GLA Board Meeting 6-15-2015

This meeting summary (interpretation) is being distributed to the GLA Board and
Community as a volunteer service by the GLFPC. We invite the GLA Board to make use
of the following as a basis for their official GLA meeting minutes. If the GLA Board
does make official record of meeting minutes from this summary, we would kindly
request to receive an email copy of those official meeting minutes. Respectfully, the
GLFPC.

Questions and opinions from board members and landowners about ongoing paved road
maintenance in NG, opened the four-hour June 15, 2015 GLA monthly board meeting.
One issue was whether the road contractor hired last fall to seal cracks in NG should be
hired again to re-seal cracks where the tar did not bond with the asphalt, fill and seal new
cracks, deal with pot holes and patch numerous alligatoring areas. Per a report from four
landowners who walked a mile and half on Capricorn to inspect and document road
conditions, there are 64 new cracks, 148 failed cracks and 11 alligatoring, not to mention
the areas along the sides of the road which are falling away in that section alone.

Given that at a recent road committee meeting, Road Chairman Robert Wallace outlined
what last fall’s contractor proposed to do to repair the failing cracks and seal the new
ones and his related bid for the job, some were concerned that this contractor would be
hired without a full bidding process. However, Robert Wallace said he would seek other
bids and gather more information before any decisions were made.

Questions about why NG paved road network isn’t in better shape given that $32,000
plus has been spent within the last two years to stabilize the road and seal cracks fueled
differing opinions. Some believe the current road condition is caused by a poor road base
and that moisture is held under the surface in areas where there are no drainage ditches;
others claim that the original two-inch thick asphalt is not thick enough to be stabilized
with crack sealing. Still others believe that if a GLA representative had been on site last
fall when the most recent crack sealing work was done, GLA would know if the work
was done when it was too cold for the tar to bond and if the cracks were blown-out prior
to filling, and thus, be more informed about how the work was done initially.

Robert Wallace also reported that he had a bid on redoing one large patch and redoing the
crack sealing on Capricorn for approximately $7000 and that there are no budgeted funds
for this. When it became understood that there is $4000 in the NG budget for the paved
road, Robert Wallace suggested that the rest of the money could come from the snow
budget which is under budget to date. No action was taken. Discussion about Capricorn
ended with Road Committee member Kevin Newby’s comment, “We are learning”.

It appears that repairs to the broken guard rail at the northern entrance to NG will remain
on hold a while longer. Kevin Newby, who accepted the committee’s request several
months ago that he take the lead to determine who is responsible for the damages and
how to repair the guard rail, stated that he has not yet been able to get the needed info
about this accident. Though reported with a bit of humor, Kevin Newby made it clear,



that his repeated requests for info from fellow Road Committee members, from board
officers, and from GLA’s Administrative Assistant have been unsuccessful.

To address another road committee concern, discussion revealed that excerpts from the
GLA road records which were given to the Glastonbury Landowners for Positive Change
(GLFPC) by former Treasurer Charlene Murphy after the last road meeting were correct,
even though Road Chairman Robert Wallace claims otherwise and asked GLFPC to
correct their summary of that meeting. GLA records show an average of about $5000 a
year was spent on HS roads over the last ten years. While no money was spent on Libra,
Scorpio, Polaris and Sag Place, money was spent on Sag Sky Way and Upper Hercules.
(It was noted however that the GLA records do not distinguish monies spent on Lower
Hercules and Upper Hercules and that Lower Hercules needs more maintenance than
Upper Hercules because it is longer, wider and carries more traffic.)

To prevent future confusion, Robert Wallace publicly asked GLFPC to volunteer to take
the Road Committee meeting minutes and let him review and correct them prior to
posting. “It is better to work together than separate” said Robert Wallace. Hearing this,
another landowner objected saying this would amount to censoring the GLFPC.

Weed Chairman, Gerald Dubiel, announced that the annual road-side weed spraying
would be done soon after July 4 this year. Noting that in the past the weeds were sprayed
in May and October, Board President Dan Kehoe said he thought the early and late spray
schedule had been more effective. Upon learning however that snow often prevented the
May spraying in High South, Kehoe’s quip that we dare not let snow interfere with
spraying brought laughter to the meeting. In a more serious vein, a landowner said the
weed spray is killing landowners not the weeds, and that the war on weeds had been lost
years ago, as evidenced by the amount of cheat grass and knapweed growing ever higher
up the mountain slopes. The suggestion that mowing is a more effective weed
management than spraying was countered by a statement that state laws require weed
spraying. Some landowners asked why toxic sprays are used in the community at all,
suggesting that a safe spray be found. No action was taken on the information that MSU
has long researched and developed non-toxic weed sprays.

A report on recent conditional Site Plan approvals showed that one such approval was
given, prior to knowing if the second check for fee payment and back assessments would
bounce. To answer a question why one fee was assessed for multiple applications from
the same landowner, former Site Plan Review chairman Alyssa Allen said this is the way
it has always been done. Further discussion focused on how three applications cause three
times as much administration time and paper work and the question of whether one fee
for three applications was equitable and fair.

Communications Committee Chairman Robert Branson reported that per legal advice, it
is possible to approve GLA minutes, (both board and committee meeting minutes) by
email, in that email serves as written approval. Current practice has been to release GLA
minutes about two months after the meeting. Robert Branson then said that if volunteers
could work with us and write up minutes within three days after a meeting, the time to



approve minutes and make them available to landowners would be much shorter. It is
anticipated that the minutes would be available on the Internet and made accessible by
using a password.

When a landowner pointed out that only board officers can prepare minutes, VVolunteer
Secretary Alyssa Allen explained that non-board people can prepare the preliminary
drafts of the minutes, and that for example, GLA’s Administrative Assistant is paid to
write the first draft of the board minutes.

A landowner’s question of whether the job description for the Administrative Assistant
allowed for all the tasks which have now been dumped on the Admin Assistant. As
ongoing discussion made it known the Admin Assistant Karleen McSherry is now doing
Project Reviews on top of her plethora admin duties. Financial Advisor Regina Wunsch
said these hours are to be paid out of project review application and impact fee money,
not GLA Administration Budget money. Given that neither herself nor the Treasurer
Janice McCann knew of this arrangement, it was agreed that they will now set up a
separate payroll account to track the hours and allocate the Project Review fees between
administration and road funds accordingly. As we landowners have been told, in the past
the application fee for Site Plan Review went to the “review coordinator” (board member
or otherwise) and the other impact fees were placed in the Road Budget.

In a related move, the board voted unanimously to add five hours to the 15 hour weekly
allotment for Admin work so Karleen McSherry would have enough time to get the
minutes to the board in a timely manner and get more admin work done. Preliminary
estimates are that this motion could add $3500 to the Administration budget, though until
the Project Review hours are taken out of the Administration Budget, the actual budget
increase is not yet known.

A landowner gquestion about whether corporate law gives the board or landowners the
right to amend GLA’s approved budget did not bring resolution.

The pending resignation of GLA’s Treasurer Janice McCann, has raised the issue of
hiring a bookkeeper/accountant. Related discussion about the cost of such hiring and how
that would impact the budget did not lead to any action.

Noting that no one has a perfect memory, a landowner suggested that if the board
recordings were not thrown away, conflicts about differing recall could be resolved.
However, board consensus appeared to be that the minutes are the official record of board
decisions and actions and those recordings should not be kept and used to pin point what
people say.

Despite the technical difficulties of holding Communication Committee meetings by
phone, Chairman Robert Branson said physical meetings were not going to happen.
(Robert lives in Bozeman.) Several landowners have reported how their cell phones are
not compatible with the phone conference system used by the committee, as well as many



other continual problems with reception. Hearing this, Dan Kehoe said there may be a
way to use better technology for phone conference meetings.

The meeting ended with an update from President Dan Kehoe, who serves as Co-Chair of
the Governing Document Committee with Charlotte Mizzi, about recommendations to
trim down GLA’s governing documents. The committee believes that when GLA
documents regulate matters that are already regulated by federal, state or county agencies,
those redundant matters need to be removed from the GLA governing documents. (Many
of those redundant issues relate to health, safety, nuisances, and land use which are found
in Section V of the GLA covenants). The committee has yet to review Section 6 which
deals with structures and improvements to GLA parcels.



