Colonial Manor West
Annual Owners Meeting Minutes

January 2, 2011
The annual owners meeting of the Colonial Manor West condominium Association was called to order at 2 pm in the Community Room by the president, Tom Neubecker.  (The formally noticed 10 am starting time was postponed due to lack of quorum.)   A quorum  by attendance and proxy  was declared and the Affadavit of Notice was submitted.  There were 16 actual owners in attendance.

The minutes of the 2010 Annual Meeting were read and approved as read on motion by Eileen Borman and seconded by George Conroy.

Treasurer Dave Haglock reported there was $55,272.92 in the operating account and $4,928 in the escrow account.  The large balance in the operating account reflected the fact that some owners had already prepaid their 2011 maintenance fees.  A detailed end of year financial statement will be appended to the President’s Quarterly Report.
Tom Neubecker reported that the plans for the pool modification had been approved by the county and would now be sent out to obtain three bids from companies approved by the county.  The modification to the drainage system is mandated by federal law to prevent accidental death due to suction and applies to all pools ( like ours) with only one drain.  Our engineer  came up with a plan to redo some of the piping and thus negate the need to install a new drain at the bottom of the pool which would have been  extremely expensive.   The balance in the operating fund also reflects money that will be spent on this required pool change which we estimate to be in the $ 5-10 thousand  dollar range.
There was discussion on the condominium document revision project.  Secretary Tom Jones corrected the accusation in Mr. Vallillo’s mailing to owners  that a very small number (6-8) of owners could make revisions in the documents and rules if the proposed changes were adopted.  It was pointed out that the proposed language mandated an owners meeting be held for any document/rule change and that a   quorum of 19 owners would need to be present for such meeting.  If 2/3 of owners voting---as proposed—were required for changes, a minimum of 13 votes would be necessary and likely more depending on the number present at any meeting.
Tom further reported that as a result of our legal actions taken to date, the existing 100% mortgage holder approval has for all intents been eliminated.  The only mortgage holder approval required now is for holders  with post 2007 mortgages if a proposed change significantly impairs  or affects their interests.  None of the proposed changes would do so.

Tom then set out specific areas where the Board, on advice of our lawyers, felt changes to our documents should be considered.  The purpose in setting these out was to get a feel from the owners present as to whether they felt the project was worth pursuing before money was spent on lawyers drafting the specific language.  The areas identified were:
1.  There currently is no mechanism to enforce our existing condo documents or rules short of proceeding with actual litigation.  Almost all condominium associations have procedures to enforce rules.

2. Our existing Right of First Refusal makes it more difficult to sell units ( and thus adversely affects their price) because most lenders today  under the more stringent lending conditions won’t  lend  for units in such buildings.  They don’t want to undertake all the loan origination expense only to have the unit snatched away by an exciting owner at the last minute.
3.  Similarly, the absence of multiple unit ownership restrictions is seen as a negative by lending institutions.  In addition, there is a potential financial risk to the Association if an  owner with multiple units defaults on payments.

4. The absence of the ability to screen potential owners and renters  has the potential to put current residents at personal or financial risk with no control over who can buy/rent in our building.
5. Difficulty in changing our documents and rules could be alleviated by reducing the owner approval threshold to 2/3 of owners voting  ( see above) vs. the current 80% of all owners which is a difficult requirement  to meet given the apathy/communication by some owners.

Eileen Hunt suggested that perhaps we should send out to all owners a “straw ballot on these issues  and others people might be interested in and then we would have a good feel for  which items  owners felt a need to act.  That way we could eliminate legal expense of drafting changes for matters of which there was little owner interest.    This suggestion received wide support and the Board will undertake to develop a list of areas for consideration and seek informal opinion from all owners. (Owners with additional ideas to propose should send them promptly to the secretary at “emailtjones@aol.com.”)
A question was raised about the $10,000 budgeted for legal costs. This is the same amount  as recent years.  It was explained that this included possible expenditures for foreclosure  matters ( we have one unit likely to enter foreclosure proceedings where it will be necessary to protect the association’s interests)  general legal  matters and costs related to the possible document revision project.  It is only a projection like all budget entries; for example, only about $4000 of this year’s $10,000 budget item was spent
The tally of the vote on Reserves was announced with 25 votes in favor or waiving Reserves for 2011 and 3 in favor of having Reserves so there will be no Reserves for 2011.  It was suggested that next year the Board consider proposing reserves at a lower level, say 10%.  ( It was set at 20% this year) Apparently a 10% building reserve is the level below which most banks will not provide mortgages for units. 

Mr. Vallillo reported that during the past year he was still in discussion with his contractor  to bring his non-compliant windows into conformity with the building appearance.  Earlier in the meeting he had asked why his non-compliant windows were considered an Association matter and the noise he objected to from the neighbor above him  was not.  It was explained that his non-compliant windows ran counter to a building standard that affected the appearance of the whole building viewable by all whereas his noise complaint was a private matter to be dealt with between the  only  two owners involved.  
There was no formal election this year as the number of candidates for the Board  did not exceed  number of Board members.   Board members for 2011 will be the same as 2010:  Tom Neubecker, Larry Farst, Dave Haglock, Rick Bormann and Tom Jones.
All owners were invited to stay for the following Board meeting.  On motion by  Rex Danielson, seconded by George Conroy, the meeting was adjourned at 2:50 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Tom Jones

Secretary
