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Minutes to Board Workshop 

March 28th 2016 

Granby Library Community Meeting Room 

Present: Kim Jensen, Annie Douden, Leslie Crosby, Nancy Knoohuizen, Sally Leclair, Stephanie Ralph, 
Shelly Kilgas, Tara ingle, Jeanie Johnson, Sarah Greenberg, Matt Sutton 

Mary Chance and Roxane White absent 

Jensen - Workshop commenced at 9:15 a.m. 

Jensen: This workshop is an opportunity to gather information, a general discussion and free exchange 
of ideas, as the Board considers the consequences of the reduced revenues for the Henderson Mill. The 
discussion will be taken forward to the regular Board Meeting in April for further consideration.  

Ingle noted that Tech is on a replacement schedule in the Capital Expenditure forecasting. It covers 
nothing above and beyond replacement cycles and normal operations. If operations remain the same, 
with the estimated 50% Henderson Mill reduction, the District can persist through 2018. If the HM 
production numbers are averaged for the next three years, Commissioners are predicting severe and 
increasing reductions from the Mill. The new valuation will arrive on May 1. There are three options to 
move forward: (1) status quo, with severe reductions in 2019, (2) planned reductions, (3) yo-yo effect – 
changes to library services dependent on changing revenues. These options presume that, if GCLD 
chooses to pursue a mil levy, the effort will fail. All graphs presented are based on a 50% reduction of 
revenues from HM. Ingle noted that this percentage are only estimates based on current information  
and may not be enough in 2018 and 2019. 

Facilities makeup 30% of the GCLD budget (including the debt repayment). Ingle reviewed the graph of 
revenues and noted the drastic depletion of the economic stabilization fund (esf) and capital reserves 
without refunding. Ingle noted that the District Policy has a clause stating that 25% of the budget should 
be reserved in cash flow reserves - $400,000. Ingle recommends the esf is maintained at least 25% of 
the budget to sustain the District through difficult times.  

Ingle mentioned that the YMCA is also in legal negotiations (regarding their claim of being a tax-exempt 
religious organization) that could result in the District needing to pay $64,000 back in 2016.  

Kilgas reviewed census and patron figures. Grand County’s total population in 2010 was 14,800. It has 
decreased by at least 400 as of 2014. In 2010, the East end held 38% of the population, Central was 38%, 
West was 24%. 37% of the population was over the age of 50, 21% were under the age of 18. The 7 
major employers reside between Granby and Winter Park. Winter Park’s population was expected to 
increase by 50% and Kremmling’s to fall by 8%.  

Patrons by home library.  
 

• The Fraser library 80% live locally and 20% percentage of second-home owners.  
• The Granby library, 87% of patrons live in Grand County.  
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• Juniper library shows 50% patrons live in Grand Lake, 50% second-home owners. 
• Kremmling library 94% of Kremmling customers live in Grand County.  
• Hot Sulphur Springs many customers who live elsewhere in the County, possibly due to the 

county and court house workers.  

Physical checkouts 

• 10% of our total customers have something checked out at the moment.  
• The Fraser library shows a lot of local use, as does Granby.  
• The majority of Kremmling’s checkouts are to local patrons.  
• Juniper’s current checkouts show high local use; however. Summer months may show a shift to 

second home owners. 
• A high percentage of people with Hot Sulphur as their home library live elsewhere in the 

county.  
• Two-thirds of GCLD’s business is between Winter Park and Granby.  

Age of library users (takeaways) 

• Millennials are our largest customer base, District-wide. They tend to live locally and use the 
Fraser Valley Library. 

•  Juniper cardholders are mostly 55+.  
• Kremmling patrons are on the younger side. 
•  Granby and HSS patrons are widely distributed by age.  

It was noted that library is more of a community hub in Kremmling than in other communities.  

Kilgas takeaways on library usage 

• 2/3 of GCLD patrons live in the WP/Fraser/Tabernash area.  
• Hot Sulphur largely serves people who live in the central area (Granby) of the county, not the 

West side.  
• Anecdotally, patrons using HSS on Monday and Wednesday use the Granby Library on Tuesday 

and Thursday.  
• 10% of customers have something checked out, (accounts for physical checkouts only)  
• The majority of patrons are using the library for computers or wi-fi.  
• Kilgas not many customers browsing the stacks for books.  

Johnson spoke about her perspective on the libraries as a newcomer to the county. She was very 
impressed with the library buildings in Juniper and Granby. A realtor mistakenly told Johnson that a 
generous philanthropist funded the buildings. The reality is that the buildings were constructed by a 
booming and optimistic library district and now the buildings are out-of-sync with the present financial 
reality.  

Crosby commented that staff is our greatest asset, our buildings are a large expense. Perhaps there is a 
way to share a building with another nonprofit, or otherwise generate revenue from the buildings.  

Ralph ran through the historical background of GCLD, established as a Special District in 1995 with a 2.41 
mil levy. There has not been an increase in the mil levy since that time. In 1998, the Fraser community 
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initiated the building of a new library. While GCLD was thinking of new buildings for Granby and Juniper, 
in 2004, there was the bulldozer incident. In 2006, the new Granby and Juniper libraries opened. In 
2009, GCLD remodeled the Kremmling Library.  

Crosby asked if there was a way to pay off the debt sooner. Ralph noted that GCLD refinanced the debt 
in 2014 in order to free operating revenues to expand library hours. The debt payments are scheduled 
until 2038 

GCLD’s current model is based on an equitable list of services, including programing, technology, open 
hours, and collections. Our revenues have decreased from $2.7M to $1.73 in 2015 and now GCLD faces 
further decreases. This requires a big-picture examination of the Library District’s organizational 
structure.  

Public-facing library services alternate model: 

Model 1 consists of central branches and service outlets, based on size of population served, library 
usage, checkouts, and geographic location. This model consists of: 

• Two central branches providing a full range of library services. 
• The smaller libraries offering more restricted services (technology, programming and customer 

service) but keep the existing hours- based on the 2014 survey this was considered the most 
valued resource. Meeting room use with no audio/visual equipment or online room reservation. 
Rough figures estimate savings in three service outlets at $150K.  

Model 2 consists of closing a smaller branch, based on geography and usage, and moving central 
services staff to the Granby Library with central service personnel assisting in other branches. This 
would result in greater savings. 

Ralph noted that the ESF was intended to act as a bridge to overcome difficult economic times. With the 
current information from the Henderson Mill, the ESF will not take us as far as anticipated. By 
implementing Model I, library services will be maintained in all communities while conserving money. 
The buildings would be available to the library district should revenues increase. Ralph warned that once 
circuits and computers have been removed, they cannot be restored.  GCLD cannot maintain the 
increasing demand on library services – increasing checkouts, increased programming, and increased 
meeting room use. There is concern over investing in the current structures only to decrease services a 
few months later when financial difficulties hit. Should Granby’s public computers be replaced now, for 
instance, as the replacement cycle calls for?  

Knoohuizen asked if, in Model I, services would be the same at the two main branches. Ralph confirmed 
this and noted that GCLD provides more library services (physical locations and services) than other 
Districts with a similar population size.  

Johnson noted that by reducing services through attrition, the cost of the changeover will be less than 
continuing without a plan until financial circumstances become overwhelming. Crosby wondered about 
specific demographics and usage in terms of serving our populations. Ralph spoke about needing a 
flexible model. Jensen noted that it is important to tailor our services to our customers. Sutton spoke 
about prioritizing.  
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Jensen asked for additional ideas from board members. Douden mentioned incorporating the HSS 
library into the county building. Douden also mentioned the sixth branch as important. Knoohuizen likes 
the balance of keeping branches for the future and maintaining two locations with full services. Crosby 
appreciated the analysis given to the model. Ralph noted that the details of the phases can be tweaked.  

Douden asked about partnering and collaborating with other organizations, such as the schools. Ralph 
noted that there are great opportunities to explore, however, the central problem of needing to cut 
$400K from the budget remains.  

Leclair approved of the rationality of this model and letting staff and taxpayers know that GCLD is doing 
their best to keep services in the face of economic realities. Leclair asked if a rise in property valuation 
could compensate for the loss of HM revenues. Although there are no certain figures at this stage, 
according to the assessor’s office, the answer is no, although substantial increases in the Fraser/Winter 
Park area are anticipated.  

Greenberg reviewed key dates for information and decisions.  

Reviewing the elements of the ballot initiative, Ralph discussed a pyramid of levels of library supporters, 
from the super supporters to the chronic non-voters. There were slides covering voter profiles in 
differing election cycles. In low-turnout elections (the next will be 2017), older voters, fiscally 
conservative, less tax tolerant, and long-time residents tend to vote. In high-turnout elections 
(presidential years – 2016) unaffiliated, younger voters, parents, renters, less fiscally conservative, and 
Democrats tend to vote. (More supportive of libraries) Medium-turnout election years include some of 
the Democrats, unaffiliated, and renters.  Ralph noted the importance and urgency in the message 
created by the Henderson Mill, however, there will also be competing demands from other special 
districts.  

Ralph discussed the commitment required from the Board involved in going for a ballot initiative and 
detailed the key dates. Elections are often won or lost before August. Ralph reviewed the data from the 
2013 ballot initiative, broken down mainly by East Grand/West Grand school districts. Data shows that a 
10-year sunset improves likelihood of voter support. Asking for less money also improves voter support.  

Prior to the 2013 ballot initiative, GCLD conducted a mail-in survey. Most respondents (73% approval) 
however, were invested in the library and thus motivated to respond. Those who responded against the 
mil levy overwhelmingly noted that times were tough and the library should tighten its belt. There was 
concern over wasteful government spending, and those that felt the mil was too high. A small 
percentage of people did not use or want the library, or felt that libraries were an outdated concept.  

Jensen observed that our facilities are overwhelming considering our population, regardless of the 
revenue question – is this a systemic problem that should be addressed. In order to operate as is, Jensen 
suggested that GCLD would need a 22% property tax increase. We also have $830K in the economic 
stabilization fund at the moment. Douden said Phase I meets most of the immediate concerns while 
meeting the goals of the strategic plan. Jensen spoke of the importance of sustainability and to care for 
what GCLD has.  

Crosby suggested sustainability was a major consideration. She was against yo-yoing resources. Leclair 
also spoke in favor of immediate action and in favor of sustainability. Knoohuizen finds the model 
doable and practical. She mentioned working towards a balanced budget to carry forward into the 
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future. Leclair said the statistics were persuasive. Knoohuizen reminded the board that the full array of 
services will still be available at Granby. Douden spoke of Model I as the opportunity to educate the 
community about the far-reaching effects of the HM downsizing. She mentioned that this would be an 
immediate proactive approach.  

Jensen noted that Phase I maintains buildings, and asked if this is acceptable to the board. Crosby noted 
that we need to communicate the cuts and the reasoning to the public. Knoohuizen reminded the board 
that the public asked for open hours, and this plan maintains those.  

Jensen brought up technology. Kilgas suggested that there would be two public computers, one staff, 
and one self-check computer at the outlets. Surveillance and projector systems would not be replaced. 
Sutton noted that the panic buttons would be maintained. There would be a single phone line, and no 
fax services. Kilgas noted that wi-fi would not be quite as robust as it is currently.  

Ralph also spoke on the staff time needed to process the circulated materials. One staff member would 
need to be focused on library operations.  

Jensen mentioned her concern that the Kremmling community has few other outlets for services. Ingle 
and Ralph commented that a ballot initiative in 2016 would provide the communities with the 
opportunity to speak out on this issues and express their opinions.  

There is a strong feeling among board members that, regardless of a mil levy, there are structural 
changes that GCLD needs to make. Jensen asked whether Model I, of which all are in favor, should be 
combined with a mil levy proposal and if so, when. Douden noted that GCLD could publicize Model I as 
part of the 2017 budget and postpone the mil levy decision. She mentioned seeking feedback and 
planning beginning now by tightening belts and saving money where possible. Douden noted that ballot 
initiatives take a monetary investment. Kilgas mentioned that programming and collections could be 
tightened in the meantime as well.  

Knoohuizen is leaning towards a 2016 mil levy, noting the probable voters and the problems that 
accompanied the previous ballot initiative being in a low-turnout voting year. She also mentioned, and 
all agreed, that the other two board members need an opportunity to speak. Crosby agreed that 2016 is 
the best bet for a mil levy. Douden noted that GCLD can be moving toward sustainability while 
investigating the prospect of a mil levy. Leclair and Knoohuizen noted that this is the start of a 
conversation with our communities. Knoohuizen agreed with Douden regarding polling and 
professionally preparing for a ballot measure.  

Jensen is not in favor of 2016, feeling that it is disingenuous to go to the voters with $800K in the ESF. 
She noted that 2017 there is the opportunity for additional revenues from the reassessment. Jensen 
noted that the public is very sensitive to the size of reserves and feels they need to reflect a balance 
between preparing for the future and providing services. Ralph mentioned that GCLD needs a better 
mechanism for explaining reserves, that the $800 in the ESF gives a false impression of relative financial 
security which is not the case.  Jensen mentioned that this does not answer her concern; she feels GCLD 
is financially stable at least until the 2017 reassessment. She also wants to know the actual impact of the 
mine (more information should be available in May). Ralph reviewed Jensen’s timeline. Jensen asked if 
GCLD is doing Model I regardless of the mil levy. She noted that this is the opportunity to do something 
about the fact that GCLD is facility-heavy and redefining an unsustainable model with a disproportionate 
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percentage of the budget spent on facilities. Jensen felt the input of the remaining board members was 
needed at the April meeting.  

There was a discussion on the pros and cons of a ballot initiative in 2016 and/or 2017.  

Ralph reviewed the morning’s discussion. There is a strong indication from the Board to develop the 
2017 budget in line with whatever reductions are approved. The Board would like to digest the 
information so operational changes should not be started until we have a clear vote at the April/May 
meetings. 
 
Douden noted the importance of being fiscally responsible and maintaining an ESF; Jensen mentioned 
funding capital reserves. Jensen asked about revisiting the replacement schedule/capital equipment 
reserves for facilities and tech to update it according to the model discussed today. There will be a 
discussion and a straw vote of whether or not to go for a mil levy in 2016 at the April Board meeting.  

Douden asked if the Board needs an estimate of how much a professional would cost for polling about 
the ballot, and how much staff and Board time would need to be dedicated. Ralph will look into this.  

Ralph thanked the board for their hard work.  

Workshop adjourned 1:15pm  

 


