

District get involved and endorse the project. 

 

 Director Lindquist said endorsing the project was different that supporting the project 

with rate payer money.  He said he supported the idea of better emergency preparedness but was 

cautious about entangling the Water District into the program.  He said the Water District’s 

mission was public health and that emergency preparedness was generally under the Fire District 

or Placer County.  He understood that the Water District was the de facto public agency but felt 

Placer County would be the better agency to spearhead the project. 

 

 Director McCormick said, because of the way the voting was run in the District, he was 

concerned that if the District engaged in too many services it could change the voting process.  

He also suggested that District Counsel look at the District’s statues to see if the service could be 

absorbed by the District.  Director McCormick then said he agreed with Director Lindquist that 

the service fell more under Fire or Placer County.  However, he was supportive of giving some 

financial support. 

 

 Director Heald said she agreed with Director Lindquist ‘s concerns that the service was 

not in the District’s purview but would like to proceed by having District Counsel look at the 

statutes as suggested by Director McCormick.  She said, if District Counsel found a nexus, the 

nexus could be relayed to the Board at which time the Board could decide whether or not to go 
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forward and bring a proposal to the public.  She said she absolutely supported an emergency 

notification system. 

 

 Director Heald said she understood from the proposal that the Water District would 

manage the system but Placer County would own it.  Mr. Fisco said he wasn’t sure who would 

own the system.  Although he was leaning towards SLPOA owning the system, he felt Placer 

County would own the system based on the fact that only emergency personnel could put 

messages on the system. 

 

 Director Head said she spoke to administrative personnel in Mill Valley and fire 

personnel in the North Bay and was told that the system had software problems; the siren was 

clear but the audible was not.  Mr. Fisco said he would follow up on that information.  Director 

Heald said she wasn’t aware of any better system but was interested in the problems the other 

agencies experienced. 

 

 Director Heald said, because the Fire Department rented the property across from the 

district office where the fire house was located, the Board would have to approve the placement 

of a pole on that property.  She then asked if the poles were directional.  Mr. Fisco said the poles 

were just a pole but that the sirens were directional and there could be several sirens on a pole, 

facing different directions. 

 

 Mr. Mitchell confirmed that the Board wanted to know if it could provide financial 

assistance or if the financial assistance would be considered a gift of public funds.  He also said 

the proposed financing mechanism would be challenging for the Water District and felt that it 

would be better handled by the County as the Emergency Service Provider or the Fire District. 

Mr. Mitchell said he would look into the District’s ability to contribute to the construction of the 

system and report back at the June meeting.   

 

  

VIII. Old Business:   

 

A. The Lake Management Plan Review Committee presented an update to the Board 

for discussion and possible action.  Director McCormick said the Committee was basically done 

with the portion of the ordinance pertaining to docks and piers; Attachment A.  He said, based on 

the information submitted for the two dock requests, approved earlier in the meeting, he didn’t 

feel a “check the box” form would be necessary.  Mr. Schultz agreed.  He said he felt the 

guidelines were clear and that a check list would not be necessary. 

 

Director McCormick said the next issue was to address the use of District property, 

specifically the area between the lake front property owner’s property line and the lake; also 

known as “the strip”.  He said the big question was whether the ordinance could be left the way it 

was and increase enforcement or clarify the rules to make it easier to follow and comply; making 

the rules less restrictive.  He suggested providing more guidance in Section 30.05 for leaving 

boats on the strip such as, where. how and how many vessels could be stored on the shore; the 

current limit was one vessel.  He also suggested that each property could have a two-boat 

seasonal storage limit.    
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Director Stockton said he thought the Committee could do a little more work to make the 

ordinance crystal clear, matching the Board’s expectations for the required information 

submitted for a dock request.   

 

Director Heald said she agreed with Director McCormick’s recommendation to allow 

lake front property owners to leave two boats on the shoreline.  She suggested that language 

requiring boats be stored off the ground be added.  She also suggested that the “in residence” 

requirement be removed since none one would know if a homeowner was “in residence” or not.  

She said she felt two boats was reasonable and congruent.  She also said the ordinance should 

clarify where boats could be stored.  Finally, she said sending a letter, as suggested in Director 

McCormick’s memorandum, might be a good way to clarify the issues that were found by Mr. 

Schultz during his 2020 inspection.  

 

Director Heald said a change was needed to Section 42 C6 where it said “the use of 

District property” with the definitions of day use, short term and seasonal storage.  She said the 

ordinance stated that day use was permitted at all access points that included seasonal storage.  

However, after the ordinance was codified, day use was removed from the Bales access point 

because of the amount of seasonal boat storage.  

    

 Director Heald said in the docks and piers section Item 8, fourth bullet, a change should 

be made to say “construction repair plans for review and approval should be submitted to the 

General Manager” instead of the District, as long as the repairs fell within the new guidelines.  

Otherwise, the plans would need to come to the Board.  Director Lindquist said he requested it 

read “District” instead of the “Board” to reflect that the application was being submitted to a 

Government Agency.  Director Heald accepted Director Lindquist reasoning. 

 

 Director McCormick said the Committee would present a fully revised version for Board 

review and asked for suggestion on how to disseminate the information to the public.   

 

Mr. Simpson said in regard to having a form designed, he reminded the Board that he 

previously put together a “User Guide to Permitting”.  The design was done by a volunteer and 

only needed to be updated with the new wording.  He said he agreed that a letter was a good idea 

as long as it could go out in the next month.  He also said in Section 30.05, he would rather see 

people remove boats and personal property from the strip when homeowners were not actively 

using the items.  

 

Director Lindquist said he was still thinking about the problem being solved and the 

District’s goal of protecting the water quality.  He asked if the Committee had received any 

feedback from the community about the aesthetics of storing property on the shoreline.  Director 

McCormick said the feedback was more about the number of boats being left at the waterline.  

He said the goal was to provide clarity around the limits and ask homeowners to be respectful of 

the District’s requirements.  Director Lindquist said sending letters to property owners along the 

strip would be adequate to reinforce the rules. 

 

Director McCormick said the Committee could draft a letter to the lakefront property 

owners.  Director Lindquist said, if his name was going to be on the letter, he would like a 
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chance to read it first.  However, Director Lindquist said before the letter could be sent, the 

Board would need to adopt the changes and that there was a process that needed to be followed. 

 

Director Heald said she agreed that the Committee should bring the Ordinance, in its final 

form, to the June Meeting and send a letter to the lakefront owners after the changes were made.      

 

B. Paul Schultz P.E. Inc. presented an update on the status of the District’s Policies 

& Procedures review.   Mr. Schultz said the Policies and Procedures were virtually complete and 

that he would be sending them out to the Board members for review and discussion at the June 

meeting with adoption at the July meeting.  

 

C. The District’s Draft 2021/20211 Operating Budget was presented to the Board for 

discussion and possible action.  Mr. Schultz said minor changes were made to the Operating 

Budget that was presented at the April meeting based on year-to-year cost changes.  He added 

the proposed capital improvement costs, including a 20% contingency on all projects.  He said 

the Board could review the budget with adoption at the next meeting.   

 

Director Lindquist said he was looking for increases and decreases from the previous 

budget.  He said one thing that caught his eye was account 9044-03 Merchant fees; the fees paid 

for accepting debit and credit card payments online.  He said $36,000 was 1.5% of the budget but 

that he was very supportive of accepting payments through the website and had received positive 

feedback from the community.  Mrs. Nickerson said more customers were utilizing the system 

with the addition of autopay and that the time spent collecting past due accounts had decreased. 

 

The budget would be brought back to the June meeting for approval. 

  

IX. Administration: 

 

A. A list of Follow-up Items from the April 9, 2021, Board meeting was presented to 

the Board for consideration and possible action.  Mr. Schultz said he contacted Ms. Mansell and 

Mr. Dsord to let them know the Lake Intake Project report was available. Mrs. Nickerson 

reported that the Board’s LAFCO vote was signed by President Stockton and forwarded to 

LAFCO.  She also said she sent condolences baskets to Robert Johnson and Wade Freedle’s 

families.  

 

Director Heald asked Mr. Schultz to include an update on the fuel tank integrity testing 

program in his operating report.  She also said it looked like it was going to be another drought 

year and asked if the Board wanted to discuss the item at the next meeting.  Director Lindquist 

asked Mr. Schultz to contact the appropriate agency to determine the District’s responsibilities in 

regard to droughts.  He also said he was willing to hold a coloring contest at Lot 1 for Water 

Conservation posters. 

 

B. A Status of Action Items list was presented to the Board for consideration and 

possible action.   

 

1) AMR Data Collection – Meter installation continued.  Data collection had 

begun.   
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2) District’s Policies and Procedures – to be presented at the June meeting for 

review and possible action. 

3) District’s ownership of the Dam – Mr. Schultz contacted TDLT as reported 

earlier in the meeting.  He was getting two estimates from land surveyors for 

the lot line adjustment. 

4) Upcoming Metered Rates – no changes made.  Mr. Schultz said the most 

useful information received from the system was leaking stopndrains.   

5) Develop recommended method for providing customer access to their 

personal water use data – Mr. Schultz spoke with Badger meter and provide 

Director Lindquist information regarding user interface.  The percent 

complete was increased to 20%. 

   

X. Adjournment    

 

 A motion was made by Director McCormick and seconded by Director Lindquist to 

adjourn the meeting.  The motion passed by a unanimous rollcall vote: Directors Stockton, 

McCormick, Heald and Lindquist.  Director Harvey had already left the meeting. 

 

 The minutes were approved at the Regular Meeting held on June 11, 2021, as part of the 

Consent Items Calendar.  A motion was made by Director ______ and seconded by Director 

______ to approve the Consent Items Calendar.  The motion passed by a unanimous rollcall 

vote: Directors   

 


