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PHONE: (575) 835-0240
Fax: (575) 838-4027

August 26, 2014

SMITH AND CHRISTENSEN, LLP
5970 Fairview Road, Suite 126
Charlotte, NC 28210

Dear Sir:

This correspondence is written in response to an inquiry into Socorro Electric Cooperative (SEC)
operations by Smith and Christensen, LLP.

As Mayor of the City of Socorro since 1990, | have had a great deal of interaction (both as a
consumer and as an elected official) with Socorro Electric Cooperative. Over the past several
years, SEC operations have diminished to the point that the SEC is no longer a positive influence
on our community. Many residents have gone on record with the City and many others have
verbally voiced concerns regarding management issues, SEC Board of Trustees actions, policy
changes, actions which diminish the rights of owners, public record inspection issues, favoritism
toward the families of Trustees and an overall dissatisfaction with the desire of management to
openly and fairly address these concerns.

Among other things, recent SEC operations, policy changes and general concerns about the
community have, in my opinion, fallen below an acceptable standard which is detrimental not
only to our community but to the reputation of cooperatives in general. In an effort to objectively
evaluate the SEC, | have chosen to summarize all documentable information which has either
been submitted to the City for review and assistance (by community residents) or has been
acquired by the City in the normal course of business. |
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I'am presenting the information to you under the following format:

1. Anindex containing 36 items which presents these items in a meaningful manner.

2. Videos (DVD'’s) have been enclosed when either the video supports the written
information or when the video is essential to understanding the enclosed information.

3. Additionally, below | have taken the seven cooperative principles (attached) and
associated the items herein contained that violate the intent of those principals which are
intended to govern cooperatives.

a.

® ™0 a0 o

Voluntary and Open Membership (Tab No. 18)

Democratic Member Control (Tab No. 2, 3, 4, 5a-b, 23, 24, 28, 36)

Members’ Economic Participation

Autonomy and Independence (Tab No. 3, 4, 26)

Education, Training and Information (Tab No. 7,27, 30, 35)

Cooperation Among Cooperatives

Concern for Community (Tab No. 6a-r, 8, 9a-e, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,

-19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 29, 32, 34)

Any items contained in the information provided and not addressed above we believe to be bad
business practices (Tab No. 31 and 33).

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 505-480-6172 or 575-835-0240.

Sincergly,

Révi Bhasker, Mayor
i

City of Socorro



The Seven Cooperative Principles

The idea of using a set of pﬁnciples to guide cooperatives came from the Rochdale Equitable
Pioneers Society. This cooperative store was formed by a group of English weavers in 1844 who
pooled their purchases to get a better deal from suppliers.

They wanted a set of principles to guide their new organization. The seven items they developed
are used around the world today to define the spirit of a cooperative. They are:

1. Voluntary and Open Membership

Cooperatives are voluntary organizations, open to all persons able to use their services and
willing to accept the responsibilities of membership, without gender, social, racial, political or
religious discrimination.

2. Democratic Member Control

Cooperatives are democratic organizations controlled by their members, who actively participate
in setting policies and making decisions. The elected representatives are accountable to the
membership. In primary cooperatives, members have equal voting rights (one member, one vote)
and cooperatives at other levels are organized in a democratic manner.

3. Members' Economic Participation
Members contribute equitably to, and democratically control, the capital of their cooperative. At

least part of that capital is usually the common property of the cooperative. Members usually
receive limited compensation, if any, on capital subscribed as a condition of membership.



4. Autonomy and Independence

Cooperatives are autonomous, self-help organizations controlled by their members. If they enter
into agreements with other organizations, including governments, or raise capital from external

sources, they do so on terms that ensure democratic control by their members and maintain their
cooperative autonomy.

5. Education, Training, and Information
Cooperatives provide education and training for their members, elected representatives,
managers, and employees so they can contribute effectively to the development of their

cooperatives. They inform the general public, particularly young people and opinion leaders,
about the nature and benefits of cooperation.

6. Cooperation Among Cooperatives

Cooperatives serve their members most effectively and strengthen the cooperative movement by
working together through local, national, regional and international structures.

7. Concern for Community

While focusing on member needs, cooperatives work for the sustainable development of their
communities through policies accepted by their members.

When a Co-op Isn't a Co-op

Many businesses call themselves co-ops when they aren't. Their owners may like the word
without realizing it has a very specific meaning. Or, they may want to take advantage of the
goodwill associated with cooperatives without being one.

In either case, calling yourself a cooperative is not the same as being one.
A cooperative is legally bound by the state and the IRS to the cooperative principles. It is
organized under Section 501 (c) (12) of the Internal Revenue Code, which requires that it be

organized for the benefit of their members and operated through democratic elections.

So, don't assume that a business that calls itself a cooperative is one. Ask if the firm is
incorporated as a co-op and whether it follows the cooperative principles.

What Is a Coopérative?

A cooperative is an independent, nonprofit business organized on behalf of its members. Over
350 million Americans are members of over 40,000 cooperatives in the United States today.



Nearly 1,000 rural electric cooperétives provide electric power to 42 million people in their
homes and businesses in 47 states. Rural electric cooperatives own and maintain 2.5 million
miles of power line. New Mexico's 16 co-ops serve 80 percent of the state's landmass with over

$960 million invested in power lines and other related equipment to provide electric service to
their members. '

The power of well-run cooperatives is impressive.. Whether made up of a few travelers creating
RV parks for themselves or 60,000 teachers and public school employees, they demonstrate the
strength that comes from working together at the grassroots level. They show how emphasizing
the common good may be a step toward a more just and democratic society.



INFORMATION PROVIDED TO SMITH AND CHRISTENSEN, LLP BY THE CITY OF SOCORRO
AUGUST 27, 2014

INDEX TO ALL ENCLOSED INFORMATION

Tab Number

1 City Council Resolution dated June 16, 2014.

2 City Council Resolution dated July 21, 2014.

3 E-mail correspondence pertaining to municipal acquisition from Board President Anne
Dorough dated June 14, 2014.

4 Letters from Board President Ann Dorough to SEC member/owners regarding potential
municipal acquisition dated July 17, 2014 and July 24, 2014.

5 Correspondence from Mayor Bhasker:
a. To residents — responding to Ms. Dorough’s letter dated July 28, 2014.
b. To Ms. Dorough pertaining to her position on municipal acquisition.

6 City Council meeting minutes regarding in-person complaints pertaining to SEC

operations (complaints highlighted in yellow):

February 19, 2013
April 1, 2013

July 22,2013
September 3, 2013
September 16, 2013
October 7, 2013
November 18, 2013
December 2, 2013
December 16, 2013
February 18, 2014
March 3, 2014
April 21, 2014

May 5, 2014

May 19, 2014

June 2, 2014

June 16, 2014

July 21, 2014
August 4, 2014
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10

11
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

SEC Board minutes from February 26, 2014. Mayor Bhasker attended the SEC Board
meeting to discuss SEC operations. The SEC minutes do not reflect Mayor Bhasker’s actual
comments or reflect the Mayor’s position. To view actual meeting, DVD #1 is enclosed.

Bob Tacker complaint presented to City Council on November 4, 2013 — City Council
minutes enclosed.

Colette Foard complaint presented to City Council on December 16, 2013 and February 3,
2014.

a. December 16, 2013 City Council minutes enclosed.
b. February 3, 2014 City Council minutes enclosed.
c. Eyewitness 4 News article containing PRC Commissioner Ben Hall’s statements

regarding SEC operations.

d. SEC Board meeting minutes dated January 29, 2014 - Ms. Foard addresses the SEC
Board (DVD #2 is enclosed).

e. SEC Board meeting minutes dated February 26, 2014 denying Ms. Foard capital
credit return (DVD #2 is enclosed).

James Cherry — Inspection of Public Records complaint dated January 22, 2014. Follow-
up letter dated March 31, 2014. June 19, 2014 letter from Trustee Wagner to SEC
manager Joseph Herrera pertaining to Mr. Herrera’s lack of response (all three letters
enclosed).

Written complaint dated May 24, 2014.
Complaint regarding expenditure of SEC funds dated May 14, 2014 from Paul Walker.

Letter from Richard Sonnenfeld dated July 17, 2014 pertaining to SEC operations and
support of a municipal acquisition.

Complaint from Barbara Moore dated August 2, 2014 complaining about the actions of
the SEC Board.

Complaint from Carroll Pittman dated August 1, 2014 regarding behavior of the SEC
Board.

Complaint from Ruth White dated August 6, 2014 regarding the actions and attitude of
the SEC Board and SEC Manager.

Complaint from Santos Aragon dated July 18, 2014 regarding the award (by the SEC Board
and management) of scholarships.

a. City Council minutes of August 4, 2014 included.

Complaint from Sid Vinyard dated August 13, 2014 regarding multiple SEC operation
issues.



19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Letters to the Editor of the local newspaper (El Defensor Chieftain) dated:

a. 2014
b. 2013
2012

2014 - Local newspaper articles pertaining to SEC operations.
2012 & 2013 - Local newspaper articles pertaining to SEC operations.
Articles from the Albugquerque Journal regarding SEC operations.

2013 Board Election — Ms. Amaro elected. Enclosed is the corresponding newspaper
article regarding the unwillingness of the SEC Board and SEC attorney to recognize the
outcome of the election (November 16, 2013). November 28, 2013 newspaper article
and enclosed corresponding SEC attorney opinion stating “As a practical matter, none of
the other trustee candidates intend to dispute the results of the election which was held
Nov. 16 and at which Amaro received many more votes than any of the other three
candidates. We also understand that none, except Ms. Amaro, intend to run again should
the opportunity present itself in an election held within the year.” These two items clearly
do not demonstrate a willingness to accept a democratic process.

a. Memo from Wiggins, Williams and Wiggins to SEC Board.

b. DVD #3
1. Wiggins, Williams and Wiggins dated November 21, 2013.
2. Certification vote dated November 21, 2013.
3. McGraw on Amaro election dated February 26, 2014.

November 21, 2013 newspaper article entitled “Co-Op Meeting a Jerry Springer Show” —
article enclosed.

a. November 18, 2013 City Council minutes regarding the SEC meeting enclosed.

City minutes dated December 16, 2013 stating that an employee representing SEC
management “aggressively” approached a City Councilor regarding SEC operations. Also
enclosed is a corresponding letter from Mayor Bhasker to SEC Manager Joseph Herrera.

Letter from the Tenth Judicial District Court Judge Albert J. Mitchell Jr. dated August 14,
2012 stating “Itis vvveeeeeeeerecenereeninnee and statutes.”

Letter from New Mexico Foundation for Open Government dated June 15, 2010 regarding
open meetings.

Mayor’s letters dated August 20, 2014 to Keven J. Groenewold, NMRECA Executive Vice
President & General Manager and Charles T. Pinson Jr., NMRECA President explaining the
reasons for and a possible solution regarding municipal acquisition.



29

30

31

32
33
34
35
36

The City of Socorro holiday decorations have always been put in place through a joint
effort between SEC employees and City employees. In the past three years, the SEC has
required a $50.00 fee per man-hour as well as a $50.00 fee per hour for equipment.

In 2013, the City of Socorro Administration (rather than simply pay the SEC) contacted the
City of Belen (40 miles north of Socorro and in a different County) to request a price for
similar services. The City of Belen offered to provide assistance to our residents at no
charge (pictures included).

On May 2, 2014, the City’s attorney requested to inspect numerous SEC records. Many
of the records requested were not provided, therefore, on August 14, 2014, a second
request (for the information not received) was made and a written response dated August
20, 2014 was forwarded from the SEC to the City stating the numerous reasons the
information could not be made available at this time.

Enclosed is a letter from SEC Board President Ann Dorough censuring Board Member
Charlie Wagner for distributing an e-mail to Mayor Bhasker. It should be noted that the
contents of the e-mail do not meet the guidelines (New Mexico State Statute) of a
protected record, therefore, the item Mr. Wagner shared was a public record and Mr.
Wagner had every right to provide the information. Censorship of this nature indicates
the Board is not interested in the laws but rather their personal agenda.

Attached and highlighted are the exceptions to the public record law.

SEC Board of Trustees lawsuit against member/owners.

Legal fees for SEC and fees paid to Board members in previous years.

List of employees who have quit, retired or were fired by the SEC since 2011.
2012 incentive survey prepared by Touchstone Energy.

Voting districts as it pertains to municipal residents.



RESOLUTION No. 14-06-16
\UTHORIZING THE CITY ADMINSTRATION TO: RECEIVE COMPLAINTS CONCERNING SOCORRO
\-/.éLECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. (SEC) AND INVESTIGATE THE FEASIBILITY OF ACQUIRING THAT
PORTION OF SEC SERVING THE CITY OF SOCORRO. :

WHEREAS, the franchise authorizing SEC's use, rental and occupancy of the City of Socorro rights-of-way
has expired; and

WHEREAS, the City has been inundated with constituent complaints regarding SEC'’s rates and service
quality; and

WHEREAS, SEC has been completely unresponsive to constituent complaints regarding SEC rates and
service quality; and ’

WHEREAS, SEC's rates and poor service quality have been an impediment to growth and economic
development in the City; and

WHEREAS, SEC has been unable to assemble a quorum of its membership in over two years in order to
conduct routine business; and

. WHEREAS, SEC's byléws, Board composition and inability to assemble a quorum have contributed to
SEC's rate and service quality issues and its ability to be responsive to the City and its constituents; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to receive complaints conceming SEC and investigate the feasibility of
acquiring that portion of SEC serving the City of Socorro. :

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOCORRO:

1. ltis in the public interest to: receive complaints cohcerning SEC and to thoroughly investigate the

N~ feasibility of acquiring that portion of SEC serving the City of Socorro.

2. The City Administration is directed to designate a City location which shall receive any constituent
complaints regarding SEC.

3. The City Administration is directed to investigate the feasibility of acquiring that portion of SEC serving
the City of Socorro including in particular:

a. The prerequisites to any municipal acquisition of a utility system and the necessity for an election
on the issue; :

Available funding sources for such acquisition;

The service territory to be served and the assets that would have to be acquired to accomplish

that service;

d. The City's authority to acquire such assets via eminent domain; and

e. The value of the SEC assets to be acquired.

oo

4, The City Administration is also authorized to evaluate/explore the possibility of having another
franchise become the provider of services for the entire SEC service area.

Passed, Approved and Adopted this 16™ day of Ju%e, 2014.

4
T

i\/ 2at Salome, City Clerk

Ravi Bhasker, Mayor
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REQUEST TO INSPECT RECORDS

January 22, 2014

TO: Mr. Joseph Herrera, General Manager
Records Custodian
Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc. (SEC)

FROM: James Cherry
805 Kelly Road
Magdalena, NM 87825
575-854-2557

| would like to inspect and copy the following documents:

1.) Professional Services Invoices from 1/1/ 2010 to 1/1/2014 for legal services from the attorneys and
law firms listed as follows:

Dennis R. Fransich, Lawyer;

Paul Kennedy, Attorney and Kennedy & Han Law Firm;

Darin Foster, Attorney and Foster & Moss Law Firm;

Lorna Wiggins, Attorney and Wiggins Williams & Wiggins Law Firm;

Ira Bolnick, Attorney-Investigator ;

Ira Bolnick, Attorney- Investigator as sub-contractor to Wiggins Williams & Wiggins Law Firm and Ira
Bolnick, Attorney- Investigator as sub contractor for Lorna Wiggins, Attorney. .
2.) Copies of the Letters of Engagement, Attorney — Client Contracts, Attorney — Sub Contractor
Agreement arrangements, and copies of the minutes of meetings of Socorro Electric Cooperative
Board of Trustees appointing, authorizing, re-appointing and/or renewing the agreements, contracts,
etc. of the attorneys and law firms listed above.

3.) |request electronic delivery and copies of the items requested if available. Please advise me of
the cost involved.

If the SEC does not maintain these records, please let me know who does, and include the proper
custodian’s name and address.

| understand that | may be asked to pay the fee for copies in advance before you make any copies. As an
option, | can bring a flash drive for you to upload copies of the documents and save expenses involved.

Please provide a receipt indicating the copying charges for each document.
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

.

James Cherry



FOLLOW-UP ON REQUEST TO INSPECT RECORDS

March 31, 2014

TO: Mr. Joseph Herrera, General Manager
Records Custodian
Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc. (SEC)

FROM: James Cherry
805 Kelly Road
Magdalena, NM 87825
575-854-2557

Re: Partial compliance with my Records Inspection Request of January 22, 2014 for Legal Services Invoices
and Contracts dated from 1/1/2010 to 1/1/2014.

Mr. Herrera:

After reviewing the documents supplied per my January 22nd request under the IPRA, we find serious issues
with your compliance.

You did not supply a complete file of documents requested. Invoices are incomplete with entire years missing
and gaps within years furnished. Invoices supplied are heavily and unnecessarily redacted with the redactions
seemingly done on at least two separate occasions.

The only attorney agreement supplied was that of Dennis Francish. Sub-contractor Ira Bolnick, Attorney-
Investigator’s billing through Wiggins, Williams & Wiggins is present but the contract with Mr. Bolnick is
absent. All other contracts are also missing.

The charge of $1.00 per page, even on pages nearly blank, can only be interpreted as an attempt to discourage
access to documents you are required by law to provide. The charge is unreasonable and punitive. Complaints
on this issue will be made.

I request that you correct the compliance deficits by promptly providing un-redacted copies of all invoices as
originally presented to the SEC for the years 1/1/10 to 1/1/2014 along with copies of Letters of Engagement,
Attorney-Client Contracts, Attorney- Subcontractor Agreements, efc. as originally requested. There has been
enough improper delay on this request.

James Cherry
CC: Anne Dorough



James Cherry- informedcynic -- Trustee information request- Pe...

Subject: James Cherry- informedcynic -- Trustee information request- Pending
Litigation

From: "Charlie Wagner" <cawagner@gilanet.com>

Date: 6/19/2014 10:00 PM

To: "Joseph Herrera" <jherrera@socorroelectric.com>, "Anne Dorough”
<doroughal@gmail.com>, "Melissa Amaro" <melissab1973@msn.com>, "Dave
Wade" <district4@socorroelectric.com>, "Leo Cordova"
<district1@socorroelectric.com>

Dear Joseph,

Mr. Cherry informed me that you failed to respond to his complaint over missing documents, and
grossty redacted documents, from those he requested through the IPRA provisions of the bylaws.
instead, he received a letter from Lorna Wiggins. The excuse she used for the redacted and missing
documents was "Attorney-Client privilege” and “"pending litigation”. | am aware of only one
pending case. Please send me by reply, the iist of pending litigation involving the co-op. Please
indude the Courts involved, the Case numbers and titles. Thisis information to which all trustees
are entitled, and of which the membership should be informed. ’

Anne Dorough, Pres. has claimed that the co-op is complying with the bylaws over which the
members were sued. She is obviously not aware of either, your practice of refusing to comply with
the bylaw, or of Mr. Cherry's complaint and his letter to the editor published in the ‘Chieftain.

As we all agree, the "Members Democratically Control" the co-op. The board has a duty to inform
the members. They must be informed as to how their property is being managed. Their
expectation is that it is being managed in their best interest. They may believe that if they can see
how each dollar spent really benefits them. That means they have a right to look at every invoice
the co-op pays un-redacted, even if the co-op pays through a conduit.

Your quick response to my request of the litigation list is expected and appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charlie Wagner, Trustee
Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc.

10f2 6/19/2014 10:01 PM






May 14, 2014 -

Mr. Joseph Herrera, General Manager, Socorro Electric Cooperative RECENED
215 Manzanares Ave,, PO Box H SOCORRO ELECTRIC
Socorro, NM 87801 MAY 1 ~ 201 4

COORERATIVE INC.

Dear Mr, Herrera: O KW MEXICO

This request for public information is pursuant to earlier gross data requested from SEC. The
effort here is to be as specific as possible in order o minimize effort and time expenditure by
SEC staff and insure that the exactly requested data is provided. My aim is to minimize effort
and insure effective action. Should there be any guestions regarding exactly what is requested,
please contact me to enable clarification. My e-mail address is: profinsad@gmail.com

1. With regard to outside scoounting services purchased by.SEC, please identify the dates of,
and exact nature of duties/services performed, by Bryce Wilson that jed to the payment checks
of $23,979.17 as dated December, 2012; $21,698.54 as dated September 10, 2013;
$11,942.00 as dated December 11, 2013; $16,202.56 as dated January 10, 2014; and, $13,
212.39 as dated March 27, 2014. Kindly provide discrete information that shows precisely

what the vendor actually did to earn these SEC payments.

5. Bank statements provided by SEC show account (#DDA—OOOOO33944} halances for “Capital
Credits” ranging from $44,506.94 on 12/31/i1 to $14,236.57 on 1/31/14. Aside from those .
reported cash balances, please identify the specific nature and location of ali other SEC capital
credits assets, and any indebtedness associated with the “capital credits” on the dates of the
SEC annual audits for the fiscal years 2004 through 2013.

The.request here is for the specific identification and location of each and every “capital asset”.
This means: the address and signatory owner if the “asset” is real property; the holder and
signatory person if the *asset” is a loan by SEC or any form of mortgage or lease; the actual
location and person responsible for any other form of “capital credit” amount in SEC. In other
terms, kindly report every aspect - amount, form and person responsible - of all SEC “capltal
credits” extant on the annual audit date during the noted 10 year peried.

3. In correspondence dated April 8, 2014, SEC Board member Anne Dorough stated costs
ranging from $6,919.82 to $15,616.00 for conduct of various SEC district meetings in 2013 -
yielding a total of $60,095.40, Thus, the average cost of district meetings was $12,019.08.

Please provide a specific cast breakdown listing all such expenditures-for the conduct of those

" individual district meetings. Also, kindly provide narrative explaining why the district 11 and I
meeting costs averaged $1 5,071.09 each as compared with the cost of $6,919.82 for the
district IV meeting. ‘ :

Thank you for your attention to these matters, and kindly send a copy of this letter to all SEC
Board members.

incerely,
{@\‘A Yo Q&a

paul D. Walker
P.O. Box 279
Quemado, NM 87829




Richard Sonnenfeld
rsonnenfeld@gmail.com

129.138.41.61

Submitted on 2014/07/17 at 7:50 pm

I am in support of the City of Socorro acquiring the Socorro Electric Coop. | have closely watched the
performance of the Board of Directors of the Coop for the past five years. They are not trustworthy
because they seem to consider their position in terms of personal benefit rather than customer service. |
personally am an expert in electricity, high-voltage and lightning effects but | would not serve on the
current board because it would too aggravating. They keep rates higher than elsewhere in the state, and
argue among themselves rather than advancing the state of the coop. With global warming a crisis, they
advocate for coal power. After five years of member outrage the board continues to believe that the
dissatisfaction with their performance is limited to a few and they quibble over member language rather
than trying to discern member intent. Sadly, once an organization is this dysfunctional it cannot really be
repaired, but it must be replaced.

In contrast, the leadership and staff of the City of Socorro are generally honest and professional and
they have processes to expose and punish corruption when it is discovered. | will be sad for those who
must get their power from what remains of the coop once the City of Socorro takes over the right of
way. However, this banana-republic style of organization makes our City look extremely unprofessional
and thus is likely to discourage future prosperity and business development.



City Coop Information

\ om: Barbara Moore <bcgbmv@gmail.com>
“Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 10:28 AM
To: City Coop Information
Subject: Solar Panels

We have solar panels but I always have an electric bill to pay. Only once this summer, did we get a credit, and
it was only a couple of dollars. I have enough panels to meet our needs but the compensation we get is only the
wholesale price but I must pay retail even though we are providing "green energy" which is supposed to be
compensated at a higher rate, not a lower one. This is very unfair and the panels will NEVER pay for
themselves at this rate. I discourage anyone who asks about installing panels.

It is also impossible for me to attend the SEC meetings because of the sqwabbling and rudeness such as I have
NEVER witnessed at any meeting ever. The only civilized person there is Charlie Wagner and I don't know
how he can even stand the rest of them. They do all in their power to keep him from saying anything. What kind
of people would say to a board member; "Shut up, Charlie"? That is what they do and I can't stand them any
more .I also can't go the meetings because they have now set them during my business days and hours. We need
responsible and normally behaving people on this board. It does not exist for their monetary benefit as they
(except for Charlie Wagner) seem to think. Something definitely needs to be done about these people. Barbara
Moore Versluis



City Coop Information

A
‘om: Carol Pittman <pittray@gilanet.com>
Nent: Friday, August 01, 2014 9:47 PM
To: socorroreview@gmail.com
Cc: City Coop Information
Subject: Socorro Electric Co-op
Hello,

Some time ago we in District 5 of the Socorro Electric Co-op voted to amend the SEC by-laws. Since that
annual district meeting, which was well attended, the Board of the SEC has successfully blocked the
amendments by various manipulations of the rules. This attempt to thwart the will of the people, who
followed the rules as spelled out, is very unfair and should not be allowed to stand. It is obvious from this
effort and other egregious behaviors of the Board toward their members (like suing them!) that the good of
the members is not a motivating factor for management and trustees. The constant animosity toward a
reform member of the Board, who does act for the good of the members in his activities on the Board, is also
disheartening, and presents a spectacle to the public that is not it its favor.

It has been an enormous struggle to bring this Board into conformity with its own rules and to persuade it to

act for the good of the members. One Board member has carried most of the burden, and it is thanks to him

that any improvements have been made. This kind of situation is not healthy for any company and | would be

in favor of seeing the SEC taken over by the city of Socorro as a public utility provided we in rural areas would
_still be served. |

\fhank you for your attention to this comment.
Carol Pittman
Datil New Mexico



GITY OF SOCORRO

CITY OF SOCORRO
CITY OF SOCORRO il
P.O. BOX K
111 SCHOOL OF MINES RD.
SOCORRO, NEW MEXICO 87801

COMPLAINT FORM PERTAINING TO

THE OF DELIVERY OF SERVICE & CUSTOMER SERVICE OF

THE SOCORRO ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.

(Copy of completed form will be submitted to the NMPRC)
APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT THE JUNE 16, 2014 MEETING

* designates required field

Customer Contact Information (The name on your SEC bill or account)

*Customer Name:

Account Number:

*Phone Number:

*E-Mail Address:

RvTH  WHITE

8359 347

futhyrindetile @, ?ﬂéﬂ , Com)
£ ¥

Service Address

“street 704 NEEL AVE
*City: S0 CoRRDO

*State: N X

*Zip: sS780I

*Please describe your complaint:_iy complainte deal with the gits ..
Lthe ottitud

= A 3
Ak sxa—setiong

af the [FC beard., the manszey of the S8EC snd the miniong of

9

lawvers repregsenting the board. Thus I do not write of a ginle

incident, but a catalogue of indifferent or hostile treatment

by the board toward the membersg spanning many years.




Plegse refer to attached.

(Be sure to indicate specific dates and people you've talked to at the SEC about this complaint.)

Please attach any relevant documentation such as copies of the bill(s) in dispute, cancelled checks, copy
of your policy, receipts, etc.

If you prefer, you may send additional documentation via email: ppineda@socorronm.gov or via fax:
575-838-4027

W —p—

§ Suggested Resolution:% The board should represent member/owners.

Q:Streamline the one year meetings to enable use of the registra-

tion count to be considered the quorum count%3
i (What do you think the SEC should do to make this situation right?)

meetings after 5pm to accommodate member attendance.

The information provided on and with this form is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and

4 belief. I am enclosing copies of any correspondence or other documentation in my possession that may
be of assistance.

]

AT A s ln ] xe
‘,-&.V.S:CK. NI W ey = Ay ..‘_J

%ﬁelease capital credits in a timely manner and when service is

‘E.Signature:temmated : : ‘Date:

e

§A

5.liembers dhould have a say in the law firm hired.

P

PuTd WHTE



Ruth 4hite

Complaint form continued:

The board has spent lavishly on itself: trips, dinners, parties,
scholarships for their children. When this behavior was finally
challenged, they sued the member/wwners. Note that the board

wae following the advice of the lawyer who--paid by the members--
claimed to represent the board. At this same time, it was clear
fhougekeeping® was in a mess since the mansger and another em-

ployee were accused of embezlement.

After representatives of the attorney general came to Socorro

to explain the Open leetings Act, members were allowed to speak
at the monthly board meeting for a regimented two minutes.

On two occasions I have listened to (what sounds like) legitimate

concerns over mishandling of a matter. The board s%g stoney-

- faced, gave no hint of hearing and offered no promise of a follow-

up. The speaker might just as well be intoning the A B C's.
The executive session is supposed to deal with personnel matters
(ss I understand it) but seeus inatead s convenient escape for

any matter the board wishes to keep secret from the members.

Recently in the ENCHANTHENT megazine, billed astke v8ice of

New Mexico's rural electric cooperative, there were four pages
consisting of 1istslof ﬂames of people who are owed capital
credits and could not be found. No wonder since capital credits
are not returned when electric service ig terminated. DMany of

the ﬁgﬁle on the list have left the area or they have died.

Their hé&s could collect, but how would they ever know the bizarre
customs of holding on to the credits for thirty years (1984

khrough 1988).



White

The yearly meeting is one in which meumbers are supposed to be
able to change, propose and/or vote on bylaws. (Some gquestion
here as to what is in the bylaws and what is merely s matter
of practise). To follow procedure, there must be a quorum of
rembers. Quorum count is not decided by the number of votes
cast by machine (registration). netead, after a very 1engﬁy
preliminary to the weeting after registration there has been

guestion regarding whether enough members are atill in atten-

m

dance tc constitute a quorum. This question is decided by

SEC employees who wander through the sudience tu count by hand
the number of veople wesaring the registration arr bends. Often
the count 1s questiocned and carried out again. At one meeting

after one such count it was determined (by the board) that a

quorum wae lacking by a count of Ck+ person.

Unce a quorum is established, the board calls on their lawyers

(paid by the members) to interpret the bylaws.

These meetings should be meetings dispensing with the prelin
aries: Trooping of the Colors, salute to the flag, singing the
Star Spangled Banner, innvocation, introduction of employees,

speeches/manager's report.

lonthly meetings were at one time held at 5:30 so the public
could attend. Now they are held at 2pm. When lelissa ran
for board office (and was elected) the meetings were at 5:30.
Because she ig employed, it is difficult for her to attend

afternoon meetings. This scewers the vote.

Is the manaver really worth what he is paid? He does not live

in Socorro and alcong with his pay, collects travel expenses.



To: Vicky Deaguero

From: Santos Aragon

Subject: Issues & Concerns regarding Socorro Electric Cooperative
Date: July 18,2014

me

Let me start off by thanking you for your time and your professionalism speaking to
on the phone. As I discussed with you on the phone my concerns regarding the

Socorro Electric Cooperative, you will find a list below stating my concerns and issues. I
believe the SEC is very inconsistent and incompliant with the policies, procedures and by

laws.

o Estimation of meter readings: _
According to regulation 410/C more than two consecutive billing periods without

prior notification to the commission, nor for an initial or final bill for service, unless

otherwise agreed to by the residential customer and the utility. Regulation 410/F Ifa

utility underestimates a residential customer's usage and subsequently seeks to correct -

the bill, the residential customer shall be given an opportunity to participate in an
installment agreement with regard to the underestimated amount. Furthermore
effective by rule no. 24, operation of law sec. 62-8-7 and G. O. No. 2, sec. 20 dated
5/30/1985 states that (D) when an estimate is required due to lack of reading on a
particular location, the estimate will be based on the average of the actual usage
history available for the past three (3) actual readings.

On multiple occasion I feel SEC did not follow these laws put in place by the
SEC. The most recent violation that this occurred was the billing cycle from
6/04/2014 to 7/15/2014. This bill was estimated based on usage from July 2013.
This is not incompliance with rule no. 24, sec. 62-8-7 and G. O. No. 2, sec. 20 dated
5/30/1985. In 2009 I experienced a similar situation where SEC underestimated my
usage for four months. I received the corrected bill for over $800 and was told it had
to be paid before the next billing cycle. Again SEC violated regulation 410 by not
giving me the opportunity to participate in an installment agreement with regard to
the underestimated amount. I also feel it is unethical to be threatened by Frances
Herron, Melissa Amaro and Joseph Herrera, on a Friday afternoon that my meter
would be pulled if balance was not paid in full by Monday. In February 2013 I
received a combined bill for $1174.41. With 4 small children and the heart of winter
I could not be without electricity to heat our home. My average use was running
1373 KWH or $171.68 per month in prior to these two months. This was a shock to
our monthly budget. The SEC offered no assistance or alternative other than pulling
my meter on Monday if the balance was not paid in full.

o Defamation of character:

In February 2013 I phoned the SEC concerning my usage. On a conference call
with Frances Herron, Melissa Amaro and I, after discussing my concerns the call
seemed to be over. Melissa and Frances did not realize the conference call was not
hung up and proceeded to defame my character. "Maybe he should pay his bill and
stop his stupid complaining". I waited for a few moments before I spoke up. Iasked
Frances who she was saying this to and she replied "it was some customer". This is
extremely unprofessional to be discussing my bill with customers. I immediately



contacted Joseph Herrera the GM and Leo Cordova, board member and district
representative concerning this issue. Joseph said he would address the issue. Iheard
no further response or follow up for this issue.
e Violation of Scholarship Policy:

In accordance to scholarship policy, students must meet the following criteria:
Senior in High School
Parents or legal guardian must be an SEC member
Grade Point Average

* 1 spoke with Donna Wilkins on July 17, 2014 at 4:43 p.m. to confirm the criteria. In
2013 at least 3 candidates applied for the scholarship. The two recipients were
related to the board member of the district. If the SEC would have followed the
policy the third applicant should have received the scholarship based on GPA. When
1 approached the board member he said he did not even know a third applicant, who
is my son, had even applied. This shows that the recipients were predetermined even
before applications were reviewed. Also, it was said by another board member that
there have been donations made to other organizations using the scholarship monies.
To my understanding of the scholarship fund, this money should only be used for
furthering education of students within the SEC.

e Additional comments:

I spoke with Joseph Herrera, Mary and David Montoya on 7/16/2014 concerning
my estimated bill for last billing cycle. I find it very disturbing that Mr. Montoya
being the supervisor of the meter department would tell me I should read my own
meter. He said he reads his own meter because he does not trust the readings.

I have attended meetings in the past and have voiced my concerns, which seem to
fall on deaf ears. Unfortunately the monthly meetings have changed from 5:30 pm to
2:00 pm which makes if very difficult for members that work to attend these
meetings.

I want to again thank you for your time in addressing my issues and concerns
regarding the Socorro Electric Cooperative.

Best Regards,

SantgssAragon




City of Socorro Regular City Council Meeting
City Hall, 111 School of Mines Road, Socorro, NM 87801
August 4, 2014

Mayor Ravi Bhasker called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. Pat Salome, City Clerk, took roll call. Members
present at roll call were: Mayor Ravi Bhasker, Councilor Donald Monette, Councilor Toby Jaramillo, Councilor
Michael Olguin and Councilor Mary Ann Chavez-Lopez. Councilor Gordy Hicks, Councilor Peter Romero,
Councilor Ernest Pargas and Councilor Nick Fleming were absent.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Bhasker led all present in the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AUGUST 4, 2014 CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
Councilor Monette made a motion to approve the agenda as presented. Seconded by Councilor Jaramillo, motion
passed unanimously.

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES
a. July 21,2014
Councilor Monette made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-
Lopez, motion passed unanimously.

Councilor Monette stated that at the previous City Council meeting, in regards to the final budget approval, he
requested the Chapter be changed from 4 to 13. Councilor Monette stated that the reference to Chapter 4 is correct
and does not need to be changed.

PUBLIC FORUM
a. Benny Barreras — Comments on City Water Rights Lease
Mr. Barreras spoke against diverting water from the San Augustine Plains to other outside areas. Mr.
Barreras stated that he thought the City would be doing the same thing with the City’s water. Mr. Salome
explained that the City would be leasing the water rights to local farmers in order to use the unused City
water rights to bring water into the area. Mayor Bhasker stated that the Kokopelli Ranch applied to claim

water rights to sell water like the San Augustine Plains proposal and that this would actually infringe on the
City’s watershed. Mayor Bhasker stated that the Kokopelli Ranch did not get adjudicated all the water rights

that they asked for and the request was severely cut. Mayor Bhasker stated that NM Tech protested the

request and he feels it is important for people to protest if they feel that they have an opposing view. Mayor

Bhasker stated that he feels water rights are the same as property rights. Mr. Salome stated that by leasing

the City’s water rights (to local area residents), it will bring more water into the area and allow farmers who

may not have water rights with their property to continue farming.

b. Santos Aragon — Comments Regarding the SEC

Santos Aragon, an SEC member/owner of District 1 (northern Socorro County), stated that in a survey done

by Touchstone Energy in 2012, the SEC rated below the national benchmark on several items including
“handles problems promptly”, “good value for the money” and “a name you can trust”. Mr. Santos stated
that the survey also showed a low customer satisfaction rating. Mr. Santos stated that he feels people
opposed to SEC policy are fighting for fairness. Mr. Santos stated that he was disgusted by the last SEC
meeting where the SEC Board wanted to censor Trustee Charlie Wagner. Mr. Santos stated that when a
motion was made to vote on the censorship even though Mr. Wagner was not there, the motion was

immediately seconded and passed with little discussion which he feels was not right. Mr. Santos stated that

in 2013, his son applied for an SEC scholarship ($1,000 per year). Mr. Santos stated that the SEC, which
normally only awards one scholarship in Belen, awarded 2 scholarships, both to family members of SEC
Board of Trustee Leo Cordova. Mr. Santos-stated that when he contacted SEC Trustee Leo Cordova, Mr.
Cordova stated that he never knew Mr. Santos’ son applied for the scholarship. Mr. Santos stated that he

contacted other cooperatives in New Mexico for their cost per kilowatt of electricity. Mr. Santos stated that

the SEC has the highest cost per kilowatt. Mr. Santos stated that when he questioned the rates, “they (co-op

management) blew me off” and stated the information was wrong. Mr. Santos stated that there is no honesty

and no self-regulation. Mr. Santos stated that he has sent letters regarding the scholarship and has not
received a response. Mr. Santos stated that he has also filed a complaint with the PRC. The material
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provided to the City Council by Mr. Santos has been filed under the heading “Aragon, Santos (SEC)” in the
City Clerk’s Office.

Mayor Bhasker stated that the City has requested the member/owners have a meeting and vote on the
direction that should be taken.

Councilor Hicks arrived.

Mayor Bhasker stated that there are seven tenants of cooperatives that are not being fulfilled and how do we
get the SEC to modify their behavior to get them to operate this co-op within the tenants. Mayor Bhasker
stated that the City Administration is meeting with the consulting firm hired by the SEC on August 27% at
which time the Administration plans to give them the information it has gathered regarding the SEC. Mr.
Wagner explained how the SEC became a member of Touchstone Energy and the results of the survey
mentioned by Mr. Santos earlier.

Marie Watkins stated that the SEC’s general manager came to Socorro from the Salt River Project. Ms.
Watkins stated that after some investigation, she found that customers were dissatisfied during his tenure
there. Ms. Watkins provided a handout with information regarding compensation of the SEC trustees from
2006 to 2010. Ms. Watkins stated that in regards to capital credits, there is a statement about the credits in
the Enchantment Magazine that states members are entitled to their capital credits (Ms. Watkins read the
statement). :

Charlene Wagner gave a handout with contact information for the consulting firm hired by the SEC as well
as contact information for the City of Socorro. Ms. Wagner stated that the members need the information in
case they choose to provide documentation regarding the SEC. Ms. Wagner stated that the contract between
the SEC and the consulting firm stated a link with the information would be on the SEC’s website but that
the link is not there.

Councilor Olguin asked about the goal of the consulting firm. Ms. Wagner stated that the firm was hired
through NRECA to look into the SEC practices. Ms. Wagner stated that the firm will look at all of the data
collected about the SEC and make recommendations, per the contract, to the members. Ms. Wagner stated
that there is a bank/company that could give the SEC funds to fight a municipal acquisition. Mayor Bhasker
reiterated that the City would like to see a meeting of the member/owners to vote on the direction that they
would like the co-op to take.

Councilor Olguin asked how the SEC determines their rates. Mr. Wagner stated that a consultant develops
new rates for the SEC. Mr. Wagner stated that thie Board of Trustees then votes on whether or not to
implement the rates. Mr. Wagner stated the rates are then sent to the PRC. Mr. Wagner stated that if 25
people object to the rates, the PRC freezes the current rates and does a cost of service analysis to determine if
the rates are fair. Mr. Wagner stated that the PRC will then make a decision regarding the rates. Mr. Wagner
stated that if 25 people do not object, the SEC moves forward with publishing and implementing the new
rates. Mr. Wagner stated that the last rate increase occurred because the SEC was in “constructive default”.

Councilor Olguin asked how often the general manager’s contract is reviewed by the Board of Trustees. Mr.
Wagner stated that the Board of Trustees has 2 important jobs — hiring a general manager and overseeing the
performance of the manager. Mr. Wagner stated that when he has tried to “oversee” the manager, he “gets in
trouble” and nobody wants to hear the complaints. Mr. Wagner stated he feels a strategic plan should have
been created and given to the manager and the manager’s compensation should be based on whether or not
he complies with the strategic plan. Mr. Wagner stated that everything the SEC does is based on how well
the manager is meeting his obligations.
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Rachel Lucero, along with her mother Mary Lucero, stated that her electric bill is high and she has been
unable to get an explanation from the SEC as to how the rates are calculated. Ms. Lucero stated that she
feels uninformed as to what her options are in trying to get answers from the SEC and that is why she
attended the City Council meeting. Mayor Bhasker asked Ms. Lucero to provide her concerns in writing so
that it can be submitted to the consulting firm and to make sure to document who she speaks to when she
calls the SEC offices. Mr. Salome stated that he feels it is a failure on the part of the management of the SEC
that customers feel disconnected and do not understand their role.

Eric Stargardt stated that he feels the Co-op is an easy target to go after. Mr. Stargardt stated that he likes the
fact that Socorro has a co-op. Mr. Stargardt stated that he doesn’t feel going through PNM or any other party
would be ideal in giving the members more of a voice. Mr. Stargardt stated that he feels there is room for
improvement in the SEC. Mr. Stargardt stated that he has gone into SEC offices and was able to speak to a
manager and get answers to his questions. Mr. Stargardt stated that he would like to see changes in the SEC
disconnect policy. Mr. Stargardt stated that there are problems with regards to getting and maintaining a
quorum at member meetings. Mr. Stargardt stated that hiring a private mediator to run the meetings might
help. Mr. Stargardt stated that he feels the employees at the SEC will work with customers and that the
linemen do a good job. Mayor Bhasker agreed that a mediator may help in the running of the meetings.
Mayor Bhasker agreed that the linemen do a terrific job. Mayor Bhasker stated that he would like to see
some dialogue but the SEC has been unwilling to get a dialogue started.

c. Infrastructure Capital Improvements Plan (ICIP) — Public Input

Mayor Bhasker stated that the City is currently working on its ICIP and asked anyone who would like a
project added to the ICIP to present their information to the City for consideration. Mr. Salome provided a
ranking sheet and asked the City Council to rate their top five priorities as they would like to see them appear
on the list. Mayor Bhasker stated that he would like to see the rodeo arena/soccer fields remain as the top
priority as the project is ongoing and approximately $500,000 is needed to complete the project. Councilor
Monette asked if the $583,700 in loan funds for wastewater treatment plant improvements will complete the
project. Lloyd Martinez, Wastewater Superintendent, stated that it will upgrade the plant to last 10 to 15
more years.

SECOND READING OF ORDINANCES — CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL
a. Ordinance No. 14-07-07 — Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements Loan
Mayor Bhasker presented Ordinance No. 14-07-17 which, if approved, will authorize the City of Socorro to enter
into a loan agreement with the New Mexico Environment Department for the purpose of obtaining wastewater
construction loan funds in the amount of $583,700. Mayor Bhasker stated that it has been 20 years since the plant
was rehabilitated and the changes are necessary.

Councilor Hicks made a motion to go into public hearing. Seconded by Councilor Monette, motion passed
unanimously.

Mr. Martinez stated that the loan funds will go towards replacing the bar screen, influent pumps, panel and
blowers. Mable Gonzales, City Treasurer, stated that the loan will be paid with revenues from the Joint Enterprise
Fund.

Councilor Hicks made a motion to go back into regular session. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez, motion
passed unanimously.

Councilor Hicks made a motion to approve Ordinance No. 14-07-07. The motion was seconded by Councilor
Monette. After a roll call vote, motion passed unanimously.
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DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION
a. Public Hearing — Liquor License Application — Restaurant Beer and Wine License with On Premise
Consumption Only — Twisted Chile Brewing Co.
Councilor Olguin made a motion to go into public hearing. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez, motion passed
unanimously.

Mayor Bhasker stated that Twisted Chile Brewing Co. has requested a Restaurant Beer and Wine License with On
Premise Consumption Only which has to be approved by the local Governing Body. KC and Stephanie
McFadden, the owners of Twisted Chile Brewing Co., thanked the community for their support of the new
business. Ms. McFadden stated that the business has already received their Small Brewer’s License.

Councilor Hicks made a motion to go back into regular session. Seconded by Councilor Olguin, motion passed
unanimously.

Councilor Hicks made a motion to approve the Restaurant Beer and Wine License with On Premise Consumption
Only for Twisted Chile Brewing Co. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez, motion passed unanimously.

b. Diana Holzheu — Request to Create Public Access
Ms. Holzheu did not attend the meeting.

¢. Resolution No. 14-08-04 — 5311 Rural & Small Urban Public Transportation Program

Mayor Bhasker presented Resolution No. 14-08-04 which, if approved, allows the City to request funding for a
public transportation system through the 5311 Rural and Small Urban Public Transportation Program. Mayor
Bhasker stated that in making the request, the City will commit and have a funding match which will be funded
through the City’s general fund. Mayor Bhasker stated that the amount of matching funds to the City is
$129,465.90.

Councilor Monette made a motion to approve Resolution No. 14-08-04. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez,
motion passed unanimously.

d. Construction Bid Award — Waterline Replacement Project

Mayor Bhasker stated that the low bid for the waterline replacement project did not comply with the State’s
requirements regarding certain documents. Mayor Bhasker stated that the third lowest bidder, J] & D
Construction, did comply. Mayor Bhasker stated that the Administration is recommending that the City
Council accept the base bid from the third lowest bidder. Mayor Bhasker stated that NMED and the NMFA
asked the City to decline the first and second lowest bidder as their bids were nonresponsive. Councilor
Monette stated that according to Procurement Code, J & D Construction was the lowest responsive bidder
and the other two bidders were nonresponsive. Mayor Bhasker stated that the approval should be contingent
upon NMED’s approval forthe base bid only. Mr. Martinez stated that the reference checks were completed
for J & D Construction and they were all good. Mr. Martinez stated that if J & D Construction is not willing
to honor the prices they presented, the entire project will go out for re-bid.

Councilor Hicks made a motion to award the construction bid to J & D Construction for the base bid only
contingent upon NMED’s approval for the base bid. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez, motion passed
unanimously.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
Councilor Olguin stated that he has been in contact with the NM Finance Authority in regards to applying for grants

for economic development planning. Councilor Olguin stated that he will provide the information to the City
Council once it is received.

NEW BUSINESS
None.
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OLD BUSINESS
Councilor Hicks showed a photo of the new van acquired by the El Camino Real Housing Authority.
EXECUTIVE SESSION
None.
MAYOR’S REPORT

a. New Mexico Municipal League — Voting Delegate

Councilor Jaramillo made a motion to appoint Councilor Hicks as the voting delegate for the City for the 2014
Annual NM Municipal League Conference. Seconded by Councilor Monette, motion passed unanimously.
Councilor Romero was named as the alternate voting delegate.

b. Developing a Dispatch Department

Mayor Bhasker presented a flow chart for a newly-proposed Dispatch Department. Mayor Bhasker stated
that many other entities have their dispatch center separate from their Police Department. Mayor Bhasker
stated that in separating the dispatch center from the Police Department, he feels communication with the
Police Department will be more responsive and communicative. Mr. Salome stated that the dispatch center
will continue to be located at the Police Department and that the separation is administrative in nature only.

Councilor Monette made a motion to approve the Administration moving forward with the separation of the
dispatch center from the Police Department. Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez, motion passed
unanimously.

c. Reporting on Personnel Changes
Councilor Hicks motioned to approve the personnel changes as read by Mayor Bhasker:

Josh Gonzales — 8-14-14 — Fire — Resignation

Peter Gonzales — 8-4-14 — Police — Completed Probation — A-35 to A-37
David Montoya — 8-18-14 — Landfill - New Hire (Landfill Operator II) — A-32
Joe Gonzales — 7-1-14 — Fire — Additional Job Duties - $5221/mo to $5686/mo

Seconded by Councilor Chavez-Lopez, motion passed unanimously.

d. Business Registrations
Councilor Hicks motioned to approve the business registrations as read by Mayor Bhasker:

G & T Products — Out of Town — Veguita, NM — Theresa Sanchez — Sales
Nail Technology Career Center — C-2 — 508 ¥ California Street — Nail Technology School
Lucero Tree — R-4 (Approved by P&Z) — 606 Memory Lane — Manuel Lucero — Tree/Yard Service

Seconded by Councilor Monette, motion passed unanimously.

e. Next City Council Meeting Announcement
Mayor Bhasker stated that the next City Council meeting would be held on Monday, August 18, 2014 at 6:00 p.m.
in the City Hall Council Chambers.

ADJOURNMENT
At 7:49 p.m., Councilor Hicks motioned to adjourn. Seconded by Councilor Monette, motion passed unanimously.




City of Socorro Regular City Council Meeting
City Hall, 111 School of Mines Road, Socorro, NM 87801
August 4, 2014
THE CITY OF SOCORRO - a municipal corporation

Is/
Ravi Bhasker, Mayor

ATTEST:

/s/ . |
Pat Salome, City Clerk
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August 13, 2014
Attention: Mayor Ravi Bhasker
City of Socorro
111 School of Mines Road
Socorro, New Mexico - 87801

Re: Yet Another Example of Abject Incompetence by Socorro Co-op
Dear Mayor Bhasker:

Businesses do not run perfectly each day, including my own. However, should they fail
to offer any “hint” of professionalism | would want to know, and that is what prompts this
letter. Since The City of Socorro has invited member-owners to share their stories about
about problems with the Co-op, | offer my experience. It is a perfect case-study in the
confusion and lack of professionalism that is the hallmark of the organization.

The EI Defensor Chieftain story about the Co-op censuring Charles Wagner, only further
confirms that the Co-op is an organization that simply fails to grasp, or chooses not to
grasp, the consequences of their actions. To the contrary, Mr. Wagner deserves a
public award of gratitude, for trying to force change upon this ethically challenged group.
Especially since their record demonstrates a purposeful disregard of operational and
ethical integrity, and/or membership respect.

I have had family in Socorro County since before New Mexico was a US State, and my
Great-Grandparents, Grandparents, Parents, other current family members and myself,
have been Co-op members since the organization was founded. And throughout these
60+ years | have heard consistent complaints about the questionable administrative
practices of an organization being run as a “private good ole-boys network’”, rather than
a business operating in the “best interests of its member-owners”. However, no changes
were ever instituted until after Mr. Wagner arrived on the scene and upset the proverbial
apple cart. Since you are a Public Official, and both a private and professional business
person, | know that you realize the way in which the Co-op has historically operated,
definitely raises serious proprietary concerns?

Although | am quite capable of handling my personal Co-op issues independently and
seek no assistance, that is probably not the case with all member-owners. However, my
personal experience does shed further light on how this operation functions, or fails to
function as the case may be, in regard to a glaring lack of professionalism. After my
Grandparents were both killed in a car wreck on Sedillo Hill in 1966, our family was not
even aware of the Capital Credits issue. As such, | cannot factually confirm whether any
payment related to such was ever received or not.. The same following the death of my
Great-Grandmother in the 1970's, and the same after my Father’s death in 1978.

INVESTMENTS: TRAVEL+ TECHNOLOGY P.0O. BOX 271445
Personal E-mail: smvhou @ msn.com HOUSTON, TEXAS
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Yet since | personally handled the utility transfer from my Grandparent's name into my
Mother's name in 1966, and again when we deleted my Father’'s name in 1978, | clearly
remember the “absolute hassle” required to accomplish this simple task. Even though
my Mother was Estate Administrator AND only-child, this basic process required copies
of a never-ending list of BOTH personal AND legal documents, ALL of which had to
have NOTARIZED signatures. And | repeat: ALWAYS NOTARIZED documents. | again
faced the same hassle following my Father’s death, even though we only sought to
delete his name, while leaving service in my Mother's name. At the very least it was
NOT a simple office visit to alter or change the legally responsible party of service, but |
just figured it was the unique way Socorro Co-op handled such matters.

Then as a result of my Mother’s health issues in early 2000, | asked that her bill be
mailed to me in Houston so | could pay it.. Yet in a “joint in-person” visit to Co-op offices,
we learned that it required far more than could be accomplished while we were BOTH in
the office. It was a repeat hassle to comply with the information required, and just like all
‘prior service name changes, it included various copies of NOTARIZED documents. After
my Mother passed away in 2011, | asked for the monthly bill to continue to be sent to me
in Houston, as it already had been for a decade, but to transfer the service into my
name. Once again | had to go through the same song and dance for a 5" time, which
even included a demand for a copy of Mother’s Death Certificate (attachment 1)! Once
again, | thought this was just a nonsensical operational process unique to the Co-op.

Since | had also finally learned about the Capital Credits issue, | asked for Mom’s credits
to be retired (attachment 2). Please note the Capital Credit print-out (attachment 3) has
absolutely ZERO “factual support” data for the dollar amount paid. A member number is
listed, along with years of service, which listed her start date as 1986, since she rented
her home out for a couple of years after my Father's 1978 death, before returning. There
is NO data for service from 1978 until she leased her home, only upon her 1986 return.
In addition, there is NO support data to inform a consumer WHAT forms the factual
basis of the Capital Credit payment of $629.91, which represents an annual credit of
$24.22 for 26 years (1986-2012) .Since the Co-op purposely fails to provide ANY such
information, the amount paid out could just as easily have been $60 or $6,000, and a
member-owner would be none the wiser. As ANY experienced businessperson knows, .
any accounting document so absurdly lacking in factual audit information is laughable.
Yet the Co-op has followed this process for years!

And sadly, this sloppy business approach continues. Last year | rented the Magdalena
house with an effective date of May 1, 2013, with the “original’ rental document calling
for the tenants to transfer electricity service into their name. However, the tenants had
moved from lllinois and never lived in New Mexico, so they had NO New Mexico-based
reference history and were not yet employed, so the Co-op turned down their original
transfer request, due to a lack of sufficient verification documents. As a result, a “new”
rental agreement left the electricity in my name, with the tenant reimbursing monthly. To
the contrary however, the tenants refused to pay for electricity, using a false excuse that
the billings exceeded actual usage. By mid-summer 2013, they even stopped paying
rent, and basically became squatters.



| traveled to Socorro and personally went to the Co-op offices on Tuesday, August 6,
and directed that the power to the property be disconnected. | was told that power could
not be disconnected the same day, but would be disconnected the next day August 7.
After the power was not disconnected August 7 as confirmed, | again called the Co-op
on August 8, and left a message asking why the power had not been disconnected on
August 7 as confirmed, and requested immediate disconnection. | got no reply from the
Co-op, so | called a 2nd time on August 9 - 3 days AFTER my August 6 in-person visit -
and left the same message, but again got no reply. Not until August 12 - 6 days AFTER
my original August 6 visit - did | finally hear from the Co-op. Ms. Madrid informed me
there were 2 persons at Co-op offices, asking to have the electric service transferred out
of my name and into theirs. | told her that | had directed that the power be disconnected
at the house 6 days previously on August 6, and had made not 1 but 2 follow up calls to
confirm the action, but gotten no reply. Ms. Madrid, of course, was totally CLUELESS as
. to why the power had not been disconnect on August 7 as previously confirmed, nor
why it was still connected 6 days later? Yet another perfect example of the operational
incompetence that permeates this organization.

I also told Ms. Madrid that | was both the legal property owner and legally responsible
party on the electric service agreement, and had the right to disconnect service. To this
she replied: “Well, we have a document here with your signature, and HAVE checked
with the NM Public Utility Commission, and been DIRECTED to transfer the service”.
This statement was completely false and had ZERO basis in fact. | also told Ms. Madrid
that she DID NOT have a valid document with MY signature on it, because NO such
document existed, to which she replied: “Well we have a document and | BELIEVE it is
your signature”. Really? How would she, or the Co-op make that determination? With
that the call was ended, and the service transferred. As easy as that. The tenants did
not have to provide a single, solitary shred of FACTUAL legal documentation, and
absolutely ZERO NOTARIZED verification of ANY type, to confirm that ANY document
presented was either valid, legal or currently in force. Nothing! So even though the Co-
op refused to transfer service to these same persons 4 months earlier because they
LACKED sufficient documentation, the Co-op suddenly DID transfer service while
requiring NO documentation or verification. And they did so even AFTER being informed
by the legally responsible party NOT to do so — not once, or twice, or three times, but
four times!

Two total strangers simply strolled into Socorro Co-op and asked to have the power

switched into their names, from an account location where power had been in the same |
family for 50+ years. And the Co-op did so even AFTER the legally responsible party |
and legal owner, had directed the power to be disconnected, and had done so both in- |
person at Co-op offices, AND by phone, AND by fax, and had informed the Co-op that

“‘whatever” documents they had been presented WERE NOT VALID. Yet none of this

made one iota of difference to the Co-op. Such absolute incompetence by any business,

let alone a utility company, is beyond stupidity. However, such unprofessional

performance is not the fault of individual employees or lower level management. These

actions are driven by the Trustees and senior management.



As a result of Socorro Co-op not only leaving the power on at the property, but switching
it into the name of a totally unverified 3™ party, the tenants were able to comfortably
remain for another month rent-free. This required me to hire an attorney and enlist the
support of law enforcement to finally remove them, and during that time they caused
significant damage, which should have been the responsibility of Socorro Co-op.

After | directed the power to be disconnected in my in-person August 6 visit, | sent
numerous letters to the Co-op asking why they failed to do so, and requested to see the
information provided to the Co-op that would support their actions. | am sure you will not
be surprised to learn that aimost 1 year later, absolutely ZERO response has ever been
forthcoming. Not until 2 month after-the-fact did Luis Aguilar reply (attachment #4).
Please note that Mr. Aguilar’s letter contains no date, which was most probably a
purposeful omission, so the Co-op could subsequently claim they had responded in a
timely manner if they were challenged. They seem to like to leave a door open to cover
their actions.

The Co-op has operated since inception, to employ fellow family members and friends of
current employees, and award scholarships and provide travel opportunities to the same
group of insiders, while concealing special loans to employees with member funds, then
using member funds to sue those same employees, as well as the membership itself. Is
this also indicative of why sufficient thought was not given to the consequences of suing
the membership? The membership be damned! The Co-op has, through the years,
functioned as a private club for those in charge, which is why ALL Co-op members owe
a huge debt of gratitude to Charles Wagner, and those who have joined him in trying to
clean up this operation. The abuse they have received from the Co-op in response to
such actions, is shameful. If you do nothing else in your remaining years as Mayor, |
wholeheartedly encourage you to stay the course with determination, and terminate The
City of Socorro’s support for the Co-op. It would be an admirable lasting legacy if you
can finally end the strangle-hold this group has maintained for decades.

I salute your efforts on behalf of The City of Socorro, and wish you only the very best in
your efforts. You will have a fight on your hands, because Senior Co-op management
does not want anyone changing the way they have done business for years, and they
certainly do not want anyone looking over their shoulders and/or second guessing their
actions. Regardless of whether such actions are legal, ethical or in the best interests of
the membership..

Best of luck,

=—B3»oasD

Sid Vinyard, CEO

cc: Mr. Charles Wagner - PO Box 252 - Magdalena, NM - 87825
Mr. Joseph Herrera - Socorro Co-op - PO Box H - Socorro, NM - 87801
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January 28, 2013

Sid Vinyard

P.O. Box 271445
Houston, Texas 77277

RE: Patronage Capital Retirement — Grace 'Vinyard

Dear Sid,

Thank you for sending me your m(other’s death certificate” Since you stated in an
earlier conversation that your mother left Wo.will,_norwasa personal representative
appointed to handle her estate; | am epe Qnage Capital Release form for

If you provide the legal documentation that you are the Administrator of her
estate, Marty’s and Clay’s signatures are not required on the Patronage Capital Release
form. As soon as | have all the legal documents required, | can then present the
request for approval by the Board of Trustees.

Thank you and if you have any questions, please give me a call at
575-835-0560 x1001.

Sincerely,

Eileen Latasa
Executive Asst./HR Manager

Your Touchstone Energy® Cooperative 7(#;%

P.O. Box H - Socorro, New Mexico 87801 - Phone 575.835.0560 or 1.800.351.7575
Fax - 575.835.4449
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PATRONAGE CAPITAL
RELEASE
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:
THAT WHEREAS, Grace Vinyard , deceased, of the County of Socorro,';State of New

Mexico, died on thg day of 20 , in the said County and State:

AND WHEREAS. At the time of his/her death, the said _ Grace Vinyard was a member of the
Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc., a New Mexico Corporation, and, as such member was entitled to certain
capital credits from such Cooperative, the same being in the amount of § 629.91.

AND WHEREAS, the said Grace Vinyard _died intestate, leaving no will and without sufficient
property to justify probate proceeding being has on the same: :

NOW THEREFORE, the undersigned, being the sole heirs of the said  Grace Vinyard ,
deceased, for and in consideration of the payment of the sum of § 629.91 , the receipt of which is
hereby acknowledged, hereby releases the said Socorro Electric Cooperativé, Inc., of and from all claims and
demands of every kind and nature whatsoever which the said ___ Grace Vinyard |, deceased, his heirs or
assigns might have had, or now have, against said Cooperative by reason of such capital credits or any interest
therein and, will hold the said Cooperative harmless from any claims by others that the payments or any part of
them were owing to those others, and will defend any action brought against the Cooperative on such claims
and pay any judgment obtained against the Cooperative therefore.

AND the undersigned, being each first severally and duly swar=28ch for himself on his or her oath
deposes and says: That the following named person/peo ploar b aagl

deceased. ~ ool
2. 7.
3 8.
4, 9
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Sid Vinyard
-PO Box 271445
Houston, TX. 77277

RE: 503 Kelly-Rd. Magdalena, NM
Dear Mr. Vinyard:

| have received and reviewed your correspondences regarding an improper service change at
503 Kelly Rd. in Magdalena, NM. As President of the Board of Trustees, our responsibility is
governance of Socorro Electric Cooperative (SEC). | personally don’t get involved in the day-to-
day operations of SEC, that task is our General Manager, Joseph Herrera’s, responsibility.

However, because of your two letters, | discussed this matter with Mr. Herrera. As | mentioned
earlier, | do not run the day-to-day operations. Mr. Herrera informed me of the matter to the
best of his knowledge of all the facts and ensured me that all the standard operating procedures
were followed. He informed me that you did call in to SEC headquarters and spoke with
Members Service Representatives requesting service to be disconnected on August 9, 2013.
Service was not to be connected until you requested electric service at mentioned location.
Your tenants, Mr. Aaron Laurent and Beth Reid Laurent came in to SEC headquarters on August
12, 2013 requesting service at mentioned service location. Mr. and Mrs. Laurent presented the
correspondence mentioned; a residential rental agreement and disability certification for Mrs.
Laurent. SEC staff questioned Mr. and Mrs. Laurent on term number 16 of the rental agreement.

SEC is regulated by the New Mexico Public Regulator Commission (NM PRC) and follows its rules.
SEC cannot deny services, pursuant to NM PRC and the rental agreement and without a written
eviction notice and, or a copy of a terminated rental agreement executed by both parties.
Therefore, service was not denied to Mr. and Mrs. Laurent at mentioned location. In the future
I would advise you to contact SEC staff and provide staff with the full correct documentation.

Regdrds,
Z.' L~C—<~

Luis Aguilar, President
SEC Board of Trustees

/‘% Your Touchstone Energy® Cooperative KT&

The power of human connections®

www.socorroelectric.com- Phone 575.835.0560 or 1.800.351.7575 Fax - 575.835.4449



Letters to the Editor (08/07/14)

by Staff | August 7, 2014 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op not fair, reasonable

Recently, Socorro Electric Coop President Anne Dorough has dedicated
considerable energy to letters in the newspaper and mailings with co-op bills.
Therein she takes a tack that varies significantly from her actions as leader of
the co-op Board of Trustees.

In an abrupt turnabout, she rails against ruvnning up legal bills and attorneys’
fees. This in the face of persistently using lawyers and, more recently, a public
relations firm to wage a campaign to blunt the efforts of co-op members who
wish a say in the management of their (supposedly) electric cooperative.

Ms. Dorough calls on members to rally attendance at meetings in order to fight
off the City of Socorro. The triumvirate of Dorough, David Wade and Leo
Cordova have persistently done it’s best to design meeting places and agendas
to discourage attendance by the membership.

The annual meeting’s most successful occurrence was at the Macey Center in
2012. Members flocked to the meeting in record numbers and voting was
significantly above normal. The board has deigned having the meetings at the
Macey Center (despite the cost being lower than Finley Gym) ever since. They’d
rather not deal with members voting changes inconvenient to the ruling,
scheming trustees. “Lack of Quorum” is their preferred outcome to maintain the
status quo.

Why now use the terms “fair and reasonable,” “integrity,” “keep in touch with
our co-op members,” “encourage them to bring their questions,” “great
opportunity to get involved” and worst of all “sincerely?”

Sincerity and integrity have played a minuscule role with the board over the
past few years. Now, co-op General Manager Joseph Herrera has run a campaign
of terror over co-op employees and weaseled pay exceeding $180,000 per year
from the board. This despite his scorn for Socorro and having moved his
residence to Los Lunas while we pay for his company vehicle and travel back
and forth. The co-op’s manual says all co-op employees live within it’s service



area.

Fair and reasonable? Whatever the optimum relationship we might continue
with the City of Socorro, Ms. Dorough’s plaintive cries that Members rally
around her ring hollow. Perhaps she, Wade, and Cordova should have relied
more on a PR firm than on conniving with attorneys in their past actions against
the members.

Herbert Myers
Socorro

Co-op has no right to censure

The accusation prompting the SEC board’s censure seems to mean that neither the board nor
its attorneys are up to speed on the requirements of New Mexico’s Open Meetings Act (OMA).

The e-mail in question was addressed to a quorum of the board of trustees.

Communications among them constitute an open meeting as | understand the law. In addition,
communications among a quorum of a governing body, to qualify as an exception to OMA must
discuss

items the law allows to be treated as “confidential.” Nothing in Ms. Dorough’s e-mail would
meet that criteria, and there was no prior notice of her intentioned action.

It is August, and the Dorough administration has no strategic plan for the co—op. That means
business assets wasting as usual. The two previous administrations had no announced plans
either and seemed

to follow the suggestions of the Wiggins attorneys to continue to violate bylaws, prevent
members from voting at meetings and other wise resist efforts of the membership to
democratically control their co-op.

| believe the only people who want to retaliate against me through punishment are the
attorneys, the general manager, Ms. Dorough, Mr. Wade and Mr. Cordova. The problem is the
authority to punish a trustee is exclusive to the members who elected her/him. Ms. Dorough
and company want to usurp that power from the members also.

Can any of them face reality?

Charlie Wagner District 2 Trustee



Letters to the Editor (07/31/14)
by Staff | July 31, 2014 | Filed under: Opinion
Selling co-op best bet for members

I wanted to thank Mayor Bhasker for using leverage to encourage a Socorro Electric Co-op meeting, with
a quorum, to discuss recent and long standing issues. He is doing the right thing for city residents. I also
agree with Anne Dorough that we shouldn’t be breaking up the co-op, and the City is not suited to be a
buyer. :

Reflecting on the years of acrimony, waste of capital and time lost, we member-owners need to think
clearly about our future and take a new direction. What we should be doing is directing the trustees to
sell the entire co-op to a for-profit enterprise.

Rural electrification has a proud history in America. You don’t have to be terribly old in Socorro to
remember or have relatives that participated in the founding of the Socorro Electric Co-op. You have my
great respect.

However, we are way past the days of pioneering — where co-op funded expansion of the grid brought
real change to the service area.

The mines have been mined, the ranches have been staked and the allotments leased long ago. Every
partially-sold subdivision in the service area has power. We can expect low and slow growth, if any. Job
well done co-op, we are electrified! Now its time to take an earned bow and leave the stage.

The assets of the co-op are owned by the members and these are valuable assets, very valuable assets.
The longer you have been a member, the more investment you have made. While certainly “nonprofit,”
the co-op (you) has millions in assets. Right now those assets are stranded capital for the member-
owners.

There is a reason the co-op only wants to compare costs to other rural co-ops. Western rural co-op
power is almost always more expensive than “for-profit” Western power. Technology has made
renewables and storage less costly and just as reliable as expensive co-op grid power.

It's good to remember that an electric co-op is not the normal state of affairs. Just like any other service
we buy, we rarely own the company. Long ago it was the only way to electrify rural areas - once done,
it’s a service - just like water, sewer and garbage. But unlike those services, we member- owners still pay
the overhead for the pioneer days, and we pay a lot more than we have to. So, why consider selling the
co-op? It’s a long list:

- Less expensive power for everybody.

- No more lawyers.

- No more being sued by our power company.

- No more meetings, quorums, rules of order and contested elections.

- No more dubious expenditures and accounting practices.



- Service staff keeps their jobs. Trustees don’t.

- Recover your stranded assets, member-owner!

- All capital accounts paid in full to every-body and no more capital accounts, ever.

- Less acrimony and embarrassment of our community.

- Expanded renewables, grid ties, off-peak pricing, and net-metering.

- No more letters to the editor, or with our bills, from power company management.
- Power company management held to the clear standards of State Law.

It wouldn’t be the first time member-owners sold an electrical co-op. Given the current state of affairs
of our co-op, it certainly deserves consideration.

Greg Miller - Socorro

Trustee calls for recall of SEC chair Dorough

The letter signed by Ms. Dorough, chairperson of the SEC Board of Trustees is peculiar, and there is a
question as to how much is Ms. Dorough’s opinion and how much the input of the public relations firm
hired by the coop’s attorneys and paid with SEC member funds.

The letter implies that the mayor and city council want a hostile takeover of the electric co-op. To the
contrary, they have been pushed to consider their action by complaints from members, former
employees and members of the business community. Resolutions passed by the city council during the
past months set forth the reasons for addressing the matter. These resolutions are available at the city’s
website.

In council meetings | attended, council discussions place emphasis on the SEC Board of Trustees duty of
care, lack of obedience to SEC Bylaws, oversight of costs and oversight of management, response to
consumer concerns, guarantee of a fair, nonthreatening work environment for employees, etc. All are
reasonable expectations of consumers who are required to democratically control the coop.

The councilors know that this is done through fair elections, annual district and general meetings of
members.

The members have the unlimited right to initiate, debate and approve amendments, repeals to bylaws
and articles of incorporation according to law. Comments from members at city council meetings make
it clear that hostility arises from the SEC trustees, management and legal advisers.

The general attitude of these three is “We will do what we want; if you don’t like it, take us to court.”

The letter implies erroneously that the lack of a franchise agreement is the problem compounded by the
city’s wish for an open forum. An open forum with members present is the only proper way to conduct
business. The SEC prefers secrecy and does not want to hear from the member/owners.



The threats are groundless and shoddy in their execution. The sensible approach of a feasibility study on
the questions of rates, presently the highest in New Mexico and Colorado according to documents
presented by the mayor; legal fees, already extremely high with an additional cost of poor legal rulings
from attorneys; and concerns of members outside of the city who are also fed up with the actions of the
co-op, is the proper approach.

There is another remedy. During the February SEC Board meeting, Mr. Larry McGraw, USDA Rural Utility
Service representative, meeting with members, Mayor Bhasker and other city representatives advised
that improper actions of a SEC trustee could be handled by recall.

Ms. Dorough, though elected by District V members, has opposed their best interests by undertaking
and working with the attorneys to block a vote of their proposals passed at their 2012 district meeting
from being voted on at the 2013 Annual Members Meeting as called for in the SEC Bylaws.

Having no confidence in Ms. Dorough due to adverse actions, the members of her district can remove
her as trustee as described in the bylaws and immediately nominate and elect her replacement.

That recall would change the majority on the board and restore the confidence of all members. District
V members now knows why it is so important that they act quickly.

Sincerely,

Charlie Wagner
District Il Trustee

Socorro Electric Cooperative



Letters to the Editor (07/24/14)
by Staff | July 24, 2014 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op takeover costly, bad idea

Citing unfounded criticism of Socorro Electric Cooperative rates and service, the Socorro city Council
recently voted to conduct a feasibility study about taking over electric service from the co-op, a move
called “municipalization.”

The council’s move risks a double disaster for any city resident who pays an electric bill. But for the time
being, until the city takes action directly threatening the co-op, we're preparing to block the city’s
possible attempt at a takeover, but there’s no need for us to take direct action yet.

For Socorro, “municipalization” is a bad idea because it will cost both city taxpayers and co-op
ratepayers vast sums of money unnecessarily, with no return in improved service or reduced rates.

The city is heading down an expensive and distracting path. Their action illustrates the dangers of
dumbing down a technically-complex issue in a political arena without understanding the far-reaching
consequences for everyday folks.

There’s a better way to work out our differences. SEC currently operates in Socorro under an expired
franchise agreement giving the co-op the right of way for its lines, poles, substations, transformers and
equipment to deliver power to homes and business across town.

Since last year, SEC has sought a meeting with Mayor Ravi Bhasker to negotiate renewing the franchise
agreement, which both still honor. Unfortunately, the mayor has said he prefers the open forum council
meetings with its audience of supporters.

If the city continues on its present course, expect years of expensive legal wrangling. If the co-op refuses
to sell, the city has suggested it could condemn co-op assets in the city through eminent domain.

However, the legal basis of that is unclear and untested. Get ready to pay more legal fees.
And experience shows the co-op is likely to end up continuing to serve city customers.

The truth is, rates for Socorro customers would go up because buying the assets would cost the city
many millions and the municipal utility would have fewer customers to share costs of operation.

Unfortunately, rates would similarly rise for the rural customers remaining in the co-op. SEC rates, which
only cover our cost of operations without profit, are fair, reasonable, and on par with other rural
cooperatives in the state.

And here’s the final catch: nearly all SEC ratepayers in the city of Socorro are also taxpayers in town. City
residents with an SEC account for electric service would pay for lawyers on both sides to fight each other
over the right to sell them power.

Rural customers outside the city will also have to pay to defend the integrity of their co-op and fend off
a rise in rates due to a municipal takeover. It's a lose-lose deal for everyone except the lawyers. The city
should stop.



We will keep in touch with our co-op members as this issue develops. We encourage them to bring their
questions to us. Our district meetings in October and November are a great opportunity to get involved.

Sincerely,

Anne L. Dorough
Socorro Electric Cooperative

President & District V Trustee

Co-op should meet with mayor

Anne L. Dorough, Socorro Electric
Cooperative president and District 5 trustee, in
her July 17 letter to the editor in the Chieftain
seems to be quite concerned over the co-op (and
thus the members) having to pay “vast sums of
money ... by heading down an expensive and
distracting path ... can expect years of legal
wrangling ... get ready to pay more legal fees ...
a lose-lose deal for everyone except the lawyers.”

I am baffled by this sudden, new concern
regarding a cost to members, who have been on
an expensive and distracting path for some time
since the board decided to sue members. We
members have incurred years of expensive wran-
gling as well as extravagant legal fees.

The extravagant fees continue for members
as the board has added another lawyer to the
Wiggins law group by hiring Cordova Public
Relations ($2.889) ~“to assess the current situa-
tion.”

Mayor Ravi Bhasker is agreeable to meet to
address the expired franchise agreement. The

SEC board balks at this meeting being an open
forum? Why? The co-op board is very fond of
executive meetings which exclude the public. But
this franchise is in the public’s best interest.

The Open Meetings Act had to be forced on
the board for their regular meetings.

Dorough says “we encourage co-op members
to bring their questions to the board.” She obvi-
ously does not mean to a board meeting where
the public is limited to two minutes to speak. and
there is no acknowledgment by the board regard-
ing what is said.

Are our electric rates, as cdlaimed. on par with
other rural cooperatives in the stafe?

Dorough should produce figures to verify this
claim.

My suggestion: the city should not stop feasi-
bility studies. The SEC board should meet with
the mayor to negotiate a franchise agreement.

Ruth White
Socoro



Letter to the editor (4/24/14)

by Staff | April 24, 2014 | Filed under: Opinion
The importance of attendance

Editor:

Many questions have been raised about this (Socorro Electric Cooperative annual membership) meeting.
Leading the list is “Why no mail-in-ballots?” followed by “Why no notice of the meeting?” and “What's
on the agenda?”

The “official notice” of the 2014 annual members meeting was included in the last issue of
“Enchantment Magazine.” It was also mentioned in SEC President Anne Dorough’s letter enclosed in the
last SEC billing. (See previous email and/or posting at www.informedcynic.com ).

The agenda is posted at www.informedcynic.com. Note that the agenda states f’i’egistration” not
registration and voting. This is because of actions by the SEC attorneys, which are backed by
management and the majority of three on the Board of Trustees. Although three propositions were
passed by District 2, the attorneys have once again blocked a District’s and member’s right to send
propositions to the full membership for a vote at the next succeeding annual members’ meeting as
required by our bylaws. Instead the attorneys have placed these propositions on the agenda under
“new business” for discussion and vote by persons in attendance. If these persons vote in favor of the
propositions, they then will go to the 2015 Annual Meeting where they will be placed on the ballot. Two
years for a made-up process which is against the bylaws and strips the power of the members to amend
the SEC bylaws. They did this to the 2012 District 5 propositions and oddly, in Mrs. Dorough’s letter to
the members, she states, “Now too much time has elapsed for the proposals to be considered at this
years’ annual meeting.” Not sending the District 2 propositions for a vote by the membership is the
reason for no ballots as well as an attempt to kill them.

A mind-boggling contradiction and rebuke to this stonewalling action is Mrs. Dorough’s paragraph on
“progress and forward thinking that characterizes our co-op today,” which congratulates the co-op for
“fully implemented previous by-law changes proposed by the members in 2010.” These bylaw changes
referred to were proposed by District 5 in 2009 and voted on and passed overwhelmingly at the 2010 -
annual members meeting. Under the present attorneys, management and trustee majority, these bylaw
changes would never have been brought to a vote. Many of you will remember that the co-op and
trustee majority sued the entire membership to stop these bylaws from taking effect. Inthe same
paragraph, the “Member By-laws Committee” is also praised as “progress”. Make no mistake, this
committee is a creature of the trustees. The district meetings are the way that members propose bylaw
changes.

What can be done about this situation? The attorneys say “take it to court.” What an answer! Sue
ourselves for justice! The City of Socorro is working on buying the co-op because of adverse actions to
the members and business community and this is not an idle threat as some think. Many say “fire the
attorneys and manager.” But the attorney and manager are hired by the Board of Trustees. Three
trustees, Leo Cordova, Anne Dorough and Dave Wade, are blocking remedial steps to repair this co-op
and their removal is the only way to stop what is happening. District 4 and 5 members will have an



opportunity to sign petitions to recall their trustees at the 2014 Annual meeting this Saturday. Members
of other districts can express their opinions (and maybe appear on the TV news). Please attend.

Charlene F. Wagner
Socorro

Editors note: EI Defensor Chieftain has published notice of the annual meeting in the past five editions
of the paper.



Co-op meetings need revamping

In the May 1 edition of El
Defensor Chieftain, Socorro
Electric Cooperative Board
of Trustees President Anne
Dorough is reported as favor-
ing entertainment (a band? hot
dogs?) to increase audience par-
ticipation at the annual meeting
of members.

In reality, the board triumvi-
rate and their lawyers with their
clownish posturing and obfus-
cating behavior is entertainment
in itself.

Instead of adding hot dogs
and/or a band, streamline the
meeting.

As it is now, one registers
and then waits until the meeting
can start. But it doesn’t start.
First there is a presentation of
the flag, pledge of allegiance
to the flag, singing of the “Star
Spangled Banner,” an invocation
and a speech by someone.

An hour has passed.

There is a count of people
who have managed to stay. The
count is repeated several times.
It is, after all, a count of regis-
tration bracelets, easy enough
to hid.

When there — surprise! — is
no quorum, all business waits for
a year to be proposed, and the
board and their lawyers are safe
to proceed as usual for another
year.

Members aren't attending the
annual meeting in large numbers
because they are frustrated by
the format of the process, the
delays and the “interpretation”
of the by-laws.

Will a band and hot dogs
make up for this? Hardly.
Discouraging? Yes. Makes one
want to give up. Almost.

Ruth White
Socorro




County residents
better off with PNM

1 read with interest the comments by
Mr. Jaramillo of the Mayors' intentions of
acquiring SEC. Perhaps SEC can be consid-
ered an “albatross™ of an organization, but
most member owners believe the SEC 10 be
a bunch of crooks.

The city really doesn't have to parchase
SEC. The city controls the franchise agree-
ment, and the city can merely award the
franchise to PNM ‘or anyone else interested
in operating an honest intended company.

The comments by SEC attorneys in
the “Enchantment” magazine about the
comparison of a for-profit PNM versus the
so-called nonprofit SEC is misleading, to
say the least.

The attorneys through last September
averaged $17.000 per month. Al that rate,
they would have been rubber-stamped right
about $207.000 for the year ending 2013.

Currently, the attorneys are bein% paid
an average of $16,000 per month! If this
continues. then they will have been paid
$192,000 for the year ending 2014. That, |
believe to be an “albatress.”

Then if you add in the 8185,000-plus the
“trust me trustees™ pay the manager, then
the “albatross” becomes a dinosaur of a
burden on the backs of the member owners.

If in fact the mayor moves ahead and
wrangles power away from SEC. that would
be a huge relief for the public.

We in the county, of course, would con-
tinue to re-adjust the districts, pay less to
the four “trust me trusiees,” demand the
immediate firing of the attorneys, demand
that the manager accept less for less work

on his part or move on.

M. Jaramillo has good ideas and inten-
tions. This, of course, is the city's and its
citizens’ business.

The county residents see the “albatross”
as all of the above money added onto our
current electric rates.

That divided by the number of residents
equals three to four times the rate PNM
would ever charge.

Imagine not having the burden of man-
agers, attorneys, overstaffed office and the
fact that the current manager lives outside
the county.

Al of the field techs would work for
PNM. get better pay and the residents
would be a lot better off.

James Padilla



Letters to the editor (04/17/14)

by Staff | April 17, 2014 | Filed under: Opinion
The informed cynic

Editor:

Several years ago | set up a website, www.informedcynic.com, dealing with issues affecting the citizens
of Socorro County and the surrounding area. | also began filming the meetings of the Socorro Electric
Cooperative in an attempt to present a unbiased record of events to the membership. News archives,
commentary, the meeting videos, etc. are all posted on the website.

On Jan. 23, 2014, | began my first attempt at an Inspection of Public Records Act request with a letter to
Mr. Joseph Herrera, SEC general manager, soliciting documents relating to fees paid to SEC attorneys
from 2010 through 2013 and all contracts between the SEC and those attorneys. On Feb. 26, 2014, |
picked up a packet of documents for which | was charged $1 per page for a total of $344.0n
examination, | discovered that the file of documents was incomplete with entire years missing and gaps
within years furnished. Invoices were heavily redacted. Only one attorney contract was included. |
detailed the lack of compliance in another letter to Mr. Herrera dated March 31, 2014. That letter has
not been answered.

The received information, though incomplete, is very interesting and it is important that those facts and
figures be made known to SEC members. If additional records are received, they will be added to
existing data posted on the website.

The records from Dennis Francish are complete and his contract is included. $113, 818.06 was billed to
the SEC from 2010 through 2012.

+ Kennedy & Han: Only seven months of billing supplied, February 2012 — September 2012 in the
amount of $53,534.11 although the firm was hired in June 2010 for the case in which the SEC sued the
members. No contracts supplied.

* Foster & Moss: September 2012 to October 2013 billings $11,605.69. No contracts or other
documents.

« Wiggins, Williams & Wiggins: At least $209,616.29 billed from 2010 to 2013 as there are gaps in years
2010 and 2011. One of the most intriguing items billed by the Wiggins firm deals with the
“investigation” by Ira Bolnick. This action was taken against Trustee Wagner and authorized by the SEC
Board of Trustees upon the recommendation of Attorney Lorna Wiggins. Part one of the
“investigation,” which cost the SEC $11,789.61, is posted. Part two of the report has been kept from
the members. Ms. Wiggins hired and paid Mr. Bolnick and then billed the SEC for that amount. The
second item lists Cordova Public Relations to which the Wiggins firm paid $25,094.61 from July 2013 to
December 2013 and billed back to the SEC. There is no indication as to why the PR firm was engaged. No
contracts pertaining to the Wiggins firm, Mr. Bolnick or Cordova Public Relations provided. The total
derived from these incomplete records is $388,574.15 for the three years, 2010 to 2013. The actual total
is higher but unknown due to the noncompliance of the SEC general manager.

James Cherry - Magdalena



Letters to the Editor 01/16/14

by Staff | January 16, 2014 | Filed under: Opinion
Aguilar should not promote own agenda in electric bills
Editor:

Dear Mr. Aguilar (SEC board member):

Today | found a letter from you stuffed inside the same envelope as my latest electric bill. As | read it, |
began to recognize it as propaganda. | realized that your letter had nothing to do with the official
business of the SEC — which | expect to find with my bill from time to time. Instead, it was a two page
editorial pushing your own agenda by stating your personal, subjective, and biased interpretation of
ongoing issues between member/owners and the SEC.

You also accused member/owners of wasting your time. Sorry folks, but it is certainly the other way
around. Once again, your letter is another attempt to skew information and, most probably, proof of
another misuse of funds (those used to print and mail your editorial to 10,000 member/owners).

| mistakenly assumed you and others on the Board, knew that editorials belong on the editorial page of
newspapers, magazines, and the like, since they are statements of opinion. (Note to self: Do not make
assumptions, especially about board members who have repeatedly demonstrated their ignorance and
inability to know right from wrong.)

For your information, Mr. Aguilar, we have a newspaper right here in town that would probably publish
your words without issue. I'm pretty sure they would also do it for free. Speaking for myself, | am sick
of paying for SEC games over and over again. So say your farewells, Mr. Aguilar, give us a wave or a
thumbs up or the finger, but more importantly, tell the SEC Board that, at the very least, I'd like my
money back.

Kate James

Socorro



Letter to the editor (12/26/2013)
by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | December 26, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
In re: Milton Ulibarri’s thesis on SEC’s quorum dispute (Dec. 12, 2013 edition, Page 4).

Mr. Ulibarri asserts: (1) It (the need for a quorum) prevents the democratic process from being hijacked
by just a few members and (2) that the (SEC) by-laws need to be reworked with the members by-laws
committees and attorneys to develop a set of amendments that will fix the inconsistencies and line
them up with New Mexico state law — one can’t argue with those two assertions — however, it all boils
down to, “just who is doing the hijacking.”

Up until 2010 when SEC reform became a hot issue 11 miscreant trustees had for decades used the then
existing “by-law machinery” to retained control of SEC affairs to their own financial advantage. And,
after the April 2010 member/owner vote, those trustees fought tooth and nail (financing their fight with
member owner funds) to thwart reform — to their advantage. Not liking the outcome they cried foul,
filed a lawsuit and lost.

So, if miscreant trustees are allowed to “pick” persons favorable to their interests to serve on such by-
law committees and “attorneys,” favorable to same, the effect is to nullify the entire process.

About quorums: If there is no meeting quorum to begin with, our trustees win by default. And if there is
an initial meeting quorum allowing a proper meeting our trustees bore people with their “pompous
rhetoric” and “show” to the point that those bored people leave in disgust thereby killing the meeting
for lack of quorum. Again the trustees win by default. No doubt all is calculated.

Alvin B. Hickox

San Antonio



Letters to the editor (11/28/13)

by Staff | November 28, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion

Some co-op board members behaved badly during election
Editor:

Conduct at the recent Socorro Electric Co-op district elections brings cause for disgust from the
membership. Behavior of the sitting trustees was abominable and their attempts to hijack the elections
were both obvious and repugnant. Former trustees participated in the underhandedness and that
speaks volumes about their past actions.

The members voted clearly for the candidates of their choice, yet incumbents and former trustees
attempted to void the selections by playing all the dirty cards they could muster. Declaring a lack of
quorum when there were clearly members in attendance who weren’t counted was particularly
nauseating. Present and past trustees were observed ushering members out and requesting them to cut
off their wristbands to reduce the official count. Board president Luis Aguilar skulked beyond the doors
of the meeting instead of making his presence known and providing the leadership he was elected to
contribute, let alone be counted.

Congratulations are in order to Melissa Amaro for being the overwhelming choice of the District llI
voters. We can all be sure the board will be vastly improved by her presence and objectivity. if the
present trustees continue in character she will not be offered a heartfelt welcome.

Let us hope Melissa’s tenure will include selection of a board attorney who values the members. The
previous mercenaries have been ... did | say disgust earlier? Yes, disgusting.

Herbert Myers

Socorro



Letters to the editor (11/21/13)

by Staff | November 21, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
A mail-in co-op vote should count as intended only
Editor:

| want to take off my trustee hat for a moment and express my opinion as a member of the Socorro
Electric Cooperative.

Irregardless of the legality of the amendment proposed at the District Il meeting, | am opposed to mail-
in ballots being used to determine the presence of a quorum for a business meeting. When | am sitting
at my desk in Pie Town, marking my ballot, | want to know that ballot will be used to record the choices |
have indicated and not to declare my presence at a meeting where | am not actually in attendance and,
therefore, cannot vote to protect my rights. | do not want my ballot used as a means for other people to
discuss and vote on issues in my absence with which | may or may not agree. My ballot should be used
for recording my vote and only for that purpose.

Anne L Dorough
Member, and also Trustee
Socorro Electric Cooperative

Pie Town



Letters to the editor (11/07/13)

by Staff | November 7, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op District IV meeting fails to address concerns
Editor:

Last Tuesday’s District IV meeting was held in San Antonio starting at three in the afternoon. It’s no
wonder only 16 people attended and 12 of those were of the reform group.

Trustee Dave Wade opened by informing us that he has maintained that these district meetings were
too expensive and a waste of time. Yet it was Wade who insisted that this meeting be held
midday/midweek, when the majority of the people are at work.

Following Wade was trustee Prescilla Mauldin, who began by informing us that she had started a bylaw
committee to review and correct the bylaws proposed by District V. One of the first things she said was
that she encouraged member feedback and then reminded us that this is a member driven co-op. But
when she ended her speech a member stood and asked a question. Mauldin promptly said, “l am not
taking questions from the floor. You can email me.”

She then turned and picked up her bag, donned her sunglasses and exited the building.

Dave Wade then stood and closed the meeting even as members were asking him questions. His
response was, “We don’t have a quorum.”

So much for our duly elected trustees and the Open Meetings Act.

As far as they are concerned, it is their way or the highway. So yes it was a waste of time for all the
members who took time out of their day to show up.

Shame on the trustees and the general manager for not taking the time to answer member’s concerns
even if there were only 16 of us.

Charlene West

Lemitar

Co-op District Il members need to participate
Editor:

The next two Saturdays will see elections for trustees to the SEC board. District Il on Nov. 9, District Il
on Nov. 16. Both have voting/registration from 1-3 p.m. with business meetings starting at 3 p.m.
District 1l will also have a candidate forum from 10 a.m. to noon. These elections will mark the final
board reduction from 11 trustees to the five trustees mandated by the 2010 bylaw amendments. The
two trustees elected will either set a new balance on the board or revert to the old manner of doing
business. The members will determine the future path of the co-op by their votes.



The site of the District Il election was set by the board majority to be held in a distant corner of that
district with a very low population compared to the west side of the City of Socorro and the Magdalena
area in an obvious attempt to discourage attendance at the meeting. It should have the opposite effect
making people more determined to have their voices heard.

The business meeting is where people speak, pass resolutions to be voted into bylaws, etc. People that
have already voted by mail should register before 3 p.m. to get their wristbands so that they can vote at
the business meeting and become part of the quorum. They can also check to see if their vote by mail is
recorded. This is true for both districts. With rate hikes looming and many questions about operation of
the co-op, members need to ask questions and vote for the trustees that they trust to move the SEC
toward the future.

Charlene F. Wagner

Magdalena



Letters to the editor (10/31/13)

by Staff | October 31, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
SEC trustees should listen to member/owners
Editor:

The upcoming district elections for trustees at the Socorro Electric Co-op pose choices for the
membership. One of the few privileges members get in running the Coop is that of selecting a trustee to
represent them. Currently, in District lll, members have no representation. The trustees for that district
are three: Luis Aguilar, Prescilla Mauldin, and Donald Wolberg. Yet, when | have tried meet and talk with
one of them and discuss co-op affairs, none of the above would agree to do that. Per the Coop’s “Board
Duties and Responsibilities,” they are forbidden from, “...even informal discussions.” They represent
everybody, but nobody. Does that sound familiar?

That’s the conundrum of having at-large trustees. They answer to nobody and can readily put off any
member requesting representation. Then, there’s the lawyers who filter everything the trustees discuss
anyway. Given the capabilities and qualifications of the traditional trustees, that’s probably wise. Better
to remain quiet and let everyone assume you're an idiot, than to open your mouth and remove all
doubt.

What qualifications do Wolberg, Aguilar, and Mauldin bring to the board? A fitting management
education or background? Professional experience or certification that applies? Any mastery of Robert’s
Rules of Order to assist in conduct of meetings?

Leroy Anaya seeks re-election after his latest term expired this past January. Is he better qualified for
having been on the board and raking in an extraordinary take over several years? His background
includes jobs as a political appointee on payroll with Socorro County and the City of Socorro. His duties
are undefined and driving about in a municipal truck probably doesn’t contribute to the qualifications of
a corporate trustee. Political connections notwithstanding ...

Let us have a candidates’ forum where members can have a question and answer session with the
position seekers. Melissa Amaro is a candidate and has extensive experience working at the Coop. |
suspect she’ll be more than ready to participate and do her best to answer members’ questions. The
others? I'm not so sure — but they should welcome the chance to show off their knowledge and ability
to lead the co-op after their incumbencies. Without their attorney to nudge/prompt them? They could
bring their Forms 1099 to demonstrate how much they’ve collected in “expenses” over their tenure on
the board. I'll show them mine if they’ll show me theirs.

Herbert Myers

Socorro



Letters to the editor (10/17/13)

by Staff | October 17, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Request co-op ballots early

Editor:

| received a postcard in my mailbox Oct. 9 announcing the Socorro Electric Cooperative trustee election
for District Il. It states that the meeting will be held Saturday, Nov. 9, at 1 p.m. at the Wellness Center on
the Alamo Navajo reservation. It also states that voting member registration begins at 1 p.m. It fails to
mention that the business meeting begins at 3 p.m. This is the time when members can propose new
bylaws, or amend or repeal existing ones and conduct other member business. The notice states the
purpose of the meeting to be “for the election of one trustee for a four-year term” but neglects to
mention the business meeting and its purpose.

SEC bylaws demand fair elections and require equal voting rights and equal access in the opportunity to
vote. It seems this requirement will be violated. SEC has no written policy on elections but the state
election laws serve as a good reference for conducting fair elections. When it comes to voting by mail
state law requires 28 days for requesting a ballot to the return of the ballot to the election
administrator.

The ballots will not be sent out until Oct. 16, meaning it will be the 17th or 18th at the earliest before a
member can receive, complete and return the ballot. As ballots must be in Rio Rancho by Nov. 8, a
voting member will have less time to vote by mail than the state law requires.

Questions have been raised about the location of the District Il members’ meeting. As the district
stretches from Alamo in the far northwestern corner through Magdalena to the west side of the city of
Socorro (surrounding and including New Mexico Tech) and up the west side of 1-25 to parts of San
Acacia, a more central location would seem to be fairer to all 1,966 voting members of the district. It
seems obvious that the board majority selected this site in order to discourage attendance and/or
voting.

"My advice to voters is to call 505-891-6534 or email emarquez@electionpeople.com and request your
ballot immediately. I also urge you to make the trip to Alamo so you can consider, debate and vote on
the proposals that you and other members will be proposing.

Charlie Wagner
District Il Trustee

Magdalena



Participate in co-op elections
Editor:

Lately a very small number of members of the Socorro Electric Cooperative have criticized the co-op and
the Board of Trustees in particular. This small group of members has taken it upon themselves to push
for extensive revisions to the co-op’s bylaws.

They hope to rein in expenses by trustees, introduce greater transparency to co-op operations and give
the general membership an increased say in managing co-op affairs.

What’s wrong with that?

The devil, as they say, is in the details. This small group concentrated their efforts on 31 proposed
amendments to the bylaws put forth by members in District V. Due to procedural mistakes, they passed
just five of the 31 for consideration at the next annual meeting of the co-op. However, all 31 are riddled
with problems — some even violate state law — making it unwise to adopt them.

Despite these problems, the board recognizes the need to improve our bylaws. A member bylaws
committee formed by Trustee Prescilla Mauldin of District Ill has exhaustively reviewed the current
bylaws and recommended amendments. Meeting long hours throughout the summer, they also
reviewed and got legal advice on all 31 District V propositions and recommended to keep, reject or
modify each one. Those the committee approved have been incorporated into revised bylaws that
members can review and comment on.

The board would like to present them to the membership for a vote at the annual meeting in 2014 after
member consideration at the five district meetings being held in October and November.

None of these changes can happen, though, if co-op members don’t come to meetings, learn about the
issues and vote. It’s your co-op. If you support the direction we're taking, please come to your district
meeting and be counted. At the District V meeting in October, 30 less than needed for a quorum
registered for the meeting.

As Anne Dorough, the trustee representing District V, told the assembled members at the meeting:
“One of the most important things to getting things fixed is participation in the meetings. If we can’t get
a quorum, we can’t do anything.”

Luis Aguilar
District 3 Trustee and Board President

Socorro



Know who you are voting for
Editor:

Coming soon are the district elections to select trustees to the Socorro Electric Co-op. Members must
choose representatives who have not sued them for seeking honesty and transparency in management
of the co-op.

Trustees who oppose honesty and transparency are unworthy. Trustees who sue their own members
and incur hundreds of thousands of dollars in legal expenses for the benefit of attorneys are unworthy.
Don’t vote for Leroy Anaya. He sued us. Don’t vote for Don Wolberg. He sued us. Don’t vote for Priscilla
Mauldin. She sued us. They cost us hundreds of thousands of wasted legal expenses, not to mention
their duplicity and loss of fiduciary trust.

Melissa Amaro is a worthy candidate for many reasons. She knows the inner workings of the co-op very
well. Vote for Melissa in District lll.

Manny Marquez is not worthy. He took your money (for years) and ran. When the going got hot, he left
and gave no explanation. Now he wants to return. Charles Wagner is worthy. He’s the only trustee
who's voted consistently to keep the board honest and keep the members uppermost in mind. Vote for
Charlie in District II. He’s there for the members.

We have a chance to turn this co-op around and give it back to the members. Let’s attend the district
meetings and do just that.

Herb Myers

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (7/25/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | July 25,2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Is SEC voter mandering?

Editor:

Let me apologize in advance for broaching this subject. But | simply cannot, in good conscience, let this
pass without saying a word about it. The SEC is owned by all of its members, not the few who think all is
bad with its trustees, management and advisors. The notion that (all) trustees are not trustworthy is a
bunch of crock anyway. Last fall two trustees were re-elected to represent their respective districts.
That's 40 percent of the membership! If there are trust issues then show these folks the facts, not the
rhetoric.

| hear all this persuasive talk with ostentatious language ... oops! | mean pseudo-debate on how
wrongdoing the trustees are. The past is gone and good riddance to that. It's time to move forward
already. There have been tremendous changes in the reformation of the cooperative these last few
years: open meetings act, rezoning, fewer trustees, curtailment of their compensation, annual district
meetings and absentee voting — they are all in the current SEC bylaws.

" Ah yes, absentee voting (or mail vote as it’s being called) — the big gorilla is still in the house. Here is my

take on this matter. A fundamental principle of parliamentary law, and Robert’s Rules, is that decisions
are made only by the members present in a properly called meeting at which a quorum is present. Let’s
read that again “only by members present” and “a quorum is present.” However, sometimes you need
to extend voting rights to members who can’t physically be there to vote. In this case, you have a couple
of options, voting by proxy and voting by mail.

Voting by proxy goes against SEC bylaws. Voting by mail is a trade-off: You give up the benefits of
discussion and debate in favor of giving all the members an opportunity to vote. Voting by mail probably
isn’t worth the extra expense if most members can make it to meetings. But it is state law — so be it.

Here is the issue, counting mail votes as part of a quorum goes against New Mexico state law article 62-
15-8, notwithstanding subpart “G”, as in “gorilla.” Read the entire section — do your homework. To use
mail votes just create a quorum has consequences, which is probably why it goes against State law. For
example, to allow members to vote by mail, you must be sure that you don’t enable a decision on a
question to combine mail votes with votes cast after discussion, amendments or floor nominations at a
meeting.

Heck, if my mail vote could be counted toward establishing a quorum, why stand in line and wait to vote
in person if | don’t have to be present? Can you imagine a Cooperative annual meeting being conducted
with no audience? Can you imagine hell freezing over? You get the point!

Gene Cole

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (7/18/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | July 18, 2013‘| Filed under: Opinion
SEC member miffed with reform group

Editor:

In 2009, at the urging of the SEC reform group | began to actively partake in the involvement of our
Socorro Electric Cooperative. Before this, I'll admit to being guilty as heck for not paying much attention
to what goes on at the SEC. Now | find it is important to at least attend scheduled district and
membership annual meetings. | suggest doing more, but no less than represent yourself at one of these
meetings.

At this year’s SEC annual membership meeting there was this big brew-ha-ha (great entertainment)
about the District V resolutions to amend the cooperative’s bylaws not being on the agenda. | would like
to shed some light on this very subject matter from my perspective as a fellow member.

Last October, the District V membership held an election to vote a new trustee into office. At this
meeting there was, among other things, a rewrite of the SEC bylaws. Thirty-one resolutions resulted
from this effort. The resolutions were submitted to the SEC board of trustees for consideration to be
added to the 2013 annual meeting agenda so that the resolutions could be voted upon by the
membership at large.

Hold on a minute. Let’s back up a few paces. As it turned out, the District V submittal is full of language
issues, bylaw changes in conflict with other bylaws, and a few items not meeting New Mexico state law.
Even after the trustee bylaw committee reviewed all the changes, had the SEC lawyer review the
changes, had made recommendations, they were put on the agenda for consideration under new
business, as per Article Ill, Section 11 of the bylaws. Hmmm, | wonder why?

I’m not done yet. This may not be known to many who are being called upon to sign a petition to hold a
special meeting so that these resolutions can be voted on (as is mind you). Do you know that during the
fall District V meeting several procedural missteps had taken place? Resolutions No. 1, 15, 16, 17 and 29
were acted on before the quorum was lost, then some resolutions were passed after the quorum was
lost. The remainder of those resolutions was acted upon after the motion to adjourn failed. Don’t take
my word on this, do your own homework.

There is no disrespect intended here, I'm just miffed about District V stealing the glory to rewrite my
cooperative’s bylaws. However, | feel a little better getting this subject matter off of my chest. | can hear
a lot of my fellow members speaking my name in vain about now — bring on the heat.

Gene Cole

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (7/11/2013)

by‘EI Defensor Chieftain Reports | July 11,2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op trustee opponents out this weekend with petition

Editor:

It is against the law, both legally and morally, to deny anyone the right to vote. Yet this is happening
today in the service district of the Socorro Electric Cooperative. Although the Board of Trustees, the SEC
management and lawyers are dragging in all sorts of side issues, the basic issue remains: District 5
members passed 31 resolutions at their district meeting in October 2012 which according to the SEC
bylaws should have been voted upon at the 2013 Annual Meeting.

Board, management and lawyers, disliking some of the resolutions, refused to place them on the ballot.
SEC member/owners were denied their right to vote on these resolutions.

Denial No. 1: When the resolutions came to the floor of the Annual Meeting for discussion under new
business, the SEC lawyers declared that the previously declared quorum of members was not a quorum
and tried to adjourn the meeting without allowing discussion or vote on the Resolutions.

Denial No. 2: The members used parliamentary law to move for a Reconvening of the Annual Meeting to
the following month. At that June 8 meeting, the members voted to pass the District IV resolutions.
Now instead of their becoming part of the SEC bylaws, the lawyers ruled that they had to be voted on
again at the 2014 Annual Meeting.

Denial No. 3: It is worth noting at this point that the members passed an on the ballot resolution at the
2013 Annual Meeting to have the mail in ballots count toward a quorum thus validating a quorum at
both of the 2013 Annual Meetings and rendering the continuing discussion on quorum to be ridiculous.

It should be noted that both annual Meetings were videotaped and are available for viewing at
www.informedcynic.com. SEC Board meetings are also available for viewing.

Because of these events, member/owners decided a special meeting of the members in order to vote
on the District 5 Resolutions is necessary. President Aguilar would not call for such a meeting nor would
two other trustees join with Trustee Wagner to call the meeting. Denials 4 and 5.

The third course dictated by the bylaws was a petition of the members where 10 percent of the
membership would sign the petition which would force the board, management and lawyers to call a
meeting for a vote on the resolutions. Today we have almost reached the 10 percent mark.

On Saturday, July 13, members will be on the Socorro plaza from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. and at the Magdalena
Bring Your Own Water party at the High Country Lodge and throughout the village from 10 a.m. to 3
p.m. to gather signatures.

Other copies of the petition are available at businesses throughout the area. This Socorro Electric
Cooperative belongs to the member/owners and your signature will help send that message.

Charlene Wagner

Magdalena



Letters to the Editor (5/30/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | May 30, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
SEC trustee questions chair’s decisions

Dear Editor:

Your coverage of the subject Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting reported details which
recognized the desperate efforts by some SEC trustees through their attorney to prevent the surprisingly
high number of members from completing the business it is their exclusive right to transact in a meeting
regularly held for that explicit purpose.

The resolutions proposed by the District V meeting should have been on the ballot to be considered by
the membership as required in the co-op’s bylaws. The ballot instead, only contained those resolutions
composed by the secret trustee bylaw committee and submitted by the board of trustees. The
cooperative’s consumer- members, who by law have the exclusive right of amending the bylaws, were
not given the opportunity to deliberate, debate or amend the alterations proposed by the board. This
violates the principle of “democratic member control” required by federal tax law — IRC 501(c)(12) —
and is another violation that could cause SEC to lose its tax exempt and cooperative status. Mrs. Wiggins
and the board must focus on the fact that the law requires they be submissive to the authority and
control of the membership. It is a requirement well known to members of NRECA’s Cooperative Bar
Association in which Mrs. Wiggins has claimed membership.

The decision by the chairman after several long delays for discussions with the attorney during the
annual meeting, that the quorum was lost, was inappropriate and wrong. It would have been
appropriate for the attorney to rely on Robert’s Rules of Order if state law was silent on the question of
“Quorum” but that is not the case. New Mexico Corporation Law [53-11-32] Quorum of Shareholders
states “... A quorum, once attained at a meeting, shall be deemed to continue until adjournment
notwithstanding the voluntary withdrawal of enough shares to leave less than a quorum.”... the Business
Corporation Act — Chapter 53, Articles 11 to 18 NMSA 1978.

In addition, the Rural Electric Cooperative Act, in the section on Powers [62-15-3. Q.] states: ... “subject
to any limitations set forth in the articles of incorporation or bylaws, do such other and further acts and
undertake such other and further activities and transactions for the mutual benefit of its members and
patrons as may be done and undertaken by a corporation organized under the Business Corporation Act
[53-11-1 NMSA 1978] for the same or any additional lawful purpose,”...

This is another statute the attorney seems to ignore based on her statement in the most recent board
meeting May 22. Regarding the choice of Roberts Rules of Order Newly Revised as authority to block the
members from transacting business, her exact words were “the Business Corporation Act is not
applicable because you are not a for-profit corporation.” Her words disagree with the RECA statute.

It is clear that the Rural Electric Co-op Act recognizes that “members” and “shareholders” in
corporations are “owners” with common proprietary interest in the benefits and control of their
property. They have common purpose in their right to hold meetings and vote on business transactions.
To have that process denied, interrupted or delayed by their subordinates is unreasonable
insubordination.



Therefore it is obvious that the chairman, based on mistaken advice from counsel forced exceedingly
unnecessary delays and lengthy private discussions rendering confusion, resulting in total chaos. Anyone
who doubts this can view the video of the meeting at www.informedcynic.com.

The solution to this is to conduct the adjourned, continued meeting properly. The meeting should be
conducted by the qualified parliamentarian. He should preside with assistance of the president, so that
the meeting can move along at the proper pace allowing the membership to consider and vote on the
District V resolutions and continue to adjournment, after making sure that the membership has had the
opportunity to introduce and act on all other new business.

Hopefully SEC management will face its duties realistically, keeping in mind its obligations imposed by
federal and state laws previously ignored to the detriment of the cooperative and membership.

Charlie Wagner, Trustee
Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc.

PS: There will still be the necessity for a well-planned special meeting of the members by petition
sometime in the near future.

Membership ownership should count
Dear Editor:

Socorro Electric Co-op is owned by the customers. What does that mean? We vote for a board to
watch over our electric business and vote for the rules they operate by. These are the SEC bylaws. They
can be changed by a vote of the members. The board is required to abide by the bylaws. At the annual
meeting held May 15, 2013, three changes to the bylaws were approved: Resolution 3 — District
meetings to be held annually; Resolution 5 — mail-in ballots will count towards the quorum and
Resolution 6 — each trustee appoints one election official. These are now in effect for all co-op business.

The change in how a quorum is determined was immediately put to the test. Claiming it might not meet
state law the lawyer for the board declared the meeting over because the quorum had eroded as people
left. What is most important is that the board must honor this bylaw in spite of any lawyer’s opinion,
even an opinion from the attorney general. No ones opinion trumps the duly voted rule. Only a vote to
refine the wording passed by the co-op members or a court order can change this bylaw.

Some of the trustees like to point out that we are a very widespread co-op. We cover 11,500 square
miles, 220 miles end to end. The meetings are held in Socorro where the co-op offices are and our
customers are concentrated but efforts should be made to include our fellow owners who for time,
distance or money cannot come to every co-op meeting. Technology today could let them be here via
video but the minimum is to provide easy access to mail-in voting. Counting the interest and concern of
these owners also is important. For too long co-op power was centralized in the city of Socorro. All
viewpoints should be included. Would it be better if all members were physically in attendance?
Possibly, but not always practical. Could the wording be more specific in how to apply this rule?
Probably, but for now we function with Resolution 5 as it stands.



The annual meeting did not complete the agenda because of confusion about the quorum. It will be
continued on June 8 at Macey Center. The mail-in ballots from the first part of the annual meeting will
count towards to quorum unless a court order intervenes. It would be very unwise for the SEC board to
again attempt to sue the co-op members. They must follow the new bylaw or risk paying damages {SEC
Bylaws Article 14, Section 1 “a trustee shall not be personally liable ... for monetary damages ... unless
{b} the breach of failure to perform constitutes willful misconduct or recklessness.} In fact the board
should be conciliatory after their improper closing down of the original session. The opening formalities
and speeches have already been completed so we can pick up with new business.

So we the members will have a chance to address our concerns to the board and management during
the continuation of the annual meeting June 8. It is open to all SEC members. If you get an electric bill in
your name you can attend and vote. If you were at work during the first meeting you can still attend this
one. Don't let previous frustrations with SEC fester. Come to this session and talk to the board, the
management, and your fellow owners about current problems and a new vision for the future.
Members own this business and with a strong consensus it can serve the whole community again.

Marie Watkins
San Antonio

The SEC Annual Meeting continues June 8, 2013. Register 1 p.m.-3 p.m. Meeting at 3 p.m.



Letters to the Editor 5/2/2013

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | May 2, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
SEC bylaws should be carefully considered

Editor:

The trio of board, management and attorney are making it hard for members to attend the Socorro
Electric Cooperative Annual Members’ Meeting (May 15, voting 1-3 p.m.; business meeting at 3 p.m.),
refusing to put the properly passed District 5 proposed bylaw amendments on the ballot, insulting the
members by placing the defeated trustee proposals back on the ballot this year, confusing the items up
for vote, and shortening the turn around time for vote-by-mail ballots, two weeks. The members must
oppose them by being smart.

First, attend the meeting. We need an in-house quorum to remain at the meeting. If we get one and
pass the members’ proposals from the floor at the 2012 Annual Meeting, vote-by-mail will count as part
of the quorum and this issue will be laid to rest.

Second, note that the May “Enchantment” contains the “ Proposed Bylaw Amendments of Socorro
Cooperative, Inc.”

The three amendments that deserve a YES vote are:

Resolution No. 3 (Article IIl. Section 3. District meetings.) — calls for annual district meetings instead of
the current every four year district meetings

Resolution No. 5 (Article Ill. Section 6. Quorum at all Meetings. — ‘Mail-in ballots will count as part of the
quorum.” Be very careful with this one as the trustees have tucked in another Article . Section 6. Listed
in Enchantment as Resolution No. 4.

Resolution No. 6 (Article lll. Section 7. Voting at all Meetings.) which calls for each district trustee to
appoint an election official.

All other resolutions get a no.

It isn’t clear if the proposed amendments will be listed on the ballot with the same numbers as in the
Enchantment. That will be clarified as soon as we receive a ballot.

Some members received their “Request for Mail In Ballot” the first week of April (city of Socorro); bill
payers by electronic transfer the 15th; and Tierra Grande, Magdalena, Datil, Quemado between the
22th and 26th. District 4 had some in San Antonio receive them on about the 22nd, outlying areas had
not received by yesterday.

As requested ballots will be distributed starting May 1st, members must be ready to make non-receipt
an issue. The phone number to call to request a ballot is 1-800-834-8683 Extension 6534 (Ernie
Marquez); email: emarquez@electionpeople.com.

These contact phone and email should also handle no show ballots. Call the SEC office to report no
shows and record date and time of report to both Ernie Marquez and SEC.



Keep checking here for updates and mark your calendars for May 15, 2013.
Charlene Wagner

Magdalena

Meeting location still sore point
Editor:

Every story of corrupt local law, officials, town bosses, or gangsters you've ever been exposed to —
whether book, movie, TV or history — you are enduring here in Socorro. All stemming from the
management and Board of Trustees of the Socorro Electric Co-op. You could cast the characters with
remembered villains from all those movies.

These are the people who have decided to conduct our annual meeting on a Wednesday afternoon
beginning at 1 p.m. at Finley Gym. Their fondest hope is that most of our members won’t show up and
they’ll carry off the day’s voting with a small quorum of their cronies, beholden supporters and family.
They remember clearly what happened last year when the meeting was at the Macey Center and voters
turned out in large numbers to defeat their thieving proposals.

It was wonderful. Voters electing to vote for the good of the co-op and speaking up for the
improvement of their vital utility. That’s what we have to do again — this year. Even if it is inconvenient.
Mark the day: May 15, Wednesday, from 1 to 3 p.m. for voting; business session from 3 p.m. It’ll be
worth it to stymie their deceptions again.

Their various proposed amendments include an item to allow two “at-large” trustees to be elected.
That’s their maneuver to bring back some of their former cronies and give them leverage to continue to
railroad the co-op for their own private gain. For co-op Members that’s called “going down a rat-hole”.

These conspirators are lower than a child molester. Let’s continue to break their grip and hire some
sound management to rebuild our crumbling Socorro Electric Cooperative.

Herbert Myers

Socorro



“Letters to the Editor 04/11/2013
by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | April 11, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
SEC needs to notify members of mapping
Editor:

Last week | discovered a young man that was attempting to climb over our fence. When | approached
him, he informed me that he had to get to the power poles on our property and all he wanted to know
was if the hot wire on the top of the fence was on. He did not ask permission to come on our property
or explain why he needed access to our property until | questioned him.

After | was informed of what he was doing, | opened gates to allow him to get to the two poles that are
inside of our fences. We have these fences for the same reason that most people do, to keep stray
animals and strangers off of our property, and to keep all of our dogs on our property. '

This young man, employed by Chapel Mapping, acted as though he could come onto private property
without asking or notifying us.

This occurred the day after our electric bill arrived. Why was there not a notice included in our bill, or in
the previous month’s, of the fact that a contract was to be awarded to Chapel Mapping to do the system
facility inventory so that we all would know to expect them?

Why was there no notice in the Defensor Chieftain that Socorro Electric had awarded the
aforementioned contract?

The only written notice of this action that we are aware of was published in the April edition of the
Enchantment.

It is fortunate that | was home because if the Chapel representative had entered our property in our
absence, one of our six dogs would probably have bitten him.

In discussing the action taken by Socorro Electric to accomplish the survey with friends and neighbors |
have been told that if the Chapel Mapping employee did not have on an orange safety vest that there
was a possibility that he could have been shot.

Contrary to the article in the Enchantment the vehicle driven by the Chapel Mapping employees was not
“clearly identified” as stated. The vehicle did have a very small decal on the door that could not be read
from a distance of greater of 10 or 12 yards.

This is just another example of the disregard that Socorro Electric has for its members.
Steven Randall

Veguita



Letters to the Editor 3/21/2013

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | March 21, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op conspiracy needs to end
Editor:

There is a conspiracy among a few of the supposed “trustees” on the board of the Socorro Electric Co-
op. When people get together on a proposed action and elect to proceed with that action, that is a
conspiracy. We don’t often think in positive terms of activities defined as conspiracies. But, then, we
don’t often think in positive terms about the Board of the Socorro Electric Co-op. That’s been the case
for many years. The situation become volatile when the Albuquerque Journal reported our trustees
were outspending every other cooperative in the state. Outspending everybody for dollars going into
their own pockets.

For last month’s board meeting, four of the elected trustees determined they would not appear at the
meeting and thereby cause a lack of quorum. This means no business can be conducted. Their selected
attorney conspired along with them to not appear at the meeting. This is illegal. Violation of the Open
Meetings Act. When trustees conduct planning and other co-op business, they are required to do so
under the requirements of the Open Meetings Act. Their plan to, as a group, boycott the regularly
scheduled board meeting is board business. They maliciously and with forethought violated the law.

Not attending the meeting were Trustees Donald Wolberg, David Wade, Leo Cordova and Prescilla
Mauldin. The attorney, paid by the co-op members, is Lorna Wiggins. No doubt, her absence in concert
with the missing trustees was planned and none of the absences were announced prior to the meeting.
No excuses phoned in nor notice given.

These un-trustees must be recalled by the members and removed from office. They’ve long given every
indication they don’t plan to abide by the rules, the law, nor ethical conduct. This conspiracy illustrates
that beyond all doubt. Let’s remove them. We will start the petitions to recall them now.

Herbert Myers, Socorro



Letters to the Editor (3/2/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | March 2, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op should reconsider meeting place

Editor:

May 18, the Socorro Electric Co-op has plans for members to shoehorn themselves into Finley Gym for
the 2013 annual meeting. Finley Gym with its inadequate facilities, dismal parking, poor acoustics,
rotten seating, extra costs and worse memories. This is the plan they hope will discourage members
from attending and voting for further progress in improving the co-op. Fewer attendees, less chance ofa
quorum, greater chance the trustees can cancel the changes we’ve made in the last couple of years. Yes,
their agenda includes voting out the amendments we made to the bylaws last year!

We held a most successful meeting at the Macey Center at New Mexico Tech last year. Large numbers of
members attended, visited and voted. The corrupt, self-worshipping co-op board trustees found they
could not overwhelm members’ desire to oust them and their greed. I'll quote from a Margaret Mead:
“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed people can change the world. Indeed, it is the
only thing that ever has.” Fellow members, we are on that path. Let us not waver from our commitment
to restore the co-op to honest management and member service.

The trustees’ plan is not only intended to foil advancement of the co-op, it is also more expensive. Use
of the Macey Center is less costly than renting Finley Gym, renting chairs for floor seating and having
lower attendance. Raise your voices and tell your trustees to do the right thing. Call your trustees. Call
the co-op and make your voice heard.

We want our annual meeting at Macey Center. We cannot allow the board to revert to its gluttonous
ways.

Herbert Myers

Socorro



Letter to the Editor 2/23/2013

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | February 23, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op meeting should be held at Macey Center

Editor:

Did you know?

The 2013 Socorro Electric Members’ Meeting is set for Saturday, May 18. Last year we had that event at
the Macey Center with the biggest quorum and member attendance ever! Plenty of parking, plenty of
bathrooms, air conditioning, comfortable seats and decent acoustics. There was a nearby picnic area for
a free hotdog, popcorn and drink giveaway. Macey’s rent was $800. This year Macey Center is available
for rent on May 18.

But the SEC board decided to rent Finley Gym instead. Parking is a big problem in that neighborhood,
there is no air conditioning, bathrooms are inadequate, there are concrete bleachers but folding chairs
must be rented and set out, and it is very difficult to hear the program. Finley’s rental price is $750, plus
the chair rental.

In April 2010, Mario Amaro said Finley was overcrowded and asked nonvoters to leave the building. This
with a smaller crowd than would be present in 2012 at Macey. Members told to leave a members
meeting!

Does this make sense to you? To me, it appears the SEC board does not want the member owners to
attend. Finley has smaller capacity, no parking, no air conditioning, additional cost for chairs and setup,
almost equal price. If you think this shows a real disrespect to the members who own this co-op, call
Socorro Electric and speak your mind. Ask your city officials to respect the members and refuse Finley’s
use. Macey Center is available and the city will cancel the contract.

Marie Watkins

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (1/30/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | January 30, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
New trustees mean new age for cooperative

Editor:

The newly configured Board of Trustees at the Socorro Electric Cooperative is much improved. Although
this comes from attrition and no effort on the part of the board, as we historically know it.

I call upon all honest members to stay alert, aware and active in their co-op’s operations. If we want our
cooperative to become above average, even in New Mexico, we will have to demand honest oversight
from the board, proper management from Joseph Herrera and above-board audits from an independent
accountant.

None of that has been assured under the previous board. Stay involved. There’s hope under new
President Luis Aguilar. We've fought hard for small gains; it’s no time to relax. These guys enjoy the
support of corrupt local and county officials.

There has already been a movement to make irrelevant the annual members’ meeting. They introduced
a motion to hold the meeting on a Wednesday night starting at5 p.m. Preventing as many as possible
voting members from attending is their intent. Without a quorum of interested voters, their prayed-for
result would be to restore the old rules and board to power. It was a close vote at the meeting on
Wednesday night. Luckily, the new board voted to conduct the meeting on Saturday starting at 1 p.m.,
May 18, 2013. Keep that date firmly in mind.

My great-great-great-grandfather moved to Socorro in 1820, but this is only my eighth year here since
retirement. The only “real” annual meeting in my experience was last year when we met at the Macey
Center at New Mexico Tech. Large enough, good parking, and plenty of seats for a quorum. Now, the
board proposes to return the meeting to the old Finley location. We must not allow that if we hope to
accommodate attendance and participation by as many members as possible. Members should feel
wanted, respected, and valued. Finley Gym is about the old-guard tactics. No respect.

Speak up, members. Let’s keep the gains we’ve made. The opposition’s greed knows no bounds.
Herbert Myers

Socorro
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Letters to the Editor (1/16/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | January 16, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Should PNM handle electric for Socorro?

Editor:

Isn’t it time to update the electric power franchise for the city of Socorro from a cooperative to an
investor-held electric power company like PNM? Doing so would save city residential customers 3.5
cents/kwh and $10/month in service fees (based on published rates online), and we would no longer
have to put up with the antics of the co-op Board. The co-op could continue to serve customers outside
the city franchise area. For example the city of Deming is served by PNM, but surrounding county areas
are powered by the Columbus Electric co-op (at a cost even less than PNM).

A co-op made sense years ago when Socorro was a rural area, but now as a city, why should we
continue to pay higher rates? How do the higher rates and the spectacle of Coop Board bickering
impact our property values and the city’s competitive position attracting new business? Why are only
five of the 33 most populous communities in New Mexico served by electric coops (members of the New
Mexico Rural Electric Coop Association)?

City electric power 25 percent cheaper and less management nonsense? Sounds like a “no-brainer” to
this writer. Hey city leaders, what about it?

Clint Janes, Socorro

Co-op reminder of Greek myth
Editor:

In Greek mythology there was a monster, the Hydra, with a snake-like body and numerous heads. When
one head was cut off, two appeared to replace it.

In Socorro we have a Hydra, the SEC bylaw committee. The SEC board has voted to resubmit their
previously proposed resolutions that failed to pass at the 2012 meeting, to the 2013 annual meeting —
and to increase the definition of a quorum of the membership from 3 percent to 5 percent. The “heads”
have grown back as repeat resolutions that were already defeated but must now be squelched the
member-owners again.

So, even though member-owners roundly defeated resolutions to increase the size of the board, cap
compensation to the board and restrict financial contributions to nonprofit corporations, we are asked
to vote on these resolutions again. In other words these are proposéls to change what member-owners
have already defeated.

| am outraged by this and believe the Hydra needs to stay in Greek mythology, not be part of what is
happening in Socorro.

Ruth White, Socorro



Letters to the Editor (1/12/2013)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | January 12, 2013 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op reminds reader of classic horror films

Editor:

| have been pleased by all of the reporting on the activity of the Board of the Socorro Electric
Cooperative. | often send copies of the articles to friends in distant places because they don’t always
believe what | tell them. It amuses them in a cruel sort of way that we who suffer through the meetings
cannot appreciate.

| was, again, astonished by the actions of the board at the Dec. 28 meeting. How can the members be
more clear in our message? We want a professionally run board. We want the childish and kooky
shenanigans of the old guard to stop. However, that message must not be getting through.

| have another piece of black humor to send my friends that the Chieftain’s reporting provided. The
parody of government | will share is this: “Trustee Donald Wolberg said it is difficult to see where
democracy is served if only three out of 100 people determine what is right for everybody.”

This is after a miniscule percentage of the membership (represented by the unreconstructed and
refractory trustees) received a five-to-one drubbing in the last annual meeting and still refuses to give in
to the desires of the members.

| have told my friends that each one of our apparent victories over the old guard should be regarded as
like a point in a monster movie. If the monster seems to have been defeated and the movie has half an
hour to go, the monster is not defeated. | guess we are still in the middle of the movie.

John Wilson

Magdalena



Letters to the Editor (12/05/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | December 5, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op trustees fail representation

Editor:

There are few events that deliver a kick to the gut like the betrayal of an implicit trust. Whether it comes
from a straying spouse or a Ponzi schemer, the pain and emptiness that follow treachery are
indescribable and demoralizing. Anyone who has experienced it would wish it on no one else. Then
there are the Socorro Electric Co-op’s so-called trustees.

Trustees are, by definition, persons we’ve given authority and responsibility over important facets of our
lives. \

The elected “trustees” in control of the board place themselves prominently at the top of the
beneficiary food chain. It's been clear for many years this is the case, but their recent tactics at elections
and meetings reveal betrayal of their fiduciary responsibility to the members in an overt and scornful
manner as bad as any imaginable.

The monthly meeting of the board, 11/28, this year, reached a low unprecedented by previous
schemers.

Board Vice President Dave Wade insists that members follow the rules, when it meets his needs, but
bends and breaks the SEC bylaws for whatever purposes he and his “Gang of Six” trustees find essential.

The Gang has a deputy sheriff on duty at each meeting and they threaten to evict anyone Wade and the
ever-voluble Don Wolberg don’t approve. They don’t approve of SEC members. SEC members pay for
the deputy’s attendance and intimidation role. The trustees’ attorneys are always present and we pay
for that.

In the latest issue of the “Enchantment” newsletter mailed to all co-op members, Keven Groenewold,
executive vice president of the New Mexico Rural Cooperative Association (614 Don Gaspar Ave., Santa
Fe, NM, 87505; phone: (505) 982-4671; www.enchantment.coop), wrote an article titled, “You Are Your
Rural Electric Cooperative”. Besides telling us we are the owners, Groenewold states that trustees have
a “...duty to follow through on the wishes of those who elected them.”

Since we, the members of the SEC, are not getting that representation from our trustees, | encourage all
members to write or call Mr. Groenewold. Tell him how we are the exception.

| grew up on a dairy. | know about manure forks. When | went off to college I figured | was through with
that kind of work. Nearly 50 years later, the smell is just as offensive as ever. Help.

Herbert Myers

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (12/01/2012)
by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | December 1, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op members investigate

Editor:

In the weeks since the District 4 election, Gayl Dorr and | have been looking into the procedures that
were in place for that vote. There seems to be a wide assortment of problems.

Earlier this year, when the members were divided into five districts, each district was to be just under
2,000 voters. The co-op’s own website lists District 4 as having 1,993 members. Since mail-in ballots are
not permitted, a post card mailing was done by Survey and Balloting Systems, a third party, neutral firm.
They worked from a list provided by the co-op. Only 1,648 names were given to them, according to their
sworn count.

Previously, Gayl Dorr had asked for a list of District 4 members and was given a list with 1,605 names (no
addresses). The voting sign-in books at the meeting on Oct. 6 had more than 2,600 listings. Many of
these were duplicates, such as Fish and Wildlife, BLM or other government groups. Even allowing for
this, and members moving etc., the wide disparity in voter numbers made it worth a careful examination
of all the signatures.

"We found more problems. At least one signature and address was for a property outside of District 4.
Several voters voted for their residence but were also given a second vote for a security light or a pump.
Under current bylaws this is not allowed.

There are also examples of proxy voting, someone else voting for a person who did not attend. This is
also not allowed under the bylaws. There are places where a person voted but were not required to sign
the voter role.

A few of the business votes, within the city limits, are not backed up by a city business license. Some
even seem to be imaginary, yet they voted. The mail-in ballots for businesses did not include any
instructions for sending an affidavit, while in person business voters were given one to sign.

With all these irregularities, a full audit of this close election is appropriate. As the contract with Survey
and Balloting Systems says they cannot be held liable since they can only work with the information they
are given.

The number of these discrepancies makes the results suspect. To resolve this situation the election
should be overturned and the member owners given an opportunity for a fair and honest vote.

Marie Watkins,

San Antonio



Information requests ignored

Editor:

Recently we received a flyer from the Socorro Electric Cooperative. It was their attempt to gather
information. Ten thousand were mailed at a cost of $7,000. Out of the 10,000 only 49 were returned, so
the cost per flyer would be $140 each. With so little response, what information can they ascertain?

We have repeatedly asked for information about the SEC spending practices but have been road blocked
or flat denied, their reasoning being it costs money.

The board recently passed a ruling that if you go in and ask for information it will cost you $1 per copy.
The Chieftain was asked to pay close to $100 for public information that is made available for free at
meetings of the Socorro County Commission, City Council, etc. This is beyond highway robbery, it is an
attempt to discourage anyone from looking into the matters of the member owned S.E.C.

Prior to all of this, | had asked the general manager to see about putting everyone’s district on the light
bill — that way folks would know who to vote for and what district they were in. | was informed that it
cost too much money for the software. Do you imagine it costs more than $7,000?

Also, FYI, at the last SEC meeting our new board member from Catron County was in the audience. Mr.
Wagner asked if she could be seated on the board immediately. Catron has not had representation since
April when we went to a five-member board. The board’s response was a resounding “no” and they also
declined to certify the District 5 election even though they had the election summary, the official results
and media breakdown. Even with all the media coverage and court intervention, the SEC board is still
not complying and just being a bunch of thugs. Hope to see you at our next SEC meeting.

Charlene West

Lemitar



Letters to the Editor (11/07/2012)

o by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | November 7, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Congratulations new District V SEC trustee
Editor:
Congratulations to Mrs. Dorough on her successful win and to Mr. Green for both running a very clean
campaign. Unlike our experience in District IV, where Mrs. Door’s signs were removed, stolen two nights
before the election. We (since | have had several comments from neighbors) are in favor of all
amendments discussed and voted on by the members in attendance.
I wonder how the District V membership would feel about lowering the trustees’ pay, to about $1,000 a
year? And perhaps a suggested amendment to the by laws of the entire county, and SEC membership,
on district voting. Since the entire membership voted on redistricting, it would all vote county-wide in
each other’s district. Perhaps this would be a way to achieve what the majority of what “we” desire —
an end to career politicians and a select few governing.
And as a response to Mr. Wolberg’s assumption that a “few,” reform members are in control — well lets
see 119 in District IV, 108 in District V. If the reform members could vote in each other’s district, | am
sure that a “few” of us would weed out the unnecessary trustees, and we would be better served since,
as it stands now, whatever the trustee in the adjacent district says or votes on affects us all.
An open letter to the public via this newspaper from anyone in District V would be welcomed.

James Padilla

San Antonio



Letters to the editor (10/17/12)

by Staff | October 17, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion

Trustee speaks for himself

Editor: |

I' want to address Mr. Albrecht’s letter to the editor in the Defensor Chieftain on Oct. 10.

During the meeting he shouted out and questioned why | was voting at the District IV Meeting in San
Antonio. The former District Ill, which was made up of the city of Socorro, is now split into three
different districts. While | reside in the current District Il I also have rental property in the new District
IV, which is under a sole proprietorship, and eligible to vote in District IV, according to the bylaws.

Before questioning my eligibility to vote, Mr. Albrecht should have done his due diligence by asking |
either Mr. Herrera or the SEC attorney for clarification or by simply reading the bylaws.

| also want to address Mr. Albrecht’s concern on the eligibility to vote by members whose accounts are
in arrears. The SEC cannot discriminate against members by not letting them vote if their accounts are in
arrears. Who is going to question a member while they are registering if they are current on their
account and there is nowhere in the bylaws that allow the SEC to do that very thing. As long as a
member has an active meter, they are eligible to vote regardless of the status of their account.

In conclusion, Mr. Albrecht and anyone else questioning by eligibility should remember that they voted
for five districts of approximately 2,000 members per district. How quickly he and others second guess
the very changes they voted for. | am sure that | am not the only SEC member with eligibility in more
than one district by virtue of the re-alignment of districts.

Please, Mr. Albrecht, don’t question my integrity publicly unless you are certain beyond a shadow of a
doubt that | am guilty as charged.

Milton Ulibarri

SEC District lll and IV Member



Letters to the editor (10/13/12)

by Staff | October 13, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op questions

Editor:

It would be nice to do a follow up article on the Socorro Co-op regarding voting regulations and vote
counting methods i.e. what determines an eligible voter for a district election, can a person vote if their
account is in arrears, and why is the co-op not using paper ballots for eligible district voters? It shouldn’t
take that long to tally votes and there wouldn’t be any discrepancies over who should and should not be
allowed to vote. A representative for each candidate could oversee the votes tallied.

The city and county have always tried to do their best to reduce light pollution in the area. Hopefully co-
op elections are not going to cause an influx in light pollution and power usage because of elections.

Gayle Rhodes

Lemitar



Letter to the Editor (10/10/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | October 10, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Do co-op trustees use money wisely?
Editor:

“It shall be the aim of THE SOCORRO ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. to make electric energy available to
its members at the lowest cost consistent with sound economy and good management.”

The above words are the mission statement at the beginning of the Socorro Electric Cooperative bylaws.
I have perused this and the bylaws that follow it trying to find where the Trustees found the authority to
invest member funds as venture capital. Let me explain.

It was announced at the monthly meeting held Aug. 29, 2012, that an individual owning 500 plus acres
in District One was desirous of utilizing that land as a wind farm. He was offering the cooperative the
“opportunity” of funding a feasibility study to determine if this were possible. Such study was estimated
to cost approximately $5,000. When or if such a study proved the wind farm viable and when or if
construction of the wind farm commenced, the funds (with no interest) would be returned to the SEC.
The matter was tabled for further study.

Miraculously, at the next meeting on Sept. 26, 2012, an agreement drawn by the SEC attorney between

the SEC and the individual appeared on the agenda for approval. A motion was made and seconded to

approve the agreement. When one trustee questioned the existence of a policy for such agreements, he
AN was told that no policy existed nor was one needed. The agreement was approved 7-1.

In my opinion, the use of member funds to perform feasibility studies in alternative energy is not
consistent with the goals of the cooperative. It is neither sound economy nor good management. Please
contact the trustee for your district and request that the motion be rescinded.

Anne Dorough

Pie Town

SEC election determined by yard lights

Editor:

Late night thoughts after the SEC District IV meeting:

| came away with the impression that the outcome of the election was determined by yard lights. Many
genuine members voted, but also some votes were cast by people who just have yard lights in their
names. The term “members” might lead you to think of individuals or families who have a membership
for their home. Turns out it’s not that simple. When a particular vote was being taken, for ease of
counting they had the members stand in turn. | noticed that Milton Ulibarri was standing to vote. He
does not live in District IV; he is a Trustee from District Ill. So | said, “sit down, Milton.” Then Mr. Wade
informed me that Mr. Ulibarri has a yard light in District IV. You call this membership? | don’t. This is
selfish abuse, and if it is in fact tolerated by the current rules, those rules should be changed. Further, |
N have heard that some families have yard lights, each in a different name, on the same premises as



legitimate memberships held by other members of a family, thus garnering extra votes. This is a naughty
no-no, too.

Another matter that is in the rules but was apparently ignored is the fact that members whose accounts
are in arrears are not entitled to vote. While there was a mechanism to ensure that people who got
mail-in ballots did not also vote in person, a similar list should have been at hand for applying the rule
about arrears. It appears that this was not done If there were four or more such accounts, then this itself
makes the entire election tainted, and it should be thrown out; there is no verifiable way to disallow
particular ballots.

The member-owners voted at the famous Annual Meeting that their affairs be conducted in accordance
with Robert’s Rules of Order (which at this time would be Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly Revised, 11th
Edition (“RONR”) (www.robertsrules.com/). If any older rules conflict with RONR then they were
nullified by the members’ vote. A thorough examination of the Co-op’s rules is in order with this in mind.

Eric K. “Bear” Albrecht, Member-Owner, District IV, San Antonio



Letters to the Editor (10/06/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | October 6, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Sign thieves should be ashamed

Editor:

Last night all signs advertising Gayl Dorr’s candidacy for the SEC Board set in District 4 disappeared.
From Escondida to San Antonio and all places in between, the signs vanished from the road sides,
people’s lawns and fences. This is an illegal act and has been reported to the sheriff’s office.

It is too late to get more signs made and too expensive to put up more signs to be stolen but the
reaction to such disgraceful behavior should be to get even more determined to elect Gayl. Who in their
right mind would back the disgraceful thieves that consider such action to be okay? If any of you have
any information, contact the sheriff’s office.

Charlene F. Wagner

Magdalena



Letters to the Editor (07/28/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | July 28, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Same old story?

Editor:

“Ground Hog Day” is the title of a movie where the same events keep repeating themselves without
change or moving forward. Aren’t the events related to the SEC members voting for a change in
representation (5 instead of 11) and transparency — to name only a few — rather like this? We keep
voting for changes that are never made.

Now there is to be a “special meeting” on Tuesday, at 5:30 p.m. at the SEC co-op building on Abeyta St.
Members are not to be admitted to the meeting, (only the judge, lawyers and board), though members
may sit in the parking lot and listen to a broadcast of the meeting. Let’s hope the weather is favorable
and the speaker system is working at a clearer volume than any sort of acoustic in the board room. Why
could this meeting not be held in a place that could accommodate a larger, interested audience?

We vote and we vote again. We get messed over and messed over again. Nothing changes. Yep! Just like
“Ground Hog Day.”

Ruth White

SEC members/owners called to attend hearing
Editor:

The member/owners of the Socorro Electric Cooperative have not been adequately informed about the
Special Meeting of the Board of Trustees, their attorneys, and (as | understand it) Judge Mitchell on this
upcoming Tuesday, July 31. The meeting will take place at 5:30 p.m. at the co-op yard on Abeyta street.

This meeting is being held by order of Judge Mitchell, but the trustees sought to keep the members out
by holding the meeting in “executive session.” The judge is permitting this to happen, but the good news
is that it must be broadcast so that the members waiting in the parking lot can hear it.

So bring a chair and come join us. You’ll gain a lot of insight into what’s going on.
Sincerely,

Audrie Clifford



Letters to the Editor (06/16/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | June 16, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Letter contained untruths
Dear Editor:

You recently published a letter to the editor submitted by Herbert Myers accusing the Socorro Electric
Co-op of manipulating the Government in Action Youth Tour.

This is a lie. Let me set the record straight for Mr. Myers.

1. Five students were to be selected, one from each of the high schools in the SEC’s service area, which
are Belen, Magdalena, Alamo, Quemado and Socorro.

2. SEC staff notified and explained the program to each of the counselors or school staff from all five
schools. The counselors were to contact students to inform them of the youth tour and the
requirements. Interested students were required to write an essay.

3. The essays were sent to the selection committee, of which | am a member. We, the committee, met
and reviewed each of the essays and made our selections.

One essay from each high school was chosen. Again, the committee chose the essays, not the two
people you have been falsely accusing, namely Mrs. Latasa and Mr. Baca, both of which have a bit more
class than you and some of your “friends” lack.

Mr. Myers, you also stated that inquiries have been coming to you. Why you? | would like for you to
refer those inquiries to me. Please send me the names of the parents, families or students that
contacted you, so | can explain the process we used in making the youth tour selections.

I don’t recall you being in the meeting where the selections were made, so how can you possibly give
accurate information and claim to be so knowledgeable about the process?

Mr. Myers, before you go to the newspaper to falsely accuse respectable people, you should get your
facts straight.

Leo Cordova

SEC Trustee, District |



Letters to the Editor (05/30/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | May 30, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Fairness should prevail at co-op

Editor:

Feelings seem to be running high from supporters of the Socorro Electric Coop’s Trustees and
management. Trustee Donald Wolberg is calling out members’ public statements as lacking in “fairness.”
Even the husband of an SEC employee is taking space in the Defensor Chieftain to protest the members’
questioning the scholarship awards process.

Fairness, justice and abiding by the rules? I believe none of those terms would have entered into the
thinking of traditional SEC board trustees in recent memory. Of course, ethical standards and principled
conduct vary from community to community.

The prevalent practice in small town New Mexico is playing the bigshot and grabbing all that’s possible.
That’s true in Santa Fe, too, but it’s a small town, as well. New Mexico is a beautiful place, yet its
drawbacks arise frequently in the form of corrupt politics and agencies. Lawyers make a tidy profit in
abetting the process. The trustees have several to protect them.

There are those who would prefer the co-op operate above-board and with the best interests of the
members foremost in mind. Too bad that’s controversial in Socorro. Displacing those who would
continue operation and management of the SEC in service to themselves is bound to raise a few hackles
among the beneficiaries of those gains. Protests are going to surface with demands for “fairness,”
understanding, even respect for the commonly accepted and traditional practices.

Employees at the co-op understand what’s going on. They keep their personal views private to avoid
losing their jobs at the hands of vengeful management and board trustees. Better to keep their jobs and
avoid loss of livelihood. That’s understandable. Most of us have worked unenduringly under ego-
maniacal bosses that require genuflection from their underlings. There’s no respect involved in that
transaction. Nevertheless, disrespected, abused employees will speak up someday.

Staying with the theme of “fairness” — if | was in Charlie Wagner’s position, I’d have taped and recorded
as much as possible of any gatherings where he’s outnumbered by great odds among the trustees. In
the face of the pugnacious, bellicose and loudly aggressive trustees, I'd want evidence of what
happened behind closed doors. Such evidence might be of little use with our resident district attorney,
but it could serve well in a different venue. You go, Charlie.

Herbert Myers

Socorro



Letter to the Editor (05/09/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | May 9, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
SEC board not in touch with reality

Dear Editor,

I have to agree with most of your observations, as | believe most people who have followed your
reporting would agree also. The exceptions are obviously the majority of the SEC Board and their
attorneys. Their arrogance and determination to disregard the law and bylaws has warped their
collective grasp of reality. They are still having surprising success in fooling some of the people some of
the time, including you, no offence intended. | call attention to your comment describing the members
actions during the “New Business” portion of the meeting as “proposals.” Those motions made from the
assembly, which were overwhelmingly either rejected or carried, were completed transactions. The
motions carried are now the bylaws as amended by action of the members at a meeting having a
quorum. Your assumption, that the members will have to “ratify” these changes a second time, is totally
incorrect. The language of the New Mexico Electric Cooperative Act [62-15-7] is plain language, which
does not require a law degree to comprehend. It is also consistent with the federal requirement of
democratic member control. Here is the law: 62-15-7 Bylaws. The original bylaws of a cooperative shall
be adopted by its board of trustees. Thereafter bylaws shall be adopted, amended or repealed by the
majority of the members present at any regular annual meeting or special meeting called for that
purpose, a bquorum being present. The bylaws shall set forth the rights and duties of members and
trustees and may contain other provisions for the regulation and management of the affairs of the
cooperative not inconsistent with this act [62-15-1 to 62-15-32, NMSA 1978] or with its articles of
incorporation. As you can see, the members, despite efforts by the chairman and his attorney to
interfere and block motions from the floor, were only partially successful. The motions carried are
indisputably in effect. This means that the election of trustees in the fall can include voting by mail, and
the other measures passed are operative as well.

Sincerely,

Charlie Wagner, Trustee Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Why does SEC need Ms. Latasa?
Editor:

So Ms. (Eileen) Latasa is mad as hell, huh? She objects to Mr. Wagner having a copy of the executive
sessions though he has weathered untold abuse from this board and yet no one is asking the real
question — “Why is Ms. Latasa at every executive session?” She is not there as a secretary — the board
has that position filled by Mr. Luis Aguilar. This board of trustees has monthly sessions (and presumably
all executive sessions) taped. Ms. Latasa then types up an abbreviated version, and the tapes are
destroyed. Seems like a great way to edit away any uncomfortable history. Mr. James Cherry attends all
monthly board meetings and makes a complete audio and video record (of the meetings), which is



available on his blog, www.informedcynic.com. This means there is now a real record of what goes on,
no thanks to the board. So we have a tape by the SEC, a board secretary and an independent video for
reference. Again | ask, “What is Ms. Latasa doing there?” She attends all regular monthly meetings, all
executive sessions and all committee meetings. This adds up to quite a large chunk of overtime for this
salaried employee. Is the after the financial windfall or does she imagine that things just can’t function
without her? She has positioned herself where several times a year, she joins the board members at
national meetings around the country. This is in addition to the questionable tour of four students she
will lead to Washington, D.C. Two of these students have direct ties to the SEC board and yet SEC funds
will pay their way. The SEC co-op manager has announced the need to hire office help for Ms. Latasa.
Perhaps it would be more to the point for her to concentrate on the job she was hired to do and keep
her fingers out of other matters. If she does not like the new system at SEC — that is member owners
taking control — she can resign and find a more comfortable position elsewhere.

Marie Watkins, San Antonio



Letter to the Editor (05/05/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | May 5, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Be informed or not

Editor:

Recently a member of the SEC commented during a board meeting that Trustee (Charlie) Wagner is the
“leader and champion of the uninformed cynic.” This is a thinly veiled reference to the website,
www.InformedCynic.com. The publicity is appreciated.

Readers of the website have asked several times in.the recent past who owns the site and controls the
content.

The short answer is, only the owner and webmaster, since 2001. The website was developed without
permission of any board member, employee of the SEC or “reform committee.”

The service takes pains to be accurate and transparent. We believe cautious or open-minded persons
would want to see more corroborating details surrounding the issues.

As a result, the website is followed by other co-ops with similar problems in New Mexico, Georgia,
Arkansas, Texas, Minnesota and North Carolina.

In the lawsuit discovery process it was made quite clear the website is awarded same protection under
the constitution as any other media outlet.

On several occasions the SEC, the board and the “reform committee” have been invited to submit
commentary in the form of a press release or as a member of the public, a letter to the editor. The co-
op, nor any board member, has taken advantage of the offer. Perhaps they think the videos of their
board meetings are sufficient.

James Cherry
Magdalena

Webmaster, Informed Cynic



Letter to the Editor (05/02/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | May 2, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Youth contest rigged

Editor:

| find it reprehensible that the (Socorro Electric) Coop would participate in a youth essay competition
rigged to select winners who are relatives of SEC officials or trustees. The recent Government in Action
Youth Tour 2012 winners might have been fairly judged and selected, but inquiries have been brought to
my attention.

| feel these questions must be addressed publicly and with a thorough investigation in order to allay
feelings of mistrust in the community.

1.) The winners from Magdalena and Socorro high schools are relatives of Eileen LaTasa and former
trustee Harold Baca, respectively — LaTasa’s grandson and Baca’s granddaughter. Relatives of children
not chosen have come forward to question the fairness of the process or lack of inclusion in the
competition.

2.) Mrs. LaTasa is known to be the chaperon accompanying the students on their excursion to
Washington, D.C. Mrs. LaTasa’s husband is said to be also traveling with the group at SEC expense.

This is being questioned and | find it questionable, too.

These issues raise the spectre of manipulation in a seemingly noble educational cause. The coop’s recent
history does not lend itself to implicit trust from the community. Parents must know their children will
not be treated as less than equals when coop officers or trustees award scholastic prizes. The coop must
not be viewed as a corrupt sponsor for junkets given to insiders or conspirators in unfair contests
arranged for predetermined outcomes at members’ expense.

In addition to an investigation by neutral parties, preferably education professionals, | recommend the
chaperons be selected from the ranks of teachers at the participating schools. That would be more
educationally beneficial than sending Mrs. LaTasa and her husband.

Avoiding the appearance of a scandal is not enough. We must avoid scandalous actions in spirit and
behavior as well. This coop must learn to be above reproach.

Students and their parents and families deserve better. The lessons being observed here are extremely
harmful to growing young people. They deserve to become hopeful, optimistic adults; not cynical,
distrusting politicians.

Herbert Myers
Socorro
Look into Co-op business

Editor:Your April 28 article on Socorro Electric Co-op’s recent board meeting provided a piece of
evidence that all is not well internally with this business. General managerloseph Herrera reported that



“there were 13 new connects compared to 99 cancellations during the month of March.” Trustee
Donald Wolberg added: “This is troubling, the number of disconnects have far outweighed the number
of new connects for the past year.”

At the very least, the Chieftain should follow up on Mr. Wolberg’s assertion and investigate and report
the number of new connects and disconnects for each month since January 2011. It does not take an
advanced degree in economics to note that a long term continuation of this “troubling” trend bodes ill
for the membership; first on the list of remedies by the current board will be an across the board
increase in all basic service fees. Should we, as the owners, demand similar decreases in employee
benefits and employee numbers in exchange for these future increases? The first item on the agenda,
however, is to elect five new members to the Board, five who will be more interested in serving others
than in serving their own financial interests.

Tom Kimball

Veguita



Letters to the Editor (04/21/2012)
by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | April 21, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op members had their say

Those of us in the reform group are positively glowing with pride in the members’ response to our pleas
for attendance at Saturday’s Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting. The people voted in
accordance with our recommendations and thus began the process that will eventually result in having
the kind of co-op that we all want. And vyet...

The members are entitled to know that the trustees interfered with our plans to spend an enjoyable two
hours with the attendees prior to the business meeting. Some of us had set up a canopy next to Macey
Center where we planned to serve the food and drinks we were offering, in addition to two tables with
sample ballots and other handouts. Before 10 a.m., campus police were instructed to tell us that there
could be no campaigning within 100 feet of the polling place.

It was our contention that although this rule is observed in all federal, state and local elections, it does
not apply to a private member-owned cooperative meeting. The co-op attorney was there and stated
her opinion that it most certainly did. The campus police, who were very nice to everyone, were put in
the position of having to enforce a ruling that may or may not have been applicable. They tried several
times to contact the District Attorney, but he was not available to answer any of their inquiries. We
moved our food out under the trees and distributed our literature outside of the 100 foot limit.

We became concerned about the length of the lines of people waiting to vote as the designated 3 p.m.
cut-off hour neared. In having worked on an election board many times, | know that in a regular
election, when the cut-off hour is reached, an election board member goes out and stands behind the
last person in line, and everyone in front of him is allowed to vote. | asked the campus police if this
election could be handled that way. Once again, they couldn’t get any advice from the District Attorney.

I don’t know how it was done, as | was in the auditorium, but Mr. Bustamante announced during the
meeting that there were a few people who had not been able to vote.

Isn’t it strange? They insist on applying regular election rules in one instance, and apparently not in
another.

Anyway, the members were there and they voted the way we hoped they would.
Thank you, thank you everyone.

Audrie Clifford

Socorro

Now’s the time to come together

Editor:

Our annual meeting of Socorro Electric Cooperative is over. For some it was a great success, and for
others a disappointment. But let us come together now not as adversaries any longer, but as neighbors
seeking a system that is workable for us all.



There remain some items to straighten out, such as when and how elections for our new board
members can take place, and who will we choose? How long will we allow the former board to meet,
make decisions and be paid?

We all recognize that in our zeal to make some changes we weren’t thinking too clearly about all the
issues, but perhaps that is part of “grass roots democracy” after all, and the place where good leaders
step forward to lead for the good of all.

One item we ought to pursue is the format for the annual business meeting. As it now stands it is too
long and cumbersome and has resulted in the past in turning away members who needed to stay and
vote to make a quorum. We surely owe our sincere thanks to the co-op’s staff, who gave of their time
and effort to set things up for us. And to all who so unselfishly worked to make this meeting reflective of
our will.

Martha Hatch

Socorro

Procedures were not followed
Editor:

Thank you for your clear coverage of the Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting last Saturday at
the Macey Center. Your reporting was accurate, but Mr. Bustamante’s understanding of events at this
meeting were not. | want to clarify a few points:

1. At most meetings, surely “open meetings,” an agenda is presented to the group and they vote to
accept, modify, or reject the agenda. This was not done at this meeting.

2. | waited until after the necessary patriotic and religious rituals had occurred and Mr. Bustamante had
stated that there was a quorum. Only then did | make a motion to amend the agenda so that new
business would be considered before speeches and reports. My motion was seconded. At an open
meeting any member can present a motion to be considered by the body present.

3. Mr. Bustamante refused to acknowledge my motion and did not allow any discussion of it. He
proceeded with the agenda he had in hand, which had not been accepted by the group. He controlled
the microphones and would not let me or others speak to my motion.

The group did not respond positively to his tactics; it was indeed contentious at times. They were clearly
not at the Macey Center to hear political speeches, reports, or awards of the board of trustees. It is
unfortunate that the president felt a need to control the group as he did. | hope that in the future
proper procedures can be followed and true order can be routine at Socorro Electric Cooperative
meetings.

Catharine Stewart-Roache

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (03/31/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | March 31, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op members need to show up

Editor:

Ninety percent of success is “showing up”, they say. The mere act of being there is the most crucial
factor in reaching one’s goals. Like getting a high school diploma, getting a college degree, winning the
election. That’s what we, members of the Socorro Electric Cooperative, must do on April 14, a couple of
weeks away. We have to show up.

Once a year we have an opportunity to vote; to be heard in the name of ownership in our electric power
cooperative. Let’s not pass up this chance. April 14, at 1 p.m.

The place is the Macey Center on the campus of New Mexico Tech in Socorro. The board of trustees of
the SEC have made little effort to let you know that’s the location of this year’s meeting. Despite all their
opportunities to publicize this, they’ve chosen to wait until the very last moment to state, officially, the
place for the meeting. They would rather you didn’t attend. That's the bare, disturbing reason. Their
ulterior motive.

If you don’t show up and cast your vote, they’ll proclaim an absence of attendees means lack of quorum.
Lack of quorum gives them another shot at restoring the old rules for their dominance of the co-op. We
said the rules have changed. They want to ignore our rules and court rulings supporting us. They've
hired another lawyer to counsel them in their efforts and have us pay the bill for her services to the
board. That’s an absurdity that must be hilarious to disinterested outsiders.

If that’s not enough to get you off your chair to defend yourself, we’ll try to entice you with a bit of fun.
The meeting has registration from 1 to 3 p.m. The actual meeting convenes at 3 p.m. at the Macey
Center. Starting at 1 p.m. we'll have hot dogs, popcorn, information, and camaraderie outside the
Macey Center. Come to vote. Enjoy meeting some of your co-members and reform-minded owners of
the co-op. Yeabh, it’s just hot dogs; but even though the trustees will be eating steak and billing you-for it,
we’ll be the ones dining in the full light of just stewardship.

Bring your own drinks and whatever you'd like on your dogs. We’ll have mustard and relish for the
moment. Bring some chairs if you'd like. It'll be like tailgating and getting into our gameface for the
voting. That’s 10 percent you'll add to the 90 percent for showing up. We can all give 100 percent one
day of the year, right?

Herbert Myers

Socorro

Editor’s Note: In keeping with our policy regarding elections, El Defensor Chieftain will not be publishing
any more letters pertaining to the Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting prior to the meeting on
April 14,



Letters to the Editor (03/28/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | March 28, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Just say ‘no’ to trustees’ wants

Editor:

On Saturday, April 14, at 1 p.m., registration will begin for Socorro Electric Cooperative’s annual
meeting, to be held at the Macey Center in Socorro.

During that meeting, if it goes anything like past annual meetings, the “trust me trustees” will again try
to manipulate, have their way, stall, block and do whatever they can to inject their new proposals.

In 2010, the members voted to limit their pay to $10,000 per trustee, $15,000 for the board president,
voted to limit the number of board members to five and voted for transparency. Now, two years later,
they intend to ask for a raise, want seven board members and, the secret part, donate funds to
whomever they please.

I suppose in their view suing the members merits a raise, trying to slip seven board members into five
districts, thereby controlling the votes in Socorro, merits a raise, and “donating” to whomever they
please also merits a raise.

I wonder how foolish “their people” feel now; unless of course “their people” are recipients of these
donations.

To everyone that | have talked to recently and who can’t believe how our local trustees act, show up and
vote “no” to all of the above. Let’s limit their compensation to $8,000 and $10,000 period, and demand
five districts with five trustees. And no donations to anyone. It’s our money!

If they need a high-priced attorney, let them finance it. If they can’t live with $8,000 and $10,000, they
can resign, leave, and do the members a favor. We demand restitution from all previous attorneys and
trustees, including all present attorneys and trustees.

Finally, where do the local bankers, insurance agents and business owners stand? Because as a voting
block of members, we can move our money elsewhere.

James Padilla

San Antonio



Letters to the Editor (03/17/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | March 17, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op members need to fight ‘the monster’

Editor:

Well, here it is again the Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting is almost upon us and, believe it or
not, the board of trustees wants more money, no term limits, wants to give away our money to
whatever suits their fancy, and wants seven people on the board, not the five members asked for at the
2010 annual meeting. And yet they claim that they are doing it for the good of the members. They seem
to believe that since they were elected they, and only they, know what is right.

Do you get the feeling that the main word is want? The board has no regard as to what is right, just they
want.

I spoke to a friend the other day and she said that she’s so sick of hearing about this, | totally agree with
her, but that is what the board is counting on. That is why they have delayed and dragged their feet in
hopes we will all say to heck with it — just let them do whatever they want as long as the lights come
on.

But at what cost? Do we really want the next generation to just roll over and say don’t rock the boat,
because that is how third world country’s are built? Greed is a monster. It comes in all shapes and sizes.
There is greed for power and there is greed for money. Whatever the monster we have to fight it, we
owe it to the next generation to teach them that what right is right and what wrong is wrong.

Integrity and scruples are very important. Please come to the annual meeting (Saturday, April 14 at
Macey Center in Socorro) and let them know, that hell no we are not going to surrender our co-op to
you the board of trustees. We have a voice, so lets use it. If you take one step at a time, eventually you
will get there.

Charlene West

Lemitar



Letters to the Editor (03/07/2012)

by El Defensor Chieftain Reports | March 7, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Co-op need:s to clarify resolution

Editor:

In an attempt to keep Socorro Electric Cooperative’s board of trustees’ business transparent, there is a
need for clarification concerning its proposed resolutions — specifically the one allowing the board to
make financial and in-kind contributions to parties within the co-op’s service area where appropriate.
What constitutes being counted among parties and what and who defines appropriate?

Is this perhaps a veiled attempt to resurrection “The Red Book” long kept outside of SEC’s formal
accounting to benefit friends, relatives and local constituents of the board?

Bev Junger

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (02/22/2012)

by Staff | February 22, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Legal maneuvers out of control

Editor:

It seems that the legal maneuvering by a group of trustees of Socorro Electric Cooperative is spiraling
out of control!

Whose idea is this? Are the attorneys initiating it? Is it to increase the amount of the bill they’ll send us?
Are a number of trustees doing it as “punishment” for co-op members who would dare to object to their
freely spending our money on themselves? They’ve been doing it for so many years, | guess they think
it's their right.

Has it ever occurred to them that they could lose this case? The first decision the judge made was not in
their favor. Could they end up paying the bills they are incurring? Have they even thought about that? It
just keeps getting uglier and more confusing.

Yet they could easily do the right thing and have an annual meeting without trying to outsmart or
obstruct the will of the members. We hope for the best but should probably expect the worst!

Everybody needs to make every effort to come to the annual meeting in April!
Barbara Moore

Magdalena



Letters to the Editor (02/08/2012)

by Staff | February 8, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
Members ought to ‘Occupy’ SEC

Editor:

Members of the Socorro Electric Cooperative: They (the co-op’s board of trustees) don’t want you to
vote.

We voted changes in April 2010; the courts said we did right. The changes we made on paper have yet
to be fully implemented because the ruling trustees of the co-op feel your votes don’t matter. They’'ll do
as they please and keep telling the press, and each other, that they are governing in “the members’ best
interest.”

Don’t you believe it. Not for an instant.

Here’s the main thing. The ruling trustees (Paul Bustamante, Leroy Anaya, Milton Ulibarri, Dave Wade,
Donald Wolberg, Leo Cordova, and Jack Bruton) don’t want you to vote. They count on it. When we do
get a chance to vote, they manipulate the elections to blunt our selected outcome. They use their own
family members and friends to conduct the voting, counting, and decisions on quorum. They invalidate
your vote every which way they must for their own personal ends.

There’s not much that unites us as citizens. There is, however, the fact that we’re all members of the
Socorro Electric Co-op. It's time we stood together and made our wishes and demands counted.
“Occupy” the SEC. Come in and vote. Vote — whether they like it or not. If for no other reason than the
fact they don’t want you to. Vote.

When our annual meeting comes in April, that’s Saturday, April 14, let’s “Occupy” the place. Perhaps we
are already at the point where we should be picketing and Occupying the co-op offices, but when that
voting meeting happens, let’s be sure they know our votes count. Votes they can’t overlook. Votes for
which they’re willing to take you to court.

The local law enforcement community won’t help us. Whatever transgressions the co-op management
and trustees have committed, thefts, embezzlements, labor violations, and other fraud, the district
attorney’s office and his enforcers won’t take action. Now, you attend a meeting and lay down some
plastic grapes on the table, they’ll charge you, ban you, and defame you. Maybe worse. The ruling
trustees have the upper hand there.

We, the members, have the votes. Even if they can’t stand the idea.
Herbert Myers

Socorro



Letters to the Editor (02/01/2012)

by Staff | February 1, 2012 | Filed under: Opinion
You’re paying for attorneys fees

Editor:

Thanks for the heads up coverage by your reporter regarding the $30,000 bill Socorro Electric
Cooperative recently received from the Kennedy & Han law firm (EI Defensor Chieftain, Jan. 28, 2012).

When the SEC board of trustees authorized then SEC attorney Dennis Francish to sue all 10,000
members, no trustee asked how much it might cost. They just wanted to disobey the new bylaws. Their
habit is to disregard bylaws anyway. But here is something | want every member who pays an electric
bill to be aware of — the co-op pays for insurance that protects the co-op. When the co-op is sued the
insurance company will pay lawyers to defend the co-op and any trustees who are sued and will also pay
damages if the co-op loses. When the co-op sues someone, as in suing all the members, that cost
increases the electric rates and/or reduces the capital you pay into the co-op. There’s no insurance
protecting you or your co-op’s assets when the co-op initiates the suit.

Even though Judge Mitchell ruled against the co-op, Mr. Francish and the Kennedy firm get paid by you,
even though you won the decision. With a fee rate of $425 per hour, Mr. Kennedy is looking forward to
several years of fees as he drags the case on. Those fees will come from the members who pay their
electric bills. You can bet his firm is grateful to your disobedient trustees. It seems to me the board’s act
of suing all the members is prima fascie evidence of their intention to oppose the best interest of the
cooperative corporation. The board thought the judge would allow them to withhold the truth from the
member-owners. They were wrong again and owe the members an apology for wasting your co-op’s
money.

The struggle to reform this board started in June of 2007 over equal voting rights and representation.
You, the member-owners, won big time changing bylaws in April 2010. Your action limiting trustee costs
is saving the co-op $380,000 per year. But the board is still working against your interest and against the
interest of the cooperative. We can hope the remaining litigation will eventually give you justice. Please
continue to pay attention because the board has stubbornly disobeyed the bylaws you approved for
more than a year since you put them in effect. The changes they have proposed for this year’s annual
meeting prove their bad faith for not willingly carrying out your orders.

Keep reading El Defensor Chieftain and tell your friends so everyone will know what is happening.
Charlie Wagner
District 5 Trustee

Socorro Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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* Attached

City of Socorro
Resolution No. 14-07-21

On June 16, 2014, the Socorro City Council unanimously approved Resolution No. 14-06-16
giving the City Administration the authority to:

1. Receive complaints concerning Socorro Electric Cooperative (SEC) and to thoroughly
investigate the feasibility of acquiring that portion of SEC serving the City of Socorro.

2. Designate a City location which shall receive any constituent complaints regarding SEC.

3. Investigate the feasibility of acquiring that portion of SEC serving the City of Socorro
including in particular: '

a. The prerequisites to any municipal acquisition of a utility system and the necessity for
an election on the issue;

b. Available funding sources for such acquisition;

The service territory to be served and the assets that would have to be acquired to

accomplish that service; .

d. The City’s authority to acquire such assets via eminent domain; and

e. The value of the SEC assets to be acquired. :

e

4. Evaluate/explore the p0551b111ty of having another franchise become the provider of
services for the entire SEC service area, and;

The City of Socorro and the SEC (since inception) have been able to conduct business by means
of the franchise agreement process, however, this process has not been able to adequately
address or influence the handling of numerous issues which recently have been brought before
the City Administration and City Council , and;

The lack of democratic control, inability of the management of the SEC to draw a quorum of its
member/owners, lack of desire by SEC management to assist and pursue a quorum, desire by
SEC management and their legal counsel to take every opportunity to keep member/owners from
realizing a quorum and to unduly delay member/owner potential policy changes brought forth by
the membership has created unrest and lack of trust in the cooperative system, and;

High employee turnover, high electric rates and high monthly legal fees are a direct result of the
inefficiencies associated with Socorro Electric Cooperative business practices and the
unwillingness of SEC management to operate the local cooperative in conjunction with the seven
principles of cooperatives*, and;

Since the City of Socorro first became involved in the SEC issues herein déscnbed, no progress
pertaining to customer service, democratic contro] and community involvement has been made,
and;

, Since the topic of acquisition of SEC assets by the City of Socorro has been discussed, very
little, if any, opposition to the acquisition of SEC assets by the City has been expressed by the
member/owners of those assets, and;



WHEREAS, Since the acquisition of SEC assets by the City of Socorro has become a topic of discussion, SEC
management and Board have yet to include the owners of the SEC into the process in
contradiction to the cooperative principle (No. 4 as attached) which states:

N~ “Cooperatives are autonomous, self-help organizations controlled by their members. If
they enter into agreements with other organizations, including governments, or raise
capital from external sources, they do so on terms that ensure demecratic control by their
members and maintain their cooperative autonomy.”, and;

WHEREAS, On July 17, 2014, Ann L. Dorough published a “Letter to the Editor” in the El Defensor
Chieftain which:

1. Definitively and clearly makes no reference of, or attempt to, include the member/owners of
the SEC in the acquisition process.

2. Clearly states:that the SEC Board President once again is attempting to side-step the
democratic process in an effort to utilize member/owner funds to defend the position of a few
regarding SEC operations without seeking input or direction from those who are the legal and
rightful owners of all SEC assets, and;

WHEREAS, Should an acquisition come to fruition, the property acquired by the City of Socorro would be
that of the member/owners and not the SEC Board or management and would be operated by a
qualified entity to ensure a level of service and competitive pricing experienced by many other
similar communities throughout New Mexico.

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Governing Body of the City of Socorro, that without input
.““=couraging the City from acquu'mg the SEC (within the City limits) obtained at a legally organized, officially
"vtducted and binding cooperative meeting (held in accordance with cooperative guidelines and SEC bylaws)
by the member/owners of the SEC, the City will aggressively pursue the items contained in the June 16, 2014
resolution (pertaining to the 1mt1al phases of acquisition) and will systematically and legally move through the
acquisition process.

Be it understood that should the democratic member control process be recognized and honored by the SEC
Board in allowing member/owners an opportunity to vote on the question regardlng municipal acquisition, the
costs to both member/owners and municipal taxpayers would be kept to a minimum and the will and the
integrity of the owners mamtamed and carried out.

Be it further understood that by passage of this resolution, the Socorro City Council encourages the SEC Board
to give the member/owners an opportunity to vote on the question regarding municipal acquisition.

Passed, Approved and Adopted this 21t day of July 2014,

e —

Ravi Bhasker, Mayor

ATTEST:

~ JPTA

Pat Salome, City Cterk




Co-op board censures Wagner
by John Larson | July 31, 2014 | Filed under: News

On a two to one margin, the Board of Trustees voted to censure District Il trustee Charlie Wagner for
breach of confidentiality, disloyalty, willful misconduct and working against the best interests of the
membership.

‘Although censuring does not carry any legal weight, it is a strong judgment of disapproval by the body.

Prior to the action, a motion to postpone the action was made by District lIl trustee Melissa Amaro on
the grounds that Wagner was not present and was currently in the hospital in Albuquerque. That motion
failed for lack of a second.

Board president Anne Dorough read the letter of censure — addressed to Wagner — dated July 23,
2014, before the board. '

"As you know, in the course of our duties as Trustees we are required to discuss and debate difficult and
sensitive issues involving adverse, and potentially, adverse parties. We now have to discuss and debate
issues relating to SEC's franchise agreement with the City of Socorro and SEC's ongoing relationship with
the City.

Yet again you have breached SEC Board Policy 119 Code of Conduct item 3 'The complete confidentiality
of business operation.' Your June 14, 2014, action of forwarding a confidential e-mail that | sent to
Trustees regarding the City constitutes willful misconduct and recklessness and demonstrates you are
adverse to SEC and do not intend to keep such matters confidential.

Your repeated use of the public forum at the city of Socorro Council meetings to criticize the SEC board,
the general manager and council is an act of disloyalty to the SEC and violates Board Policy 119 Code of
Conduct item 1 duty of loyalty and item 3 individual support for all Board decisions.

As a result, you will not be permitted to attend any executive session of the board to discuss the City
franchise agreement or its relationship with the SEC, effective immediately. At the July 23, 2014, board
meeting there will be a motion to publicly censure you for willful misconduct.

Additionally, you will be sanctioned as follows: you will not be authorized to attend the upcoming
NRECA Region X Conference on behalf of the SEC. SEC will notify NRECA that you are not to be provided
with any credentials on behalf of SEC. These sanctions, when approved by the Board, will prevail until
such time as the Board determines you have demonstrated compliance with your fiduciary obligations
to the SEC and duties of conduct in accordance with Board Policies.

This letter will be published on the Cooperative's website and the results of the vote to censure you will
also be publicly available.”

Voting in favor of the censure was District | trustee Leo Cordova and District IV trustee Dave Wade.
District lll trustee Melissa Amaro voted no.

The e-mail in question was personally addressed to the four trustees, attorney Bruce Wiggins, General
Manager Joseph Herrera and Eileen Latasa, executive assistant to the general manager. The email's
content did not fall under the purview of the Open Meetings Act, according to Dorough.



"If a series of e-mails are exchanged among board members that result in policy making, or a decision or
action by the board, it can conceivably be regarded as an attempt to circumvent the Open Meetings
Act," Dorough stated. "In this case it was a single e-mail reminding the board members that | was the
only authorized spokesperson. In view of the adverse relationship existing between the City and the SEC
which could result in litigation, it was clearly a confidential communication and so marked."

It was made public by Mayor Ravi Bhasker when he read it aloud at the June 16 City Council meeting.

In the email, Dorough expressed disappointment with Bhasker's refusal to meet privately with Herrera
and herself to discuss the benefits of renewing the franchise agreement "instead of an expensive
takeover." The e-mail also charges Bhasker with making provocative remarks and sending signals to
"uncooperative" board members while shunning "a written request for a productive meeting without an
audience." In addition, Dorough confided that she felt the city's reaction to the controversy was a
"charade" and a "circus," and reminded all board members that only she or Herrera can speak on behalf
of the cooperative.

In other action, Herrera noted that there was a conflict with the date and location for Charlie Wagner's
District Il members' meeting approved at the June meeting — Oct. 11 at Macey Center. He said he
learned Macey Center would not be available on that date. Dorough suggested that the Magdalena Fine
Arts Center be considered as an alternative.

A motion was made and seconded to change the District Il meeting venue to the Magdalena Fine Arts
Center, with registration at 1 p.m. and the business meeting at 3 p.m. It was approved by the board in
Wagner's absence.

The next monthly SEC board meeting is scheduled for 2 p.m. on Wednesday, Aug. 27 at 310 Abeyta Ave.



Mayor wants to see co-op quorum
by Eric Heinz | July 24, 2014 | Filed under: News

Socorro City Council echoed its position from a month ago in the ongoing effort to sever its franchise
agreement with Socorro Electric Cooperative by unanimously approving an additional resolution
Monday, citing alleged breaches of “principles” of the co-op’s functionality.

Nick Fleming and Michael Olguin, Jr. were the two absent members of the eight-person council.

The resolution, as Socorro Mayor Ravi Bhasker said, is a complaint against the SEC’s alleged inability to
follow a set of principles. The particular set of principles attached to the resolution was extracted from
the Rochdale Equitable Pioneers Society, the same cited on the SEC website.

“The city is the last stop in changing the behavior of this co-op ... in an attempt to rectify the problems
that are going on with the co-op,” Bhasker said. “The city has no intention of running the electric co-op
on its own. We will, as other cities have, ask a third party who is already mature and takes care of other
towns around us with electric utilities.”

Bhasker said the proposal of municipal acquisition came after the city interpreted SEC’s procedures as
unable to fulfill specific duties.

“If SEC members would just exercise principle No. 4 of the co-op: have a general meeting, look at the
municipal acquisition package, look at what SEC is providing, they could vote it up or down just like any
other company,” Bhasker said. “If their owners are the stockholders and they make a decision, the
board (of trustees) members cannot stop them. They can lobby them, but they cannot stop them.”

Because the co-op is a member-based utility, it requires a quorum of at least 10 percent of the members
to be present at a special meeting. ‘

A special meeting can be called by the board of trustees or 10 percent or 1,000 of the members must
sign a petition to call the meeting. The board chairperson would be the entity that presides over any
meeting, unless an independent parliamentarian is hired.

“The board of trustees would have no choice but to hold that meeting,” SEC District Il trustee Charles
Wagner said during the council meeting. “According to our bylaws, the chairperson presides over all
meetings. My guess would be that the first order of business if the members were to have such a
meeting would be to replace the chairperson with an independent parliamentarian.”

Although Bhasker said it is not in the cards yet, court proceedings could be part of taking control of the
SEC within the city, if in fact a meeting does not happen in the near future.

“We’re not even close to condemnation in an eminent domain lawsuit,” Bhasker said. “Our route is to
go to the members and give them information from our point of view, if the board agrees, to get this
meeting and try to facilitate that with the money we have to expend up front.

“If need be,” he added, “and I’'m not a lawyer, we may have to take it to court and demand that they
follow their rules, and a third-party mediator be assigned, | don’t know.”



The resolution is ceremonious in nature and holds no legally binding measures. In the resolution, the city
council acknowledged such accusations as “lack of democratic control,” “inability of management,”
“high employee turnover” and other issues.

The resolution makes a promise that the customers’ electric bills would be “competitive” with many
other entities in New Mexico.

In past meetings, Bhasker said PNM of Albuquerque would be a cheaper alternative to the co-op. SEC is
generated through Tri-State Electric of Colorado.



Legal, consulting firm to review co-op board
by John Larson | July 3, 2014 | Filed under: News

In an effort to reduce conflicts and problem areas between it and the members, the Socorro Electric
Cooperative's Board of Trustees is trying something new.

In a unanimous vote at its June 25 meeting, the board decided to secure the services of Smith &
Christensen, a legal and consulting service for electric and telephone cooperatives. The firm, based in
Charlotte, North Carolina, will conduct an independent audit of the board.

"They are going to do an audit of the way the board conducts its meetings and its receptiveness to the
members," board president Anne Dorough said. "It's like a self-appraisal of the board of directors of the
co-op."

She said the move was proposed by co-op manager Joseph Herrera.
The auditor will meet separately with each of the trustees, as well as the manager, Dorough said.

"Results of the audit will give us a better understanding of how the members view the board," she
added

The audit will solicit comments or complaints from members via a web-based form, as well.

Aaron Christensen said his firm concentrates on the rural electric cooperative industry and has worked
with clients throughout the U.S.

"We're not plowing new ground here. We've worked with a number of co-ops on a proactive basison a
range of some of the peculiar matters that cooperatives sometimes encounter," Christensen said. "And
that includes matters involving board governance."

He said the firm most recently completed a revealing audit of the Santee Electric Cooperative in South
Carolina, that experienced issues similar to Socorro Electric.

"It would be fair to say that all sides found the report to be hard hitting but completely fair," Christensen
said.

The audit for Socorro's co-op will be approached in the same way, he said

"Think of this as a governance review. In this kind of undertaking it's a little unique in that I'm not
representing Socorro Electric as their attorney," Christensen said "I'm there to review governance,
management and other practices with no other goal but to serve the best interest of the co-op, not to
serve any board member, or any particular group. I'm there to look out for the best interest of the
members." .

Christensen said he will talk to all "stakeholders and all interested persons, and, frankly, any person who
has any information to share with me. And then I'm going to see what's working and perhaps areas that
are not working and try to propose solutions."

The time frame of the audit will be scheduled after conferring with Herrera, he said.



Despite being peppered with objections and comments from District Il trustee Charlie Wagner, each of
the Socorro Electric Cooperative trustees set the times, dates and places for each of their respective
district meetings in October.

Wagner's objections had to do with two of the trustees setting their meetings on weekdays, claiming
that in doing so it limited the number of members who could attend.

District | will meet Tuesday, Oct. 13 at the Socorro Senior Center. Registration 5 to 7 p.m. Meeting 7
p.m.

District Il will meet Saturday, Oct. 8 at Macey Center in Socorro. Registration 1 to 3 p.m. Meeting 3 p.m.
District Ill will meet Saturday, Nov. 15 at Finley Gym. Registration 1 to 3 p.m. Meeting 3 p.m.

District IV will meet Friday, Oct. 17 at San Antonio Elementary. Registration 4 to 6 p.m. Meeting 6 p.m.
District V will meet Saturday, Oct. 4 at Datil Elementary. Registration 1 to 3 p.m. Meeting 3 p.m.

The board passed a motion to participate in the Government in Action Youth Tour essay contest for a
third year. The contest will solicit essays from sophomores and juniors at Socorro, Belen, Quemado,
Magdalena and Alamo high schools.

One student from each school will be chosen to attend the Government in Action Youth Tour in
Washington, D.C. The five winners on the tour learn about electric cooperatives, American history, and
U.S. Government on this all expense paid trip, June 12-19, 2015.

The topic of the essay will relate to electric power and rural cooperatives.

The board approved a motion requesting invoices of legal fees charged by the co-op's attorney, Bruce
Wiggins.

The next Board of Trustees meeting is scheduled for 2 p.m. Wednesday, July 23 at 310 Abeyta Ave.



Co-op seeks funds to fight city
by John Larson | May 29, 2014 | Filed under: News

The Socorro Electric Cooperative Board of Trustees is asking for at least a quarter of a million dollars
from the Cooperative Finance Corporation's Cooperative System Integrity Fund to resist a takeover by
the City of Socorro.

The Cooperative System Integrity Fund provides financial assistance to rural electric organizations that
face threats to the integrity of their service territories, according to SEC General Manager Joseph
Herrera.

"This resource is available to us in order to resist a takeover attempt by a competing entity," he said.
"No member funds will be used."

With District Il trustee Charlie Wagner absent, the board voted unanimously to apply for the funds.

"In light of the Mayor's latest announcement, the Board thought it would be prudent to pursue this
option," board president and District V trustee Anne Dorough said.

According to its website, "The CFC Cooperative System Integrity Fund serves as a resource to the rural
electric program to support the efforts of cooperatives to resist threats to the integrity of their service
territory, to protect the right of rural electric systems to provide non-electric energy services, and to
assist cooperatives that are facing regulatory, judicial and legislative challenges that have the potential
to affect other cooperatives in a state, region or the nation."

In other business, the board has voted to payout Capital Credits from the years 1984 through 1988 in
the total amount of over one half million dollars.

According to co-op's bylaws, capital credits are to be retired 25 years after a customer's account is
closed. In 2014, the 25 year deadline would be 1989, meaning that retirement of the years previous to
that were overdue.

Dorough said last year the co-op retired capital credits for the years 1978 through 1983 for a total of
over $1 million.

"At the board meeting on May 21, we approved another Capital Credit retirement for the years of 1984,
1985, 1986, 1987 and 1988 for a total of approximately $1.5 million," Dorough said.

Fifty percent of the retirement will come from the General Fund and 50 percent from a loan, she said.

"It says a lot about Joseph Herrera's management that SEC is in a position to make these retirements
without adversely affecting the financial welfare of the cooperative,” she said. "This will enable us to
reach our goal of a 25 year rotation on capital credits."

The next co-op board meeting will be June 25 at 2 p.m. in the boardroom at 310 Abeyta Ave.



City serious about SEC acquisition
by Jon Rejent, El Defensor Chieftain reporter | May 22, 2014 | Filed under: News

At Monday’s city council meeting, the mayor described a fork in the road that
presents Socorro with two options in it’s future affairs with the electric co-op -
continue down the current path or pursue acquisition of assets.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker said, administratively, he plans to steer toward the latter
path. Council will explore appraisal of Socorro Electric Co-op assets at its June
16 meeting.

“The city is serious,” Bhasker said.

Attorney Nann Winter, who is going to help draft the resolution, joined in on
the conversation and discussed what the future may look like for the city from a
legal standpoint.

She explained that a month-to-month franchise, such as the one Socorro is
currently involved in with the co-op, can be changed at the city’s initiative if the
relationship degrades to the point where further action is needed.

“If you find them unresponsive, you can declare them a trespasser,” Winter said.

New Mexico’s eminent domain code - “a tool used by municipalities all over the
state” - gives all political subdivisions the right to acquire real estate, buildings
and property, she added.

“In this case, there could be real estate interest held by Socorro Electric; that
would be easements. It is more likely that (the city) would be more interested in
their poles, their lines, meters, substations (and) transformers,” Winter said.

She added that any current debt would remain with SEC.

Before condemnation, the code requires that two conditions be met: appraisal
of assets and entrance into a good faith negotiation with the co-op.



For an appraisal of this scale, Winter said it would take some time.

“| would give it three to six months to get a fair evaluation of a system of this
nature.

Once the appraisal is in, present your offer to the entity that you seek to
acquire assets from and the negations begin,” she said. “Typically, folks are
responsive to a good-faith offer.”

Bhasker added that the process, aside from appraisals and negotiations, will
need to include the “political wheel of the council.”

If SEC is willing to negotiate its assets, finalizing the sale could one to two
years; however, if they contest and the city is forced to “pull the eminent
domain trigger,” it could take as many as three years of litigation, according to
Winter.

“It’s not something that’s cheap or easy or fun for anyone,” she said.

The mayor said city hall will soon be opening a previously-discussed comment
window for people to report both good and bad experiences related to SEC, as
well as concerns about the new direction the city may be taking with the electric
utility.

He emphasized that the city does not want to turn the co-op into an adversary.



City embarks on route to acquire co-op

by Jon Rejent, El Defensor Chieftain contributing reporter | May 8, 2014 | Filed
under: News

With low turnout at the recent Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting
coupled with member complaints snowballing throughout the past few years,
the city plans to take action.

During Monday’s city council meeting, Mayor Ravi Bhasker said the city has
“embarked on the route to acquire the co-op.”

The mayor shed light on a recent study, which detailed energy costs - plus fees
and taxes - in different cities around the state for houses “using the same
amount of electricity.” While places such as Farmington (which had the lowest
total cost) and Belen saw monthly costs at $56 and $66, respectively, the cost
in Socorro landed just above the $100 mark.

Bhasker added that “PNM sells them this electricity; and on top of that, they're a
for-profit organization making 10 percent on this.”

The mayor said the city’s lawyer will be present at the May 19 council meeting
to outline the city’s plan to deal with concerns surrounding SEC. Bhasker said
he also hopes to have a representative from PNM attend; he said the city is not,
as of now, considering PNM as a franchisee, but would still like their input.

A resolution will be presented to the council during their next meeting “to get
the ball rolling,” Bhasker said.

If the council is on board, the mayor said pursuing a utility alternative will likely
take a couple of years, and details, including which areas the city plans to
cover, are still being discussed.

During the council meeting, a Socorro resident voiced an SEC-related issue that
he is currently dealing with.



Robert Rincones said that about 2 a.m. April 26, he and his family were jarred
awake — by smoke detectors — to discover an electrical fire in their home,
caused by “a natural coming loose on the co-op’s line.”

After putting out the fire, he and his family soon noticed half of their home was
without electricity.

“First thing in the morning, we called the co-op,” he said.
Approximately four phone calls and three hours later, they showed up.

“Everything that was plugged in was fried essentially. The linemen said ‘it’s our
responsibility; we did something bad here and it came loose. Turn your bills
into the co-op (and) they’ll write you a check,” Rincones said.

Ten days later — after turning in itemized lists of the damages — Rincones said
he is still waiting for a phone call from the SEC.

He said while he is grateful he was able to buy a $600 temporary fridge until
the co-op gets back to him, he wonders “what happens to those folks who don’t
have an extra $600 or the means to get a refrigerator down here?”

Councilor Gordy Hicks said the city needs to begin documenting and compiling
these issues. The mayor said, soon, the city will begin collecting SEC-related
concerns from the public at the cashier’s desk at city hall.

The council also adopted a resolution that will implement a GPS monitoring
pilot program for use in city vehicles.

City Clerk Pat Salome said keeping tabs on the vehicles will be used for city
business, enforcing policy and traffic laws, “not to follow people around (nor)
check on someone’s whereabouts all day long.”

If there is a question about where someone is, a department head must first fill
out a form and state the reason a specific vehicle should be tracked on a
specific day; Salome said there will be documented evidence that it’s done
“upon request.”



e “That way, if something does come up, the employee doesn’t say, ‘well you

watched me for four years, of course you're going to find something.” We would
be able to say ‘we watched you three times, this is when we watched and this is
what we found,’” he said.

The mayor said the purpose of the program is to evaluate GPS vehicles’
efficiency, productivity, safety and accountability of city operations. On top of
this, he said the city will develop a policy explaining the usage of GPS units to
existing employees as well as individuals hired in the future.

“GPS information can and will be used by department heads,” Bhasker said.

Salome emphasized that the information will be used “as needed as opposed to
a 24-hour surveillance on city vehicles.”

“We are not fishing; there’s a reason for doing it,” Bhasker said.

Aside from requests from department heads, Salome said the “as needed”
approach will include routine alerts — such as a complaints from individuals
claiming their garbage was not picked up — and concerns regarding safety.

If someone calls, claiming they were almost hit by a city vehicle that ran a stop
sign, Salome said that is something the city will look at “immediately.”

When a request is made and the city then creates a record of the individual GPS
vehicle, that specific monitoring session will become public information.



SEC meeting lacks necessary turnout
by John Larson | May 1, 2014 | Filed under: News

Socorro Electric Cooperative's 69th annual membership meeting failed to reach the required three
percent for a quorum for the second consecutive year.

Officially, 146 members had registered by the start of the meeting, 139 short of the 285 needed for a
quorum.

With no quorum there could be no business discussed, and Board of Trustees President Anne Dorough
called for adjournment just around 30 minutes after the meeting began.

This precluded a discussion on one of two bylaw amendments proposed by members of District 2.

That amendment, if approved, would have allowed a trustee candidate to obtain the names and
addresses of each member in that district for campaign purposes. The candidate would also have to sign
an affidavit that the list would not be used for any other purpose.

If there had been a quorum on Saturday, the proposed amendment could have been discussed and, if
approved, would have been on the ballot for a vote at the annual meeting in 2015.

The other amendment proposed that voting by mail should constitute a quorum at all meetings, but this
amendment was found to be in conflict with New Mexico state law, which states that a quorum at a
cooperative's annual meeting requires in-person registration, and it was disqualified for consideration.

An unresolved issue that concerns balloting is the interpretation of Section 12 of the cooperative's
bylaws.

The bylaw states: "Any proposition submitted at a District Meeting and adopted by resolution by a
majority of the members voting, together with any document submitted with the resolution, must be
reported to and submitted for consideration at the next succeeding annual meeting, or special meeting
members, if the resolution so provides."

The phrase "next succeeding annual meeting" has been interpreted to mean two different things.

One interpretation is that it refers to the annual meeting following the next annual meeting. A majority
of the five member Board of Trustees — Leo Cordova, Dave Wade and Dorough —agrees with this
interpretation. An interpretation favored by Trustees Melissa Amaro and Charlie Wagner is that it refers
to the upcoming annual meeting.

Prior to the meeting, tables had been set up on the sidewalk in front of the gym to solicit signatures for
petitions to remove District 5 Trustee Anne Dorough and District 4 Trustee Dave Wade. Representatives
from the two districts explained that they felt Wade and Dorough were not responsive to their
members' concerns.

According to SEC bylaws, 10 percent of the district membership is needed to bring the recall to a general
vote at a district's next meeting.

The lack of a quorum two years in a row raises the question, "Why?"



Dorough, in a April 18 interview, told El Defensor Chieftain she was in favor of returning to the custom
of offering members entertainment and refreshments during the two-hour registration period.

She said other co-ops attract bigger crowds with refreshments and live music, especially when members
give up their Saturday afternoon or have to drive over an hour to attend.

"Most co-ops have a band. They'll have refreshments, or they'll some kind of entertainment. Something
like that," Dorough said. "We went through a period of time the membership said we didn't want to
spend the money on something like that. And | think it's a mistake."

She said the Jemez co-op "has a barbecue where they serve hot dogs. I'd like to see (us) go back to
having something like that." :

The annual meeting was also brought up during the April 21 Socorro City Council meeting, when a
member of the public felt that the co-op may be occasionally counting duplicates when tallying up the
total number of members, which would effectively increase the number of SEC members needed for a
quorum,

"The co-op constantly says we don't have a quorum. | got the list of members for District 4 —my district
— | went through it line by line," said Marie Watkins.

She said she out of 2,068 names, she counted 292 duplicates, which "completely changes the amount of
voters needed."

As a hypothetical example, if SEC had overshot its total member count by 4,500 people —bringing the
current count of 9,500 down to the 5,000 range — Saturday's annual meeting still would not have had a
quorum, which brings light to another issue: how invested are the members in co-op affairs?

"I'm thinking of the old saying, 'actions speak louder than words,"" said Joseph Herrera, General
Manager and CEO, who spoke at the meeting on the co-op's status and activities. "l was disappointed,
but | know everybody's got their own reasons for not going."

The next monthly SEC Board of Trustees meeting will be Wednesday, May 21, at 2 p.m. at 310 Abeyta St.



Members can voice input at annual SEC meeting
by John Larson | April 24, 2014 | Filed under: News

Every spring, the Socorro Electric Cooperative holds its annual meeting to conduct business that will
affect every member for the coming year — this year's is set for Saturday, April 26 at Finley Gym.

The registration will be from 1 to 3 p.m., and the business meeting will follow, from 3 to 5 p.m.
If your name is on your electric bill, you are a member of the co-op.
Anne Dorough, president of the SEC's board of directors, encourages everyone to attend.

"This is (the members) opportunity to express themselves and participate in what goes on in their co-op
and be a part of it," Dorough said. "Three percent of the membership constitutes a quorum."

According to the co-op's Human Resources manager, Eileen Latasa, the co-op has approximately 10,000
members, placing at roughly 300.

"We won't have an exact figure until Friday," Latasa said. "People move to town and people leave during
the year, so we don't do a count until the day before.”

Dorough said she couldn't emphasize enough the importance of attending to achieve a quorum.

"A quorum is absolutely necessary. The more people that go to the meeting, the better off they are,"
~ she said.

The necessity for a quorum was made clear last year after the annual meeting was stalled for lack of a
one; a second annual meeting was then scheduled, but it too did not have a quorum.

A matter of contention at the monthly Board of Trustees meetings was the argument from District 2
Trustee Charlie Wagner that since a vote was not allowed on bylaw changes because of the lack of a
guorum, the changes should, as a matter of course, be placed on the ballot at this year's meeting.

According to Dorough, those proposals cannot be voted on this year.

"Those were passed at the District 5 meeting in October 2012, and the bylaws say the proposed
amendments passed by the district meetings are considered at the annual meeting," Dorough said.

The debate, she said, is as to whether "considered" means "voted on" or "discussed."

"The more conservative view is that they should be discussed, because otherwise, one district is making
a decision and the others don't have any say about it. But if you discuss it at the annual meeting, then
everybody has input on the change," she said. "On a bylaw amendment, whatever you decide is going to
be the final amendment has to be pre-notified to the entire membership before it can be voted on."

This, Dorough said, means that after going through the discussion process at the annual meeting,
members can vote to have it put on the ballot for the next annual meeting.

"This gives you the opportunity to pre-notify all the membership the details of the amendment," she
said.



And the membership has the opportunity to "massage," or "perfect" the amendment, Dorough said.
And, if there is a quorum, the members can approve it.

She said it then goes on the ballot for the following year or the members can call a special meeting if
they want to speed up the process. And an additional quorum count may be taken at any time during
the meeting.

"If at any time the chairman looks out across the room and doesn't think he's got a quorum, it's the
chairman's duty to call for a quorum count. That's a part of Robert's Rules of Order," Dorough said.

Members, she said, can also make a point of order for a quorum count.
The rules for the order of business are laid out in the bylaws.

"An order of business tells you how the order of items have to be listed," she said. "The order of
business is specified in the bylaws and you can't suspend that."

Dorough said often, people say "l don't want to sit though the meeting, | just want to register my vote."

And she said, depending on who you ask, if there's not a quorum at the start of the business meeting,
their vote doesn't count.

"This is something we're trying to fix," she said "It's not right. But we need to change the bylaws to
clearly explain that ... the balloting is separate from the business meeting."



Co-op meeting conducts regular business Monday
by John Larson | March 27, 2014 | Filed under: News

Discussion at the Socorro Electric Cooperative’s Board of Trustees meeting on Monday was mainly
limited to regular agenda business.

Trustees present were Dave Wade, Leo Cordova, Charlie Wagner and President Anne Dorough. District
3 Trustee Melissa Amaro was absent.

Issues discussed were the current retirements of customers’ capital credits, and the acceptance of bids
for the sale of three older co-op trucks and two truck beds. The board also accepted bids for the sale of
leftover scrap metal.

District 1 Trustee Leo Cordova was appointed the SEC’s voting delegate at the New Mexico Rural Electric
Cooperative 2014 annual meeting in Santa Fe. General Manager Joseph Herrera was named alternate to
that meeting.

Board President and District 5 Trustee Anne Dorough reported that the meeting of the Special By Law
Committee scheduled for March 24 had been cancelled and will be rescheduled at a later date. District 2

Trustee Charlie Wagner requested that by-law changes that were not voted on at the 2013 Annual
Membership meeting be put on the agenda for this year’s meeting. Dorough said since there was not a
quorum at either of last year’s membership meetings, those proposed changes were null and void, and
that new ones would have to be submitted.

The next monthly Board of Trustees meeting will be Wednesday, April 23, at 2 p.m. The boardroom
address is 310 Abeyta Street.

The co-ops annual membership meeting will be at 3 p.m. April 26



Board turns meeting over to RUS official
by John Larson | March 20, 2014 | Filed under: News

During its most recent meeting Feb. 26, the Socorro Electric Cooperative's Board of Trustees — with a
full house in attendance — touched on concerns of the co-op's operations, issues the mayor has with
the SEC and capital credits.

In attendance was Jim McGraw, representing the U.S.D.A.'s Rural Utilities Service, the government
entity which provides loans to the cooperative.

McGraw fielded general questions concerning the co-op from the audience.

Also in attendance was Mayor Ravi Bhasker, who discussed several issues with McGraw concerning
problems Socorro is having with the co-op; issues that have delayed the city's renewal of the franchise
agreement with the co-op to provide electric service to the municipality.

"I find it very difficult to continue doing business (with the co-op) because of abnormalities," Bhasker
said.

He said it would be better if the city ran it; Bhasker sited Truth or Consequences, Gallup and the Jicarilla
Apache Nation as municipalities that separated from cooperatives to create their own electric utilities.

"There would be more transparency,” Bhasker said. "We're open door. You can look at our records. The
city runs under a different set of rules (than SEC)."

McGraw said, in order for the co-op to run as the members want, "the secret is communication." But, he
said, that does not mean people who do not pay their bills will not be cut off.

Bhasker said he has three major concerns: setting the meeting times when it's easier for members to
attend; being able to make contact with the co-op manager; and the cost of electricity.

"You're not being cooperative,” he said.

Bhasker told McGraw that another one of his concerns was what he perceived as a high turnover of
employees — an appoximate 28 out of 35 employees within the last year and half.

"What would you expect the turnover to be?" McGraw said.

"I think 20 percent or 25 percent. If you don't think 28 out of 35 is significant, then there's something
going on here," Bhasker said.

"I would say the co-op, any business, sometimes has no control over people leaving," McGraw said.
"People have different reasons; | can't say what the normal is. If the city ran the co-op would the
turnover rate be lower?"

Bhasker responded, stating the rate would be lower and the city "would not have an atmosphere where
the employees are being watched and regulated by GPS and cameras.” His preference, he said, would be
to "disengage from Tri-State and go on the market to buy electricity.”

McGraw said he did not, of course, want "the co-op to lose the load," stating rates would raise higher
for those outside the city.



"If they bought the whole co-op, that would be a question of where the city would buy wholesale
electricity and what the retail markup would be," he said. "They would still have to pay the co-op for use
of the system. They're not going to come in here and build new wires and substations. They would have
to use (the existing infrastructure); that would be part of their cost to amortize whatever they paid for
the system."

McGraw said he believes the SEC must vote to sell the co-op.

At the same meeting, the board rejected a motion to retire more than $26,000 in capital credits to Trails
End Market, Inc., and Collette Foard, on a 3-2 vote.

As reported in El Defensor Chieftain in December 2013, Foard said co-op personnel had repeatedly
refused to cash out the credits so she could legally dissolve the corporation, pay off its debt and divide
the funds up among between her company's shareholders.

Herrera said SEC bylaws give the cooperative's Board of Trustees discretion when it comes to cashing
out capital credits "upon the death or cessation of legal existence of any patron if the legal
representative of his/her estate request that the capital credit to any such patron be retired."

"It was the view of the board that it would not be prudent to exercise Trails End Market's capital credits
because corporate entities do not die and retirement to a now-defunct corporation upon dissolution in
an early retirement would be discriminatory," Herrera said.

However, Herrera said the co-op's bylaws allow Trails End to assign the capital credits to "successors in
interest, which (the board) believes includes the shareholders of a defunct or dissolved corporation.”

The move would allow those shareholders to eventually retire the credits through the general
retirement process.

Bhasker commented that he understood that capital credits were denied not by the board, but by
Herrera, and said that is "not the way it should be done. I'm presupposing, but it seems like they're
trying to clean up their act now and bring it up before the board now to get this thing out of the way."

Trustee Charlie Wagner said the board wastes a great deal of time going back and forth over these kinds
of things.

"We could spend more than $26,000 on helping lawyers go back and forth over this issue,"” Wagner said.

Wagner made the motion that the board make the payment of $26,000 in capital credits either in full or
in installments, which the board denied.

Board President Ann Dorough posed the question — "Would we be opening a precedent we do not
want to open?"

The co-op's attorney, Loma Wiggins, said the repayment of capital credits out of order — whenever
members demanded their capital credits be retired — would put the co-op's financing at risk.

"The board has the discretion to decide at any point that capital credits be retired," she said.

McGraw asked if Trails End's request "would be an estate retirement as a corporation or general
retirement?"



Foard said the corporation must close out all accounts before dissolving.

"The Secretary of State says we cannot file for proper dissolution without claiming all our assets to pay
off the debt," she said.

The corporation, Foard said, must go ahead and request retirement of the capital credits so that the
money comes into the corporation and all the debt is repaid before filing for dissolution.

"It's not an estate because the corporation is an artificial person created by governmental action and it
should be treated as such," she said.

In other action, the board:

Voted to schedule the 2014 annual membership meeting at 3 p.m. Saturday, April 26, at Finley Gym.
Members will have from 1 to 3 p.m. to register for the business meeting.

Approved the Rural Utilities Services Form 675, Certificate of Authority resolution.

Approved the First State Bank Safety Deposit Boxes Access Resolution.

Named SEC General Manager Joe Herrera the voting delegate to the Tri-State 2014 Annual meeting.
Approved 2012 energy uncollectible write-offs.

Capital Credits Fact Sheet

According to the bylaws, the co-op does not technically earn profits, and any revenues "over and above"
the cost of doing business are considered "margins.”" These margins represent an interest-free loan of
operating capital by the membership to the cooperative. This capital allows SEC to finance operations
and —to a certain extent — construction, with the intent that this capital will be repaid to members in
later years.

Allocated capital credits appear as an entry on the permanent financial records of the co-op and reflect
a member's equity or ownership in SEC. When capital credits are retired, a check is issued and the
member's equity in the co-op is reduced.

Capital credits are calculated by SEC for everyone who purchased electricity during a year in which the
co-op earned margins.

The amount of capital credits a member earns in a given year is based upon the amount of capital
contributed to the co-op through payment of monthly bills. The more electric service used, the greater
capital credits are earned. The sum of one's monthly bills for a year is multiplied by a percentage to
determine a member's capital credits.

The percentage of a member's total payment that is allocated as capital credits varies from year to year,
depending upon the success of the cooperative. Capital credits are only allocated for a year in which SEC
earns margins. Since capital credits are a member's share of the margins, no credits are allocated for a
year with no margins.

A member's capital credits remain on the books in their name and member number until they are
retired. Payments are made approximately 18 to 20 years after credits are earned.



Allocated capital credits may not be used to pay current bills. An electric bill is due now, whereas a
member may not be entitled to be paid capital credits for many years.

The board of trustees must authorize a retirement before a member receives a check. When considering
a retirement, the board analyzes the financial health of the co-op and will not authorize a retirement if
SEC cannot afford it.

A member should receive an allocation notice annually after the finances for the previous year have
been audited.



Co-op meeting adjourns amid shouting
by John Larson | February 6, 2014 | Filed under: News

The Socorro Electric Cooperative Board of Trustees chose to change its regular meeting schedule to
every fourth Wednesday of the month at 1 p.m.

The issue arose due to trustees — including Board President Anne Dorough, who lives in Quemado — not
wanting to drive home late in the evenings.

Trustee Charlie Wagner asked that Saturdays at 10 a.m. be considered as well, since Trustee Melissa
Amarro would have to take time off her job to attend the afternoon Wednesday meeting time.

After discussing the pros and cons, the board, by a 3-2 vote, rejected Wagner’s proposal.

The board also chose General Manager Joe Herrera over Wagner by a 3-2 vote, as the co-op’s Tri-State
representative.

A discussion on scheduling this year’s Annual Meeting was interrupted by a verbal outburst from an
owner/member in the audience. ‘

At issue was the question of whether or not there was a quorum at last year’s two meetings. Dorough
said that amendments passed last year were not valid because of the lack of a quorum at either
meeting.

Before any vote was taken on scheduling the 2014 Annual Meeting, Dorough banged the gavel said,
“This meeting is adjourned.

The next scheduled meeting will be the fourth Wednesday in February at one o’clock.”

The next regular meeting will be Wednesday, Feb. 26 at 1 p.m.



City eyes SEC alternative
by Jon Rejent | March 6, 2014 | Filed under: News

Due to “poor customer relations and lack of representation,” as well as the
seemingly-endless stalemate the city has fallen into with Socorro Electric
Cooperative, Mayor Ravi Bhasker began a discussion about “alternative options”
at the March 3 City Council meeting.

He recommended that, rather than spending money on the franchise
agreement, Socorro instead look into acquisition of the SEC’s assets within the
city, as well as possibly within the valley.

“And perhaps even improve those assets,” he said.

These improvements could potentially include an underground utility, which
Bhasker said would beautify the city, cost less in maintenance and allow for a
fiber optics system — pushing the city “into the 23rd century.”

“We’d like to wire this city to keep up with the rest of the world.”

Bhasker suggested that, aside from speaking with an experienced lawyer about
the possibility of the acquisition, there ought to be a meeting of the minds with
the council and trustees.

Councilor Gordy Hicks said the co-op’s members want visibility.
“They want answers, (but) they’re being shoved down a hole,” he said.

SEC Trustee Charles Wagner stepped forward with additional suggestions,
which included inviting another provider, such as PNM, or possibly working
together with another New Mexico cooperative.

“Members have been trying to reform the SEC since 2007. The lawyers have

worked against them because they go with the majority of the trustees,” Wagner

said. “When we had 11 trustees, six were from Socorro; they were the majority
ANl on the board and they worked together to maintain themselves in office.”



He said the relationship between the city and SEC has suffered from an absence
of care on the part of elected officials and members who have not come to the
meetings, but said he was glad that Bhasker brought his staff to the co-op’s last
meeting.

“SEC should be the kind of co-op you want. It only takes having trustees that
will do the kinds of things that you want them to do. That’s the problem,”
Wagner said.

The mayor said the city would need to start from scratch; conducting a
feasibility study and speaking with professional consultants and lawyers will all
be necessary if the city wants to pursue this new alternative. He re-enforced
that none of this will “happen over night.”



Attorney blames Wagner for fees
by Elva Osterreich | January 1, 2014 | Filed under: News

Attorney Darin Foster spoke early at the Dec. 19, Socorro Electric Cooperative meeting. Foster was
previously with the law firm Kennedy Han in Albuquerque and part of the lawsuit naming the
member/owners filed by the co-op.

Foster said he had been asked to give a presentation on the state of the litigation that’s been on going
since about January of 2011.

Trustee Charles Wagner asked for a written version of his report and Foster said there would be no
written version of the report.

Foster said in 2011 the goal of the board was to see if by-law changes that had been made by the
membership were in accordance with New Mexico Law. Former corporate council Dennis Francish was
looking for a declaratory action from a judge and the way he chose to do that was to name the members
of the co-op as defendants.

This was not a suit against the membership, Foster said. The members were named to get the
declaratory action.

“At no time did the co-op seek to get money from the members,” Foster said. “At no time did they say
that the members had done anything that would have deliberately caused financial harm or would have
required some sort of compensation back from the membership.”

The attorneys tried to dismiss everyone who wasn’t necessary to the suit, he said.
“We could get the judge to do it without having all those names there as defendants,” he said.
A small handful of individuals decided they did not want to be dismissed out of the suit, Foster said.

“If those individuals had allowed us to streamline the process, dismiss everyone, the total cost in legal
bills would have been less than $5,000 dollars,” he said. “That would have also been a resolution in the
spring of 2011.”

Foster said there were certain people who counter sued their own co-op and went on to say trustee
Charles Wagner sued the co-op and thus violated his duty to the co-op. Foster said Wagner named
himself as plaintiff and brought in counsel from Texas specializing in suing co-ops for large payoffs in the
form of capital credits.

Foster said the judge said the membership had the right to make bad decisions.

“The judge didn’t say these were good bylaw changes,” Foster said. “He simply said if the membership
chooses to make them they have that power.”

Foster said if the case had been allowed to end there, legal fees would have been about $15,000. He
said Lorna Wiggins of the firm Wiggins, Williams and Wiggins spent the next two years trying to make
sure those bylaws were kept to as closely as possible.



Foster said everything that's happened since then is because Wagner continued to pursue a class action
to seek capital credits and collections of “other activities” that were going on in 2010 and 2011.

In fall of 2011, Foster said he filed a series of motions that there is no evidence of fraud and Wagner is a
plaintiff on a board of an entity he sued.

“That is completely and utterly inappropriate for him to be a plaintiff,” Foster said. “He can’t be there.”
Then he said, Wagner’s lawyers tried to substitute two other people into the lawsuit.

The judge allowed the substitution, Foster said, and the co-op board held a special meeting and capital
credits were discussed.

Foster said the primary motivation issue was capital credits. A lot of people think capital credits are a
pile of gold sitting there waiting to be picked up but they are not.

In October of this year, Foster said, the judge granted Foster’s motions from spring 2012; in there he
said Wagner was not a proper or appropriate plaintiff in a punitive case against the cooperative. He said
Wagner’s case was dismissed.

The vast majority of the co-op’s legal fees in the case were spent after the case should have been
resolved.

“Everything paid in 2012 went entirely to Wagner’s inappropriate, wholly without jurisdiction, improper
standing, couldn’t-follow-the-rules-of-civil-procedure, lawsuit,” Foster said.

\, He said the amount Wagner’s action cost the co-op since May 2011 was $22,788.82, which could not be
paid by insurance because a member of the board was suing other members of the board.

Foster also said he has not charged the co-op for his past several trips to Socorro, nor for the current
one because “I believe that the co-op has paid through the nose for something that should have been
solved two years ago.”

Charlene West stood up in the audience to ask why Foster was giving his report at that particular time
and was told she was out of order.

“You named me in that lawsuit,” West said. “It was a lawsuit.”

West was asked repeatedly to sit down by board president Luis Aguilar who finally threatened to call the
police, the board then took a recess until the Socorro Police Department arrived and escorted West out
of the meeting.

When the meeting came back to order, Foster closed by pointing out the presentation could not have
taken place until all the litigation was over.



Capital credits subject of latest co-op franchise hearing 1
by Barron jJones | December 19, 2013 | Filed under: News

The Socorro City Council, on Dec. 16, listened to nearly two hours of public
comments that will help them develop a franchise agreement with Socorro
Electric Cooperative that would allow the utility legal access to alleys and
streets.

In this latest round of discussions, private citizens and elected officials
expressed their concerns about co-op business practices that they say deprive
members of money.

The complaints stem from what the speakers said is SEC’s refusal to let former
members cash out capital credits when they leave the co-op. Capital credits are
a form of revenue earned by members that are put back into the cooperative for
operating costs.

Socorro resident Audrie Clifford told the council she closed her husband’s,
Michael Clifford, account after he died because she moved into an apartment
that included utilities.

But when she went to cash out the $400 in capital credit attached to her
husband’s account, she said co-op officials informed her that only her
husband’s heirs and not a surviving spouse could collect the money.

“The money is paid to the heirs of the original member and if that member
should have no children one could only assume that the co-op keeps the
money,” Clifford said. “I and many of my friends have been in contact with
members of other co-ops and without exception capital credits are paid shortly
after the account is closed.”

SEC General Manager Joseph Herrera said the co-op retires or cashes out credits
in one of two ways: estate retirement or general retirement. An estate
retirement allows the offspring of an co-op account holder to cash in the credits
after an account holder dies.



The other way a person can cash out co-op capital credit is to wait for general
credit retirement. He said the co-op just recently did a general retirement for
the years 1978 to 1983.

Besides, he said, since the co-op’s bylaws views husband and wife as joint
members honoring such request would open the co-op up to an increased
number of credit claims.

“So every time someone’s husband passes away, they are going to say, ‘| want
to collect on that patronage (credit),”” Hererra said. “It gets back to the point,
the principle — yes she can maybe use the $400 but the precedent is the co-op
board has been known, historically, not to make special retirements and that
would be a special retirement.”

Clifford said she has tried multiple times to get someone from the co-op to
address her concerns, but she was ignored.

“I have instructed all of my kids that when I die, the first thing you do before
you even get me cremated is you go get that money from the co-op,” she said
resolutely. “It’s just so wrong the way they do it.”

Clifford wasn’t the only one to get the city officials to take note of the co-ops
business practices.

Magdalena resident and former co-op member Collette Foard has a similar
complaint involving nearly 65 times the $400 Clifford is trying to get from the
co-op.

She said SEC owes Trails End Market Inc., the corporation she once owned and
presided over nearly 20 years, more than $26,000 in capital credits.

She said she had no idea that the market’s co-op account had amassed such
credit until a former business owner briefly explained how SEC works.

“I went down to the co-op and asked for a printout of my capital credits and as
you can imagine, | nearly fainted,” Foard said, “when | learned it was over
$26,000. | was like holy moly!”



However, she said co-op personnel have repeatedly refused to cash out the
credits so she can legally dissolve the corporation, pay of its debt and divide
the funds up between her company’s shareholders.

Herrera said SEC by-laws gives the cooperative’s Board of Trustees discretion
when it comes cashing out capital credits “upon the death or cessation of legal
existence of any patron if the legal representative of his/her estate request that
the capital credit to any such patron be retired.”

“It was the view of the board that it would not be prudent to exercise Trail Ends
Market capital credits because corporate entities do not die and retirement to a
now defunct corporation upon dissolution in an early retirement would be
discriminatory,” Herrera said.

He said, to help resolve the matter, the co-op’s bylaws allow Trails End to
assign the capital credits to “successors in interest, which it believes includes
the shareholders of a defunct or dissolved corporation.”

This move would allow those shareholders to eventually retire the credits
through the general retirement process.

Frustrated that no one at SEC was listening to her complaints Foard went on a
mission to bring attention to this matter. She filed a complaint with New Mexico
Attorney General Gary King’s office. ‘

In the latter part of October, the AG’s office sent a letter to SEC addressed to
Herrera urging the co-op to honor Foard’s request, so among other things, she
could settle the market’s business affairs.

Herrera said SEC has responded to the attorney general’s request asking
someone in the AG’s office to supply the legal source that led to the conclusion
that the capital credits should be repaid.

Foard said SEC unwillingness to act on the attorney general’s urging has
prompted her to file a complaint that is still pending with the New Mexico State
Secretary’s Office.



Public Regulation Commission chairman and District 5 representative Ben Hall
said New Mexico legislators took away the commission’s jurisdictional authority
to regulate the finances of the state’s 16 rural electric co-ops several years ago.

But, he said, they are still responsible for regulating the service the utility
provides to its members/customers.

“The PRC is here to do what we can but our hands are kind of tied. But we are
willing to help anybody that needs help,” he said. “| wish | could do more.”

As of January 2011, the SEC capital credit account had more than $19 million,
but in 2013 the co-op paid out nearly $1.5 million to cover retired capital
credits.

He said although the money is owed to members he “doubts that it is there.”

Hall said it is standard operating procedure for a co-op to take 20 or 30 years
to refund capital credits.

All the money that the utility doesn’t return to members, for any reason, is
placed in a special account that is used to provide seven $500 scholarships to
area students each semester.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker said the council appreciates input from both the community
and elected officials.

“We are just trying to formulate this franchise agreement, and we certainly
appreciate this kind of illumination and transparency that we aren’t getting
from this co-op,” Bhasker said.

The upcoming franchise agreement will replace the franchise agreement that
expired in 2009.

Councilor Mike Olguin Jr. said he isn’t certain but he believes the co-op
agreement was allowed to expire to give the utility provider time to implement
much needed reforms.



The utility recently implemented several bylaw reforms which included a
reduction in compensation for trustees and reducing the number of trustees on
the board from 11 to five.

Olguin said he supports the idea of drafting short-term franchise agreements as
a way of monitoring the utility’s business practices.

“From what | understand of the discussion that is being held at city hall you can
do it (draft franchise agreements) for a year to hash out any discrepancies,” he
said.

City officials will have to eventually draft a franchise agreement that will allow
Comcast and CenturyLink to access public streets and alleyways.

Franchise agreements are necessary because the state’s anti-donation clause
forbids the city from allowing private companies free access to public property
to conduct business |



City keeps up dialog about co-op franchise
by Laura London | December 12, 2013 | Filed under: News

The Socorro City Council held another public hearing regarding its franchise
agreement with Socorro Electric Cooperative during the council’s regular
meeting Dec. 2, and the mayor speculated the franchise agreement likely won’t
be ready before the city’s next election in March 2014.

The Dec. 2 public hearing was the third so far in the city’s process to develop
its electric franchise agreement; the first two hearings were held during the
regular meetings Oct. 7 and Nov. 4. Before the public hearings commenced, the
city began its franchise agreement process during its regular meeting Sept. 16
with an informative presentation by the city’s attorney, Nann Winter of Stelzner,
Winter, Warburton, Flores, Sanchez & Dawes in Albuquerque.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker kicked off discussion Monday by reading from the New
Mexico state statute governing franchises. The law states a city grants a
franchise through ordinance, but city residents can object to the franchise
through a petition and make the city council put the franchise ordinance on a
citywide ballot. The number of signatures required on such a petition is equal
to 20 percent of the number of voters who participated in the previous city
election.

During the Nov. 4 hearing, Bhasker reminded the council 112 people voted in
the last city election.

According to the state statute, if a petition objecting to the franchise is
presented to the council, the city must put the franchise ordinance on the ballot
at the next regular election. If the next election is more than 90 days from
when the petition is filed, then a special election must be held. The franchise
applicant, in this case SEC, would have to pay the expense of publishing the
ordinance and of holding the special election.

Some members of the co-op reform group spoke to the council after the mayor
read the state statute. Alvin Hickox said the reform group wants openness in



the co-op. He used the District IV trustee election as an example, explaining he
and Marie Watkins campaigned for a candidate.

Hickox said the reform candidate got close to half the vote, even though they
did not have the same information resources as the incumbent had to
successfully campaign.

“I'd just as soon the co-op run the electric,” Bhasker said. “We (the city) don’t
know anything about electricity — but if it turns out we need to do that, we
will.”

Bhasker said the council needed to hear specific issues about the co-op during
its effort to craft a franchise ordinance, which Hickox just provided. Bhasker
said Hickox illustrated one way the co-op’s election process is not fair, and that
was something the city needs to look at with its attorney.

Bhasker brought up the District lll election, which the trustees had declared
invalid when they determined the District [ll meeting didn’t have a quorum.
Bhasker said the SEC Board of Trustees attorney talked to the other candidates,
who said they didn’t want to run again, so then the attorney decided the
election results would be OK.

“To me, that’s not what you pay a lawyer to say,” Bhasker said, chuckling.
Hickox said the city has the power to get what it needs from the co-op.

“We are just a bunch of yo-yos out here trying to get something done,” Hickox
said of the reform group.

Hickox said after the co-op board of trustees filed its lawsuit against the
member/owners, he was the only person to file an answer to the lawsuit
complaint. He did it to make sure the trustees didn’t win the suit by default,
which he thought they had expected to do. He said right after that, the co-op
attorney called him asking him to withdraw his answer, which he refused to do.
He said the reformers wanted a court to judge the situation correctly, “and they
did.”



“Did you ever get the bottom line as to just how much that all cost?” Bhasker
asked.

“Hell no,” Hickox said.

Watkins then spoke, telling the council it really bothers her how easily co-op
elections can be manipulated. She said SEC management controls records, not
letting member/owners see them beforehand; ballots are given to a third party
vote machine person and co-op employees count the quorum at meetings.

“Who knows what numbers?” Watkins said. “I mean, it's a flawed system, and if
you mistrust the people it’s really a problem.”

Watkins said at one meeting, she asked a guy who was running a voting
machine what date was on the list of voters that he had. He told her the list
wasn’t dated. Watkins said the list should be up to date every election, and the
list should include what date it was completed.

Watkins said another concern was about commercial votes. She said U.S.
Department of Agriculture regulations specify all commercial votes must have
incorporated entities standing behind them.

‘I know for a fact that some of the votes are just made-up businesses that don’t
even exist,” Watkins said. “So that needs to be cleaned up and needs to be kept
clean every election.”

Watkins named several other concerns about the co-op, including the high
employee turnover rate over the past few years. She also suggested having the
franchise agreement expire yearly for a while to “keep them on their toes for a
while, till we know that they’re giving people good service.” Bhasker said the
city was considering something like that. He also said the city will demand
yearly audits.

Bhasker said the city has a list of rates for 10 co-ops around the state, and SEC
is in the top five cost-wise for an average of 500 kilowatts used.

Bhasker said the franchise fees the city has received over the last 12 years has
gone up and down, between $95,000 to $140,000 per year.



“And we really have never verified that,” he said. “So that’s kind of what our
audit would be for.”

Paul Steyer said he heard SEC had $10 million or $15 million accumulated over
a period of about 30 years in its capital fund.

“That’s an awfully big cookie jar just sitting there,” Steyer said. “What are they
doing with that? Why aren’t they retiring it on a formal, periodic basis? To me,
that’s an opportunity for temptation or whatever.”

Steyer also encouraged people to attend SEC board meetings. He’s attended
quite a few and said he was surprised at how casually the board seemed to
spend money, as in $10,000 purchases. He said the board should do more
analysis before spending the co-op’s money.

Bhasker said he heard someone in Magdalena was owed thousands in capital
credits by the co-op and the person complained to the Public Regulation
Commission. The PRC directed the co-op to refund the money, but they still
didn’t refund it. Bhasker didn’t know if the SEC didn’t have the money to return
to the person, or if there is an audit of capital credits performed. He said the
city needs to look into it.

Bhasker said the city is compiling a list of concerns and will present them to the
city’s attorney. He expressed doubt that the city could get the franchise
agreement done by next March, which is when the next city election occurs. He
then invited Joseph Herrera, co-op manager, to speak.

Herrera said the SEC is a nonprofit organization and is regulated by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture Rural Utility Service. SEC does annual audits that are
GAP required.

“There’s not a pile of money,” Herrera said.

Herrera said when the co-op has years with certain ratios of equity, SEC has to
get approval from its bankers to issue capital credits.

Regarding the elections, Herrera acknowledged the SEC’s bylaws “are a little
screwy” and need a lot of work. Bylaws are basically SEC’s charter and SEC must



follow them. He said no SEC employees touch any ballots: ballots are handled
by a third-party administrator, and there is a cost for that.

Herrera said the co-op needs to do a lot of education to let members know SEC
is not sitting on a pile of money.

“We have to book that, and it does accumulate,” Herrera said.
He said the co-op has existed 67 years and patronage capital credits build up.

Herrera said the bylaws have been revised many times. One bylaw contradicts
state law; another bylaw contradicts itself.

“You try to do your best because these bylaws have been piecemealed,
amended,” Herrera said. “So when you work with those, | mean, the bylaws are
what we’re trying to do and that’s the best guidance that we have.”

Herrera said RUS requirements are strict, and SEC’s audits have gotten better.
He said the SEC wants to cooperate with the city to get the franchise done. The
franchise expired in 2009 and the SEC wants to get a franchise agreement both
the co-op and city can live with.

Herrera said the co-op has to submit its gross receipts to the PRC, as well as an
annual report. He said the PRC collects fees from the co-op based on its
receipts; the PRC can also audit the co-op if it doesn’t feel entries are correct.

“We report to the PRC, we report to the RUS, we report to our bankers,” Herrera
said. “| mean, the bankers want to make sure they’re gonna get paid, right? So
they want to make sure everything is equitable.”

Bhasker noted the city’s ordinances sometimes conflict, so the city hired a
codification company to straighten it out. He said that may be helpful for SEC as
well.

The mayor also noted Herrera mentioned several entities who hold SEC
accountable, such as its bankers.



A “But you didn’t say the members,” Bhasker said. “That’s one of the people that
""" you have to respond to also, is the members. | think that’s what | hear, that’s
what’s caused a lot of this turmoil.”



> Amaro's seat on co-op board certified
by Elva Osterreich | November 28, 2013 | Filed under: News

The Socorro Electric Cooperative board of trustees certified the District Ill vote
for Melissa Amaro at its meeting Nov. 21.

Co-op attorney Lorna Wiggins read a memo she had written outlining co-op
bylaw, state law and Robert's Rules of Order in regard to the need for a quorum
to be present at a district meeting.

However, she said, because there is ambiguity in the bylaws, she and her firm
believe it was up to the board to decide how to proceed.

"While it is undisputable that a quorum was not present in person at either time
a quorum count was taken," she said, "the board can decide whether to
interpret the bylaws as not requiring a quorum present in person if enough
members have registered to vote."

She added that as a practical matter, none of the other trustee candidates
intend to dispute the results of the election, which was held Nov. 16 and at
which Amaro received many more votes than any of the other three candidates.

"We also understand that none, except Ms. Amaro, intend to run again should
the opportunity present itself in an election held within the year,” Wiggins said.

The board vote was unanimous. Amaro will represent District lll on the board
beginning in January 2014.



Pargas: Co-op meeting a ‘Jerry Springer Show’
by Laura London | November 21, 2013 | Filed under: News

The mayor of Socorro expressed irritation about the way Socorro Electric
Cooperative conducts business during the Socorro City Council’s regular
meeting Monday, even broaching the possibility of putting the city’s electricity
franchise out for bid to get a different provider.

During the old business portion of the agenda, Mayor Ravi Bhasker said his old
business is “the chaos that is the Socorro Electric Co-op election,” which was
held last Saturday at Finley Gym to elect SEC’s District Ill trustee.

The city is working on giving a monopoly franchise to a company to sell
electricity to its member/owners, he said.

“And to see the chaos that happens at the election, and the partisanship that is
displayed and allowed to be displayed by the co-op directors ... I've never seen
anything like it,” Bhasker said. “And then, have a meeting that then negates the
over 200 people ... that came to vote, me included.”

Bhasker noted apologetically that he left the meeting after voting.

“But | thought that when you went to vote, and you signed in and you signed an
affidavit, that that was your vote,” Bhasker said. “And that’s what you’re doing,
is you're voting — and whoever wins is fine.”

Bhasker said the city is contemplating awarding a franchise to a company that,
in his opinion, doesn’t follow its own bylaws. He said that when the District Il|
vote was not to the liking of some people, they encouraged others “in a loud,
loud fashion” to leave the meeting and cancel the quorum — and therefore also
cancel the election results.

“Well, according to their bylaws, they even say that their mail-ins count towards
the quorum,” Bhasker said. “So | don’t know what kind of legal advice they’re
getting, what’s happening.”



A Bhasker said he plans to ask the city’s legal counsel to look into trying to put

""" some constraints on how a business that gets a city franchise conducts its
business, and to make sure the way it conducts business is in the best interest
of the citizens using the electricity.

Councilor Ernest Pargas attended the co-op’s District Il meeting and attempted
to describe the proceedings.

‘I can’t even say the words to describe — it was like children were just throwing
tantrums when they didn’t get their way,” Pargas said.

“They’re dysfunctional, that’s the word,” Sherry McGuire, a citizen attending the
meeting, offered.

Bhasker asked people to imagine what it would be like if such things happened

at a City Council or mayoral election. He asked: What if everyone left town after

the city election, and the city election was nullified because everyone was out of
town?

Pargas added he saw one person who was not counted as part of the quorum
because the man had removed his wristband.

“Well, that’s just goofy,” Bhasker said. “And dysfunctional.”

Bhasker added he heard that one of the trustees made a motion, then seconded
their own motion. He said if the SEC board of trustees allows that kind of thing
to continue, he doesn’t know how the city can allow the SEC to have a franchise.
He reminded the council that during the last meeting, they had discussed the
possibility voters could bring a referendum to vote on the franchise in a
citywide election if public finds the city’s agreement unacceptable.

Bhasker said he found it unbelievable that certain people were allowed to
control the SEC meeting with tantrums and dysfunctional behavior. He said if a
City Council meeting became as unruly as last Saturday’s SEC meeting, he
would recess the meeting or “hit ‘em with my gavel.”

Pargas said he ventured out of his comfort zone to vote and fulfill his duties as
an SEC member/owner “and that’s the ‘Jerry Springer Show’ that | got.”



Bhasker said he had the same feeling about the SEC meeting. He could have
relaxed at home and watched football, but he went to vote for the city, his
businesses and himself.

Councilor Toby Jaramillo said long before Saturday’s meeting, the city had been
receiving “complaint after complaint” about how the co-op treats its customers.

“And | think that’s uncalled for,” Jaramillo said.

Bhasker said the city can only intervene through its franchise agreement — or
the city could just put up its franchise to have some other company bid on it.

Bhasker, who owns the Holiday Inn Express in Socorro, shared an anecdote as
an example. He said the Holiday Inn corporation — the franchiser — told him
his hotel couldn’t have an exterior corridor because that was a Holiday Inn
standard. The franchiser told him either build another hotel, or they will give
the franchise to someone else.

“So they demanded what we could do and what we couldn’t do,” Bhasker said,
“although they had no ownership.”

Bhasker reasoned the city is the franchiser and the co-op is the franchisee, and
the franchisee has a set of standards they have to follow. He acknowledged
there may be a state statute that says otherwise, but he didn’t know.

“We have to demand some level of credibility for a company that does business
in Socorro that we give a franchise to,” Bhasker said.

Bhasker directed city staff to put another public hearing about the co-op
franchise on the agenda for the next City Council meeting, which is Dec. 2. It
will be the third public hearing so far in the city’s process to develop its electric
franchise agreement; the first two hearings were held during the regular
meetings Oct. 7 and Nov. 4.

City Clerk Pat Salome said the co-op is not totally unregulated outside the
franchise agreement. He noted the state Public Regulation Commission
regulates rates, the cooperative industry has some jurisdiction and the SEC’s
corporate status means it must adhere to those standards also. He said the



franchise agreement needs to reflect that; the old agreement makes no mention
of those things.

“l think we’ve got to go out of our way — not to tell them how to do business,
but that we’re going to be watching closely when it comes to their corporate
status, their status as a cooperative and their ability to charge fees (that
conform to PRC regulations),” Salome said.

“And carry on business in a fashion that is legal,” Bhasker said. “They had a
lawyer sitting right there, but | don’t know if they read the bylaws or not.”

‘Before the public hearings commenced, the city began its franchise agreement

process during its regular meeting Sept. 16 with an informative presentation by
the city’s attorney, Nann Winter of Stelzner, Winter, Warburton, Flores, Sanchez
& Dawes in Albuquerque. Winter explained a franchise agreement is really a
rental agreement by which the local government allows a utility to occupy
public rights of way, usually at a price and with rules. The city’s agreement with
the co-op, originally made in the 1970s, has lapsed. The existing agreement
continues on a month-to-month basis as long as both entities continue
honoring it.



Attorney denies co-op vote valid

by Elva Osterreich | November 16, 2013 | Filed under: Breaking News

While a total of 184 people voted in the District Il Socorro Electric Cooperative
trustee election today, co-op attorney, Lorna Wiggins has said the vote is not
valid.

A count at the District Ill meeting netted a total of 65 member/owners present
at the business meeting itself. To make a quorum, 66 individuals were needed.

Following the vote, one co-op member, James Cherry, stated he saw several
registered members fail to hold up their wrist-bands and thus were actually
present but not counted during the count.

When meeting chairman Peter Gonzales called for adjournment, he accepted a
motion and a second to adjourn. Wiggins told Gonzales a vote was not required
for adjournment, so he adjourned the meeting.

Members present at the meeting demanded the results of the election to be
announced and following the adjournment, co-op manager did so, reminding
everyone that the numbers are not official and not valid.

Unofficially Melissa Amaro would have won the election with a total of 140
votes; Leroy Anaya received a total of 77 votes; Precilla Mauldin received a total
of 27 votes; and Donald Wolberg received a total of six votes.

Wiggins said another vote would have to take place before a new trustee can be
named.



Wagner wins SEC District Il election held in Alamo
by Elva Osterreich | November 14, 2013 | Filed under: News

At the District Il Socorro Electric Cooperative meeting Nov. 10, incumbent
Trustee Charlie Wagner was voted in for another term on the co-op board of
trustees. Wagner received 119 votes to opponent Manny Marquez’s 80 votes.

Elva K. Osterreich/El Defensor Chieftain: Officials count registered Socorro
Electric Cooperative member/owners present at the District Il Socorro Electric
Cooperative meeting held at the Alamo Wellness Center to establish the
presence of a quorum for the business meeting. Seventy-four people were
counted at the beginning of the meeting, enough to make a quorum.

The meeting itself had a quorum, 74 District Il members were registered and so
several proposals were able to be brought forth and passed.

After several proposals were passed, however, an audience member stood up
and asked for a count and it was found the meeting had lost its quorum. Fifty-
nine members were needed and only 53 registered member/owners were left in
the room at the Alamo reservation Wellness Center where the meeting was held.

The proposals made were approved to be placed up for voting in the 2014 SEC
general meeting.

Colette Foard proposed changes to Article lll of the co-op bylaws, essentially
clarifying that mail-in ballots should count toward a quorum at meetings.



Meeting chairperson Dave Johnson, after listening to co-op trustee attorney
Patty Williams for a moment, said he had been informed the motion submitted
is in direct conflict with state law.

When an audience member questioned Williams for the actual statute in state
law, Williams said she did not have it with her.

“Vote at your own peril,” Williams said.

“What is my peril as a voting member of this co-op?” the audience member
asked.

Johnson said the question would have to be put aside for the day and the
proposal voted on.

Another audience member asked for the people up on the platform to be
identified.

” ... I’'m an attorney at Wiggins, Williams and Wiggins which is the attorneys for
the co-op — board,” Williams said.

The question was called and the proposal made by Foard was passed by the
majority of ayes with two nays speaking up.

Charlene Wagner stood up to introduce another proposal that allows trustee
candidates to have the names of members in their districts for campaigning
purposes. The motion carried with resounding ayes and two nays.

Charlene Wagner suggested a proposal to include ballots in the election notices
going out to all members. Audience members moved and seconded to make the
motion.

Another audience member raised an objection, saying it would be costly to do
so in terms of mailings. Someone else responded if the co-op would stop
running the costly advertisements on the backs of the Enchantment newsletter,
the money would be better spent sending ballots out.



Before discussion was over and a vote could be held on this proposal, a count
for a quorum was called and it was declared the quorum was lost.

The chairman declared the meeting over.

The District Il Socorro Electric Cooperative election takes place this Saturday at
Finley Gym in Socorro with registration beginning at 1 p.m., the business
meeting at 3 p.m. and a candidate forum at 10 a.m.



Co-op franchise hearings continue
by Laura London | November 14, 2013 | Filed under: News

The Socorro City Council held another public hearing about the city's franchise
agreement with Socorro Electric Cooperative during the council's regular
meeting Nov. 4.

It was the second public hearing so far in a process that may extend through
next spring.

Bob Tacker, who owns rental properties in Socorro, was the first to speak
during the hearing.

"I'm basically a fan of the co-op," Tacker said. "They're a vital part of the
community, and we need them to work — we need them to work well."

Tacker said he's had issues with the co-op lately. He and the co-op were able to
work through the issues, he said, "but probably a little harder than we needed
to," adding he is probably more persistent than many people. He also said he
used to share an office with the person who now serves as chairman of the
Public Regulation Commission and was able to call him.

"But not everyone has that opportunity,” Tacker said.

Tacker suggested the city appoint an ombudsman to serve as a neutral party to
help co-op member/owners work through issues with SEC. He said having a
local person for member/owners to approach might make resolving problems
easier. He said most issues he's heard about with SEC could be resolved
through conversations, but the SEC does not seem to have a forum to do that.

Tacker said the co-op is not just regulated by the PRC, but also federal and
state regulations. Wading through all the rules can be time consuming, he said,
adding he now had PRC regulations memorized. He said the PRC regulations are
poorly written, and there are a lot of areas they don't cover.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker asked Tacker to share his specific complaints about SEC.



Tacker he said a tenant moved into one of his rentals who owed the co-op a lot
of money from service at another address where he had lived. He said the co-op
transferred the tenant's past due balance to Tacker's business account.

"Which really would have almost taken anybody in the rental business out of
business — because any tenant coming through the door is a potential ticking
time bomb," Tacker said. "They might owe $200, $2,000, $20,000."

Tacker explained he has no legal right to ask tenants if they owe the co-op nor
any way to charge their past due co-op balances back to them. He said it took a
few days and several phone calls to get the issue resolved. He said one must
read the PRC regulations very carefully, and he thought someone at SEC had
interpreted a regulation to mean the co-op could move the tenant's past due
balance to the new landlord's account.

"But that was fairly tricky, and not well written," Tacker said of the regulation.

Tacker said for various reasons, people sometimes ask him for help in resolving
issues with the SEC.

"No, I've put away my cape and retired,” he said. "But | think it's a role that the
city could consider."

City Clerk Pat Salome said if the city had an ombudsman position as Tacker
suggested, the person could help individuals understand the relationship
between the co-op and the PRC. He noted not everything is regulated by the
PRC, which predominantly regulates rates utilities charge.

Salome said the public plays a role in adopting the city's franchise ordinance,
and offering assistance to people in working out issues with the SEC would be a
normal thing for the city to do.

Bhasker said the city's franchise agreements, per state statute, are subject to
the public's acceptance; voters can bring a referendum to vote on the franchise
in a citywide election if the voters find the agreement unacceptable. He said 2
percent of voters can bring such a referendum, and reminded the council that
112 people voted in the last city election.



"There is a vehicle out there for the public to say, 'Hey, wait a minute, City
Council, you're being too buddy-buddy about this franchise' ... so we want to
get ahead of that," Bhasker said. "We want to make sure the public is satisfied
with what the City Council's going to do."

SEC manager Joseph Herrera came to the podium after Tacker. He said the PRC
is an advocate to hear the public's complaints, and the SEC board of trustees is
also an advocate for consumer/member complaints.

Herrera said Tacker spoke to the board of trustees and staff kept the board
informed on the issue. He added PRC regulations can be interpreted many
different ways.

"Sometimes you really have to become an attorney to understand their
interpretation,” Herrera said. "But they are there as an advocate for the
consumers throughout the state.”

Herrera said Tacker's issue arose in part because the co-op has been working to
collect bad debt.

"In the last 18 months, Socorro Electric has written off over $600,000 in
uncollectible debt," Herrera said. "And you know what happens when you can't
collect — the other members, who pay their bill on time, are the ones that have
to support those ones that don't pay their debt.”

He said SEC wants to collect on delinquent accounts so it doesn't have to
increase rates for all the member/owners. He later said the $600,000 was from
2009-2011.

Councilor Michael Olguin asked about TriState Electric Cooperative. He said at a
co-op district meeting, he heard discussion about the co-op waiting to see how
TriState changes its rates to determine SEC's rate changes.

Herrera said SEC has to mirror TriState's electric rate design to ensure the
different classifications of customers are paying their fair shares.

Bhasker said there are some appeals to TriState's proposed rate increase and
asked if the co-op was involved.



"We are interveners in the case,"” Herrera said.

Bhasker asked Herrera what the kilowatt charges are on a residential
member/owner's bill, without the add-ons. Herrera said the add-ons vary month
to month.

Herrera said the kilowatt per hour charge varies from user to user. The charge
is lower for a customer who uses less power.

"Transparency almost demands to get that information," Bhasker said.

Bhasker asked how SEC ranks among other co-ops in the state, whether it was
about in the middle as far as how much customers are paying.

Herrera said some utilities may have a lower kilowatt/hour charge, but other
charges may be higher, like the system charge. Some utilities also add charges
according to the size of the customer's transformer.

"| can't get a straight answer," Bhasker said. "Everybody's different, you say."
Herrera said all customers differ in their usage.
Bhasker said perhaps he needed to better formulate his question.

Councilor Nick Fleming asked if any customer could get an information sheet
explaining kilowatt per hour charges, debt service charges and other charges
on their bill.

"Yes," Herrera said. "In fact, we'll sit down with them and walk them through the
charges and explain each charge to them — and give them a written handout.”

Herrera said SEC also does site visits and performs energy audits, where SEC
staff go through the member/owner's home and see how customers can save
on electrical consumption and lower their bill.

Councilor Gordon Hicks saild his father was the first manager at SEC. He asked
how often SEC gives money back to member/owners.



Herrera said this year and last year SEC retired patronage capital for 1978-
1983. He said the co-op tries to do it as often as possible, but it depends on the
co-op's margins and financial status.



"> Bylaw changes discussed at District V co-op meeting
by Elva Osterreich | October 10, 2013 | Filed under: News

The first of the Socorro County Electric Cooperative district meetings took place
Oct. 5 in Quemado.

No quorum was established but reports and discussion took place. Fifty-seven
registered in District V were needed for a quorum and only 23 member/owners
registered. All told, there were about 40 people present.

Co-op Board of Trustees member Prescilla Mauldin was present to talk about a
member by-law committee she had created and the results of committee
meetings.

Mauldin said the purpose of the committee was to clean up bylaws proposed in
2012 by District V and present them to all the members during the 2013
district meetings.

She said she asked for one person from each of the five districts to be on the
committee and the committee met four times — July 9 and 16 and Sept. 15 and
19 — to talk about the proposed bylaws.

The idea, Mauldin said, was to “bring together suggestions by putting bylaws in
line with members’ desires.”

She said the idea was to clean up the proposed bylaws to reflect membership
intention and fit in with state law.

She said they wanted bylaw revisions that would discourage trustee misuse of
power, eliminate contradicting bylaws, move SEC forward, away from
divisiveness and that can be voted on during the 2014 general meeting.

District V Ttrustee Anne Dorough said she sent emails to everyone she had
addresses for and none of them wanted to be on the bylaw committee and
that’s why there was no representative from District V.



“This is not a legitimate way to go about our business,” a District V audience
member said later in the meeting. “We go about our business at our district
meetings and our annual meetings, we do not have committees like this that
are looking to change things we already voted on and put in effect in their own
fashion to shape them as the board of trustees and the lawyer would like them
to be shaped. This is not legal, this is not representation ... we have already
voted on the amendments we want passed.”

Charlene Wagner asked if all trustees were contacted for committee
membership recommendations. Maulden said they had been but Charley
Wagner, District Il trustee, said he had not been contacted.

Mauldin responded by telling Wagner it is over and no longer up for discussion.

A member stood up and asked Mauldin why a certain part of the proposed
bylaws had been crossed out — the part that caps trustee expenses to $10,000
and $15,000. Mauldin said that should not be crossed out, that those numbers
stay the same. Another District V member responded by asking how many other
mistakes were in the committee recommendation document.

An audience member asked why the bylaw committee was needed when the
District V bylaw recommendations have already been voted in by the members.

Charlie Wagner said the bylaws already include a system to introduce bylaw
changes. He called the bylaw committee illegal.

“The purpose of having voting districts is about having members come together
and formulate bylaws about changing how the management behaves,” Charlie
Wagner said. “Federal law says co-ops are democratically controlled by their
members.”

Dorough said the bylaw committee has submitted its version to the members
and the members’ committee is asking you how members feel about it.

“Myself, | would like to see the bylaws professionally redone,” she said “l don’t
feel like I’'m qualified but | am only one vote on the board.



“Prescilla’s approach is to seek your input on how you want to see the bylaws
change.”

“I think our district has done our job,” an audience member said. “We elected
her, we did our job, it is for the other districts now. This piecemeal changing of
the rules is just lawyer fees.”

When another audience member asked what will happen with the proposed
changes in the bylaws, and if the member committee would be an ongoing
committee, Mauldin said members in districts should let their trustees know
what they think of the committee report. Then the member committee could
meet again to consider the input they get from the districts.

“We passed in District V (last year) 31 bylaw amendments,” Charlie Wagner said.
“They will pass at the annual meeting. The Board of Trustees tried to block
those at every turn. The lawyers that we have are allowing the board to violate
the bylaws but making the members abide by the bylaws.

Someone in the audience asked, “When is it going to get fixed?”

“One of the most important things to getting things fixed is participation in the
meetings,” Dorough said. “If we can’t get a quorum, we can’t do anything.”

To see the member bylaw committee revision document visit
www.informedcynic.com and click on Members bylaw committee reports (Part 1
and 2).

James Cherry contributed to this report.



Co-op district meetings begin
by Elva Osterreich | October 10, 2013 | Filed under: News

For what is probably the first year in Socorro Electric Cooperative history,
districts that are not electing trustees are holding business meetings. These
meetings do have the ability to develop bylaw amendment suggestions to bring
before the membership in the next annual meeting.

District V had its meeting this past weekend — Saturday. The District V trustee
election was held last year with member/owners voting Anne Dorough onto the
Board of trustees. There was no election in District V this year, though the
meeting was a lively one as it is last year's District V bylaw change proposals
that caused so much controversy at the 2013 annual election.

On Oct. 17, a Thursday, the District | business meeting will be held at Las
Nutrias Senior Center with registration from 3 p.m. until 5 p.m. and the
meeting starting at 5 p.m.

In 2012 Leo Cordova won the District | election so this too will be a business
only meeting.

District IV has its business meeting coming up Oct. 29 at San Antonio School in
San Antonio. Registration is from 3 to 5 p.m. and the business meeting begins
at 5 p.m. Trustee David Wade represents District IV and, being elected in 2012,
this will not be an election meeting.

District I, currently represented by Charles Wagner, holds its meeting at the
Alamo Navajo reservation on Nov. 9 and this is an election year for the district.
The filing deadline for anyone who wants to run for the District Il trustee
position is 4 p.m. Oct. 11.

With redistricting that occurred in 2011, many Socorro city residents have now
become part of District Il. A map is available at www.socorroelectric.com to help
member/owners find their district. The co-op can be reached at 575-835-0560
or 800-351-7575 to help determine which district to vote in.



Also holding a trustee election is District Ill, which meets at Finley Gym in
Socorro on Nov. 16. The filing deadline for District lll is Oct. 18 at 4 p.m. The
meeting will begin with registration from 1 to 3 p.m. with a business meeting
beginning at 3 p.m.

There will be a District lll candidate forum, also at Finley Gym, from 10 a.m.
until noon on the same day, Nov. 16.



City looks at electric concerns
by Laura London | October 10, 2013 | Filed under: News

A variety of concerns were discussed during the Socorro City Council's public
hearing on the city's franchise agreement with Socorro Electric Cooperative
during the city's regular meeting Monday.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker said the public hearing was the first of a few the city plans
to hold about the franchise agreement, saying possibly five or six will be held
by the time the city approves the agreement. He estimated that could be
January or February 2014.

Charles Wagner, who represents District Il on the SEC Board of Trustees, was
first to share public comment. The first concern he discussed was SEC's
unauthorized $1,000 donation to the Socorro Public Library. He explained the
co-op is supposed to operate at cost, accumulating no more revenue than
necessary to meet its debt obligation for the next year.

Wagner said the co-op is not supposed to make donations other than to the
Socorro Electric Scholarship Fund; any unused profits are supposed to be
returned to its member/owners. The scholarship fund only gets the unclaimed
capital credits of people who leave town without providing a forwarding
address.

"We're making decisions to donate for our members," Wagner said, "because
anything we don't spend in operations is their money. It's supposed to make its
way back to them ... We shouldn't make those decisions for our members."

Bhasker and city Clerk Pat Salome asked if New Mexico Tech pays franchise fees
such as residential customers have to pay. Wagner thought Tech does pay the
fee, but he wasn't sure. He said he would like to see a copy of the franchise
agreement but hasn't been able to get one from the co-op.

Wagner added another concern was the fees the co-op charges for pole
attachment, or for another company to share its poles. He thought the average



for other places around the country was $7 per foot of line attached to a co-op's
poles, but SEC doesn't charge anywhere near that much — "and we probably
should be."

Marie Watkins was next to share concerns, and she brought up the double line
from Arizona erected to bring a lot more power to benefit Tech and the Very
Large Array. However, she said the cost has been distributed among all SEC
customers.

"So basically, the poor people in town are subsidizing the VLA already," Watkins
said. "So | think as you work out your plan with Socorro Electric, it would be
important to notice inequities like that."

Watkins also said SEC frequently does not abide by open records laws. Instead,
the trustees sue the member/owners, then the member/owners end up having
to pay for their own attorneys and the board's attorneys.

Watkins said part of the franchise agreement should require that the city be
provided a full set of SEC's records. That way, if member/owners couldn't get
access to SEC's records, the city would have a backup for them to look at. She
said the membership rolls, for instance, should be available for the public's
perusal.

Bhasker agreed the city's access to SEC's records is an important part of the
franchise agreement.

Charlene West believed Tech and VLA get a break in their rates, but not
residential customers. Bhasker said the city wants to make sure everybody is
treated the same.

Salome said the city can't dictate electric rates; however, when rates come
before the Public Regulation Commission, the city can ask questions and help
ensure the rates are fair to everyone.

Wagner said there is a misunderstanding of the relationship between the co-op
and the PRC. He explained the Board of Ttrustees files a proposed rate increase
with the PRC, which is then approved automatically unless at least 25



residential customers file a complaint with the PRC within 90 days of the
proposal. For a raise in commercial rates, 1 percent of the businesses have to
file a complaint. If complaints are filed, Wagner said the PRC suspends the new
rate for nine months while the PRC determines if the rates are fair.

Wagner said the last rate increase was large for customers at the lower end of
the consumption spectrum — a 35 percent increase — and only 10 complaints -
were filed with the PRC. Councilor Toby Jaramillo asked if the co-op lets
customers know about the 25-complaint requirement to get the PRC to review a
rate hike. '

"That's somewhat of a secret,” Wagner said. "But they do publish the rate
increase at the time they submit it to the Public Regulation Commission."

Bhasker said the city is concerned about whether the rate structure is applied
fairly across the board.

Wagner listed another problem: The law firm representing the co-op Board of
Trustees seems anxious to bill for more hours for handling lawsuits, and
appears to encourage people to sue. He told of an instance West had to sue for
a list. West won in court, but she had to pay an attorney.

"And, of course, the co-op's attorney got paid for going to court in a situation
that she knew she was going to lose," Wagner said. "That's the kind of
frustrating thing that happens.”

Wagner stressed all the member/owners, including the city, need to be
concerned about the co-op, read the bylaws, and get active in meetings and
elections. The co-op is democratically controlled by its members, he said.

Wagner said electricity through SEC probably costs 26 cents per kilowatt hour,
which is higher than average across the country. Bhasker asked how much PNM
charges customers; Watkins said PNM's base charge is half as much as SEC, and
half as much per kilowatt hour.

Wagner noted co-ops serve low population areas, so they don't enjoy the
economics of scale such as a larger company like PNM, which serves



Albuquerque, Alamogordo, Silver City and other places in the state. He said the
co-op is not able to be as efficient due to the low population density of the area
served.

Bhasker said that would mean the city of Socorro could raise its water, sewer

and natural gas rates, but the city doesn't do that. He said Socorro's rates fall
about in the middle among communities across the state. Bhasker questioned
whether the economics of scale hypothesis is true.

"I'm not saying that the city is interested in running the co-op, but | think there
needs to be some stress placed on competition,” Bhasker said. "And if it's a
monopoly, it's difficult to have any competition.”

One woman said a lot of people in the co-op's service area have no electricity
because they can't afford it, and the SEC is supposed to be a nonprofit co-op —
yet the SEC gave its unauthorized contribution to the library. She said SEC
should instead set aside money for the elderly and other struggling people to
have electric service. She added another 4.9 percent increase is coming before
the PRC soon.

"Look at what they're spending money on," Wagner said. "When they sued all of
the members, including the city, that cost somewhere between — they won't

‘give me the numbers — but it cost somewhere between $300,000 and

$500,000 for their lawyers. ... That seems to me like that is against their
fiduciary duties. That's ridiculous.

"They lost the suit, but they still incurred the cost of all of those attorneys."

Bhasker said the city has a duty to look into all of the concerns brought up
during the public comments. He said the city will make the draft franchise
agreement available for the public to review before the city ever signs it.



City discusses electric franchise with Socorro Electric

by Laura London | September 26, 2013 | Filed under: News

The Socorro City Council started the process of renewing its franchise
agreement with Socorro Electric Cooperative during the council’s regular
meeting Aug. 16.

The city’s attorney, Nann Winter of Stelzner, Winter, Warburton, Flores, Sanchez
& Dawes in Albuquerque, explained a franchise agreement is really a rental
agreement by which the local government allows a utility to occupy public
rights of way, usually at a price, and there are rules.

She said franchise agreements expire, and the city’s agreement with the co-op,
originally made in the 1970s, has lapsed. She said the agreement continues on
a month-to-month basis, not much unlike a lease between landlord and tenant,
as long as both entities continue behaving in the same manner — such as SEC
continuing to pay franchise fees to the city and the city allowing SEC the use of
the right of way.

Winter said the agreement with SEC was so old it probably had rules the city
would like to change. She suggested city department heads discuss with the
council changes they would like to see. She also suggested the city hold public
hearings to get citizen input on this and other franchise agreements.

Winter noted some things the city can’t control through the franchise
agreement, such as rates the co-op charges its customers. Other things it can
influence, such as behaviors in the city’s rights of way, unmaintained poles and
how quickly the co-op must respond to outages.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker asked if the city has the right to look at the co-op’s books
to make sure SEC is paying the appropriate percentage in franchise fees to the
Ccity.



“Under generally accepted accounting principles, you have an audit right,”
Winter said. “You have the right to look at everything that generates an income.
They can’t just give you a select few pieces of paper.”

She added the city can pull statements the co-op files with the Public Regulation
Commission to compare that with what the co-op forwards to the city.

Bhasker asked about the SEC’s use of the city’s rights of way to co-locate other
utilities.

Winter said generally, a utility cannot allow another company to piggy-back on
its lines without telling the city about it.

“This is your taxpayers’ real estate ... nobody but Socorro can give another
provider permission to use your real estate,” Winter said.

Winter said the city needs to know every entity using a facility in the city’s right
of way, and should have a separate agreement with each user. For example, if a
pole gets knocked down, the city’s firefighters would want to know what
services were on that pole.

To start working up a new franchise agreement, Winter suggested the city start
with a couple of open meetings and take public comment. She noted the
franchise agreement was both an ordinance and a contract between the city and
utility; it is a negotiation with the utility, but also requires a public process.

Winter noted the franchise agreement was a three and a half page document
from 1972, with no reference to insurance and very limited reference to audit
rights. She added even the franchise agreement for the tiny village of Corrales
and its utility is a 26-page, single-spaced document.

Councilor Nick Fleming noted the old agreement stipulates franchise fees only
be charged to residents’ utility bills, and asked if that was the norm. Winter said
it was not.

“Generally speaking, it’s on gross revenue — regardless of the source of
revenue,” Winter said. '



She said for whatever reason, in 1972 the city decided not to charge franchise
fees for any electricity sold for industrial consumption like manufacturing or
mining; not to charge educational institutions and not to charge any city
account.

“Now that one | have seen; the city of Raton also does not get charged franchise
fees on city accounts,” Winter said.

Councilor Gordon Hicks asked if the city could see what other franchise
agreements charge the different customers. Winter said she has multiple
examples, and will find some for communities close to Socorro’s size for the
city to examine.

Luis Aguilar, president of the SEC Board of Trustees, said it was about time for
the city and the co-op to discuss franchise terms. He requested the city share
everything they were looking at with the co-op.

“And that way, just like a choir, let’s all sing from the same sheet of music,”
Aguilar said.

Bhasker said it could be months, possibly even a year, before a new franchise
agreement is put together. He listed things that need to be discussed: the
“spaghetti” that needs to be taken off the poles; co-locating lines without the
city’s knowledge, which was something he’d mentioned on purpose; the
question of whether to charge franchise fees to educational institutions and the
issue of auditing the co-op’s books.

Aguilar said the books are available at the co-op for the city to review at any
time.

Bhasker said the city’s franchise agreements with CenturyLink and Comcast
have also lapsed and will have to be examined.

In other business, the Socorro City Council:

Approved an agreement with Socorro County to donate property in the city’s
industrial park to the county where the county can built its new detention



N center. Bhasker noted the county will clean up the property and do landscaping,
and the project will enhance the city’s industrial park area.

Accepted a MAP grant through the New Mexico Department of Transportation
to complete the dog leg on J.0. Gallegos Road. Bhasker noted the city has been
doing the road piecemeal, and has already completed the entrances to J.O.
Gallegos from Frontage Road and El Camino Real. The resolution states the
total cost of the project is $192,691, with the DOT share to be $144,518 and
the city’s match to be $48,173.

Approved the city’s infrastructure capital improvement plan for 2015-2019. The
top five priorities, in order, are: U.S. Highway 60 improvements — adding one
or two lanes entering city limits, which is also on Socorro County’s ICIP;
wastewater expansion — extending sewer lines and improving the sewer plant;
building of the rodeo/recreation facility; reconstruction and drainage
improvements on Texas, Vermont and B streets; and drainage infrastructure
and detention ponds on Cuba Road.

AN Accepted a community transformation grant of $40,000 through the state
Department of Health to expand opportunities for healthy eating and active
living for local children.

Set up a new fund to accommodate a $5,000 DOH grant for Socorro County
Options, Prevention and Education, Socorro’s community health council.

Reappointed Betty Salazar, Gilbert Apps and Joe Daniel Saavedra to the city’s
Police Oversight Commission for two-year terms beginning Oct. 1. Chuck
Zimmerly and Santiago Naranjo were appointed to one-year terms beginning
Oct. 1 on the POC.

Appointed David McDaniel and Michelle Herring to the city’s Juvenile Justice
Committee for one-year terms.

Approved a job description for the city’s information technology director
position.



City meeting slows from lack of attorney

by Laura London | September 12, 2013 | Filed under: News

The Socorro City Council had the city's franchise agreement with Socorro
Electric Cooperative on its Sept. 3 meeting agenda, but the item was not
discussed for lack of an attorney.

The item was first on the list after the city's infrastructure capital improvement
plan public forum, but the council moved it down on the list since the city's
attorney was not present.

No materials related to the franchise agreement were included with the city's
agenda packet.

Mayor Ravi Bhasker said the item could be discussed during an executive
session, but the city preferred to discuss it openly before the public. He said
the city's attorney, Nann Winter, was on her way from Albuquerque.

When the council went through all the discussion/deliberation agenda items
and the attorney still had not appeared, Bhasker suggested the city hear
department director reports and hope the attorney would arrive by 7 p.m.

The attorney still had not appeared by the end of the department reports, so
Bhasker apologized to the co-op representatives who had come to the meeting.

"Whenever you are ready to discuss this franchise, please let us know and we'll
do everything that we can to bring this to a happy conclusion,” Luis Aguilar,
president of the co-op Board of Trustees, said.

"Absolutely, and obviously it's for the consumers," Bhasker said. "And, again,
we wanted to do it in public and make sure that nothing's done that's not
accessible to the public as far as what we're talking about. | think that's
important also."

Aguilar said he totally agreed with the mayor.



"All we want is complete transparency,” he said. "We appreciate it."

Aguilar then asked about the co-op's use of Finley Gym on Nov. 16. Bhasker
said although the meeting is only two hours, the city must charge full price
because they have to set up the gym for the meeting and take everything down
afterward.

City Clerk Pat Salome said the co-op franchise agreement requires the council to
pass an ordinance after terms are discussed between the council and the co-op
board. He said passing the ordinance will entail a public hearing, as required by
the state in the ordinance process.

Aguilar said once an agreement is reached with the city, the full co-op board
will have to vote on it.

Prescilla Mauldin, co-op board vice president, and co-op manager Joseph
Herrera were also present, and Aguilar introduced them in case anyone did not
know them.

Bhasker said the city will call the attorney next time and confirm she is coming.
In other business, the City Council:

Agreed to be the fiscal agent for a McCune Foundation grant. Al Smoake wants
to apply for the $10,000 grant to purchase a new kettle for the Socorro
Community Kitchen.

Approved first reading of an ordinance to sell 42 acres west of Interstate 25
near the Lemitar exit to Durkin Diesel Specialty LLC. Salome said the city will
hold a public hearing for the proposed sale during the council's first meeting in
October.

Approved the transfer of ownership of the liquor license for John Brooks
Supermart to accommodate a new stockholder.

Approved a memorandum of agreement with Socorro County to exchange
$40,000 in detention center funds for $40,000 in EMS funds. The MOA explains
the county has $40,000 earmarked for EMS, yet doesn't have an EMS program,



while the city has $40,000 earmarked for detention, yet doesn't have a
detention center, so they exchange the funding. The Socorro County
Commission approved the same MOA during its Aug. 13 meeting.

Awarded an airport project bid to Maxwell Asphalt of Salt Lake City, Utah, for
pavement maintenance on the runway. The bid was approved unanimously
except for councilors Olguin and Pargas, who were absent, and Gordon Hicks,
who voted against it because he preferred awarding the contract to a local
business. Maxwell had the lowest bid by about $10,000.

Approved an amendment to the engineering agreement with Dennis
Engineering for the Hope Farms wastewater expansion project. City finance
director Mable Gonzales said this will allow the city to go out for bid and enter
the construction phase. Lloyd Martinez said the project will bring city
wastewater service to residences from the corner of Otero Avenue and Hope
Farms Road south as far as $1.2 million in funds will take the project, which the
city won't know until construction is actually bid for the project. '

Set up a rodeo arena reserve fund. Gonzales said setting up the special fund
was required as part of the loan agreement with the New Mexico Finance
Authority.



> Co-op meetings set
by Elva K. Osterreich | August 8, 2013 | Filed under: News

At the Socorro Electric Cooperative’s July 24 meeting, dates, times and some
places were set for 2013 district meetings. In the past, co-op districts have only
had meetings during election years, but this year, as demanded by a new bylaw
amendment, all the districts will have meetings regardless of whether it is an
election year or not.

During the proceedings, the board member of each district proposed time, date
and sometimes location for the meeting for their district, then the board would
vote on the proposal.

The District | meeting will be held Oct. 17, a Thursday, with registration held
from 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. and the meeting at 5 p.m.

For the District Il meeting, Trustee Charlie Wagner proposed the second
Saturday of November from 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. for registration and 3 p.m. for the
meeting to be held at the Macey Center at New Mexico Tech.

Other trustees indicated confusion at the location choice as District Il
encompasses Magdalena and Alamo.

Wagner pointed out with redistricting completed last year, parts of western
Socorro are now included in the district and he wanted to make those new
district members feel welcome. Also, Wagner said, with groceries not as
available as they once were in Magdalena, people from both Magdalena and
Alamo often travel to Socorro on the weekends for shopping so a Saturday
meeting in town would not be so inconvenient.

Trustee Donald Wolberg said the Macey Center is expensive and he suggested
the Alamo Navajo reservation would be a more appropriate place to have the
District Il meeting.

The board voted down the Macey Center as the location and Wagner then
suggested the Tech Arts Center.



“I think it would be appropriate for the trustee of the district to be able to
determine the venue of his own district meeting,” Trustee Ann Dorough said,
speaking up for Wagner.

“In the past we have always allowed the board member to choose the place of
the meeting, especially when it is an election year,” Wagner said. “l am trying to
put the election in a neutral place.”

But the Arts Center was also voted down by the other board members.

Trustee Prescilla Mauldin motioned for the District || meeting to be held in
Alamo, keeping the date and time as Wagner had proposed them.

Wolberg seconded the motion and it passed with only Dorough voting against
the motion.

So the District Il meeting will be held at the Alamo reservation Nov. 9, with
registration and voting from 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. and the meeting starting at 3 p.m.

Wolberg was next as District lll trustee. He suggested adding a candidate forum
to the meeting plans. So for District Ill the schedule, as voted in by the trustees:
On Nov. 16 there will be a candidate forum from 10 a.m. to noon; registration
and voting will be from 1 p.m. to 3 p.m.; and the meeting will start at 3 p.m.

Wagner suggested the co-op should send out a sheet with biographical
information and photos of the candidates when they send out mail-in ballots for
the district elections.

The District IV meeting will be Oct. 29 at the San Antonio School with
registration from 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. and the meeting starting at 5 p.m.

The District V meeting will be Oct. 5, 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. for registration and
voting and holding the meeting 1 p.m. at Quemado High School.



Co-op still trying to determine if District V resolutions
legal

by Elva K. Osterreich | July 4, 2013 | Filed under: News

During the June 26 Socorro Electric Cooperative meeting, Trustee Pricilla
Mauldin read out a statement regarding bylaw changes.

She said the bylaw changes brought up by the members of District V, known as
the District V resolutions, are a commendable attempt to make some needed
changes and the bylaws certainly need revising.

But, she said, some of the proposed resolutions have language issues and some
don’t conform to law. There are two issue of concern, she said. There needs to
be a special meeting where the resolutions are voted up or down by the
membership.

“Some need to be voted down,” Mauldin said. “Not because they are bad ideas,
but because some of the language doesn’t conform to New Mexico law or is
already restricted.”

The cooperative needs an effective system for the bylaws to be changed, she
said.

“We are a membership cooperative, members count,” Mauldin said. “The District
V resolutions have quality ideas that need our support.”

Mauldin said she supports about a third of the proposed resolutions, a third
need word improvements and the remaining third need additional thought.
Most of the final third she said she agrees with, but they need to comply with
state law.

Mauldin proposed a member bylaw committee, with one member from each
district and two trustees to reconstruct bylaw changes.

Holding the intent of positive change is important, she said, and a committee is
a “critical start” to working together to solve bylaw issues.



Trustee Charlie Wagner said he thinks the bylaws already give the members a
way to change the bylaws. Changing the bylaws is exclusively the area of the
members. Members change the bylaws by voting on them at a district meeting
so they can be brought to the ballot at the co-op annual meeting.

“The problem is that in 2012 and in 2013 the law firm that represents the
trustees would not allow us to vote on the bylaws that were offered by districts
and they would not allow us to vote on the bylaws from the floor of the
meetings,” Wagner said. “Those actions by the attorney or by the administration
interfere with the bylaws by not allowing the members to do what the bylaws
require them to do.”

The proper place to propose changes to the bylaws is at the district meetings,
Wagner said. ~

Trustee Anne Dorough asked if the June 8 meeting, a continuation of the
annual meeting, was going to be considered a quorum or not.

“A determination as to whether there was a quorum is necessary to know before
we know if they have already voted on these amendments,” Dorough said.
“What do we have to do to get an independent ruling on whether or not there
was a quorum and whether or not the District V amendments have been
approved for the 2014 ballot?”

Co-op attorney Bruce Wiggins started talking about concerns and advice. He
said they believe a number of the proposals that were voted on during the
District V meeting (Oct. 27, 2012) were never adopted properly because there
was not a quorum present when they were adopted. He said some resolutions
passed after the quorum failed.

He also said it is the co-op board members’ opinion that in the May 15 annual
meeting and the reconvened annual meeting, there was never a quorum at the
point the District V resolutions were to be considered because they believe the
bylaw that counts mail-in ballots toward a quorum is unlawful.

Wiggins said a member could bring a lawsuit in order to determine if the mail-in
bylaw amendment is valid or not.



Quorum may or may not be valid at co-op meeting continuation
by Elva Osterreich | June 9, 2013 | Filed under: Breaking News

The annual meeting of the Socorro Electric Cooperative was held on Saturday after being continued by a
vote at the end of the May 15 meeting.

As the meeting got started at 3 p.m., it was announced there were 142 people who registered. People
present who had previously sent in mail-in ballots were not allowed to register in person for the
meeting because they had not been at the previous one.

There were 189 mail-in ballots submitted at the original meeting, so only 97 in-person members were
actually needed to fill the requirements for a quorum, if the mail-in ballots are allowed to count. There
is disagreement as to whether the mail-in ballots count because, according to co-op attorneys, state law
allows only for in-person participation at annual meetings to make a quorum.

“It is our opinion as council that mail-in ballots cannot be counted towards a quorum,” said attorney
Bruce Wiggins. “However, because that issue would not be resolved here today by me or you or
anybody but a judge at some point in time in the future, our suggestion is to continue the meeting and
deal with each of the resolutions and move that problem down the road so to speak.”

Wiggins also pointed out if the number of present members eligible to vote dropped to below 97, there
would be no quorum.

So the meeting continued with the overhanging idea that it might not count if later determined the mail-
in ballots do not count toward a quorum.

Trustee Charlie Wagner, who positioned himself on the floor with the member-owners rather than in his
seat on the stage, moved the 31 by-law resolutions suggested by the District V members be approved in
totality. The motion was overwhelmingly passed by the member owners present.

Aguilar then suggested the resolutions be discussed one at a time. Parliamentarian Adams explained the
usual procedure would be to discuss each resolution one by one and then vote on them as a block.

From the floor, member-owner Richard “Arf” Epstein called for the question, was seconded, and the
vote was called to pass the 31 resolutions immediately.

“Let’s end debate and vote on all of these right now,” Epstein said. He was seconded by numerous
voices.

So Aguilar called for the question saying all those in favor would be voting to include the District V bylaw
resolutions on the ballot at next year’s annual meeting.

The crowd immediately protested loudly, Wagner stood to explain why the vote should apply
immediately rather than waiting until the 2014 meeting to pass. Co-op attorneys explained why they
feel the vote can’t apply immediately.

Finally the debate ended as the members went ahead and voted to place the resolutions on next year’s
ballot. Later, as Wagner moved to end the meeting, he also explained there is a petition going around to
get 10 percent of the membership to sign in order to call a special meeting to put the District V and
other resolutions passed Saturday in place.



Co-op annual meeting will continue
by Elva K. Osterreich | May 24, 2013 | Filed under: Breaking News

During the May 22 Socorro County Electric Cooperative board of trustees meeting, several trustees
questioned the validity of the annual meeting vote to reconvene the meeting on the second Saturday of
June. However, on May 24 co-op manager Joseph Herrera confirmed by email there will be a
membership meeting held June 8.

Since the annual meeting according to co-op attorney Lorna Wiggins lost its quorum before the end of
the meeting, trustee Charlie Wagner made a motion at the annual meeting to continue the meeting on
the second Saturday in June. His motion was overwhelmingly passed by the members present.

On May 22 trustee Priscilla Mauldin said Wagner broke all the rules at the annual meeting by standing
up and “taking over the meeting” without being recognized.

“So anything he said to members and voted on was not legal,” she said. “There can be no vote to have a
meeting in June.”

Trustee Don Wolberg said Wagner was not registered to vote at the meeting and so he couldn’t make a
motion.

Trustee David Wade asked if a meeting participant has to be a registered member to make a motion at
the annual meeting, and Wiggins said she thinks the board has established that.

The first order of business at a meeting is to register.

Wagner said his wife performed the registration; the couple have a joint membership. He also said he
has the right to speak as a trustee. '

Wagner continued speaking to clarify his statement but board president Luis Aguilar overran Wagner’s
words, saying the meeting would move on to the next item.

Wagner said he thinks it is important to address the issue of holding a meeting in June, but Aguilar
continued to talk over him.



Co-op meeting delayed
by Elva K. Osterreich | May 23, 2013 | Filed under: News

The annual members meeting of the Socorro Electric Cooperative took place
May 15 at Finley Gym in Socorro, and the board took many pauses to consult
with New Mexico parliamentarian Adam Hathaway.

Elva K. Osterreich/El Defensor Chieftain: Charlene West addresses the board at
the May 15 Socorro Electric Cooperative annual meeting.

At 3 p.m. after introductions and an opening address by SEC general manager
Joseph Herrera, board of trustees president Luis Aquilar said there are 9,528
members of the co-op and 286 are needed for a quorum.

He said 185 mail-in ballots were returned and 396 people voted on site at the
poles, thus creating a quorum for the meeting.

During committee reports, trustee Donald Wolberg began a PowerPoint
presentation as the bylaw committee report. He began by explaining the electric
co-op system and pointed out most of the co-ops in New Mexico have more
than five people on their boards.

SEC’s members had voted for a five-member board at a previous annual
meeting and, while currently there are still seven members, ultimately there will
be five as attrition takes out trustees in obsolete positions.



The membership applauded when Wolberg said there are only five members on
SEC’s board but he went on imply there should be more.

“The problem here is that, with the low number of trustees, is that no member
of the SEC board will ever have an influential place on national or regional
cooperative board groupings because they can’t be there long enough to know
what’s happening,” Wolberg said. “We will never have a significant place at any
table.”

Wolberg went on to say SEC is bigger than eight states in terms of area, has
41,000 power poles and 3,500 miles of line taken care of by 34 staffers, 10 of
whom do the job.

Then Wolberg began addressing bylaw change resolutions introduced and
approved by District V. members during their district meeting.

He started on the first one to explain why it should not be passed during the
next annual meeting.

Wolberg was stopped from the floor by audience member James Lear claiming
“point of order.”

“It seems to me this should be taken up under new business,” Lear said.
Aguilar said it was permitted because it was the secretary’s report.
Arf Epstein, from the floor, raised another point of order.

“This is not a report,” he said. “This is a partisan discussion about whether
certain proposed bylaws should be passed. It is not a report, a report does not
say ‘this is what you should do for this election.”

Aguilar again insisted Wolberg was sharing a report.

Trustee Charles Wagner appealed Aguilar’s decision to the assembly; his appeal
was seconded. But the discussion continued to go back and forth until
Georgette Grey stood to talk for a minute.



“A report does not contain editorializing viewpoints,” Grey said. “It is a
straightforward ,factual statement and does not have any persuasive argument
attached to it. If the report can be stated that way, we want to hear it, if not it is
not a report.”

Aguilar then asked for a vote.

m

“All those in favor of sustaining the decision of the chair say ‘Aye,” he said.

No one said “Aye.” Numerous members cried “No,” when he asked for nos.
Wolberg was not allowed to continue with the presentation.

During the treasurer’s report trustee Leo Cordova said the co-op has
$69,856,681 in total assets; $69,856,681 in liabilities; $25,145,810 in revenue;
$23,240,150 total expenses and a net income of $1,905,651 for the year.

Leo Cordova, Dave Wade and Anne Dorough reported on their district meetings,
thanking the members who elected them and saying members are welcome to
call them anytime on any concerns they have. '

The elections results were read by Ernie Marquez of Election Services. All but
three of the 17 resolutions on the ballot failed by approximately 1 to 4 ratio.

Resolutions 3, 5 and 6 passed, also by an approximately 4 to 1 vote. These
were the items voted for by member/owners at the 2012 annual meetings.

Resolution 3 makes district meetings annual; Resolution 5 says mail-in ballots
will count as part of the quorum; and Resolution 6 says each trustee from each
district will appoint one election official to validate the mail-in process and two
alternates will be appointed by the board.

When new business was brought up, Aguilar said it was time to bring up the
resolutions of District V.

Wagner interrupted saying he had not been allowed to make his district report
and Aguilar allowed him to speak.



Wagner said redistricting had been accomplished as the members had wanted,
but, the redistricting was done in secret.

He also talked about the process of amending bylaws, claiming the co-op is
violating federal law by not allowing the members to change bylaws at the
annual meetings at the time the amendments are discussed.

Aguilar announced at this point he believed there was no quorum left at the
meeting;he asked the staff for a count. Wagner asked that a third part
yadministrator perform the count. Co-op staff members proceeded to walk
among the audience and count the bands on people’s wrists indicating votes.
The chairman did not ask people to raise their hands so the bands could be
seen.

Wagner pointed out the bylaw that had just passed required mail-in ballots to
count as part of the quorum.

Aguilar announced the meeting was still in quorum. A discussion continued
with members coming up to the microphone with various concerns. A member
requested District V resolutions be voted on in totality since everyone had a
hand out.

Co-op attorney Lorna Wiggins stood up and said she had been asked to explain
a quorum. She said the new bylaw requiring mail-in ballots to count as a
quorum does not state that the ballots count as in-person votes and thus there
is not a quorum present. She pointed out the District V recommended
amendments were not included in the meeting notice and therefore can’t be
voted on during the meeting.

Wagner pointed out it was the management of the co-op who knew those
resolutions should be in the notice of the meeting and they made the decision
not to include those bylaws.

An audience member pointed out that there were people at the meeting who
were not counted because they were not wearing a wrist band because they had
already voted by mail-in ballot.



The parliamentarian described the kinds of motions that could be made without
a quorum and one of them is continue the meeting on a later date. Such a
motion was made and voted for.

The meeting was adjourned to be re-set on the second Saturday of June and
held at the Macey Center at New Mexico Tech if possible.



Co-op annual meeting cut short, Wolberg presentation
shut down by members

by Elva Osterreich | May 17, 2013 | Filed under: News
Socorro

The annual members meeting of the Socorro Electric Cooperative took place
May 15 at Finley Gym in Socorro.

At 3 p.m., after introductions and an opening address by SEC general manager
Joseph Herrera, board of trustees President Luis Aguilar said there are 9,528
members of the co-op and 286 are needed for a quorum.

He said 185 mail-in ballots were returned and 396 people voted on site at the
polls, thus creating a quorum for the meeting.

During committee reports, trustee Donald Wolberg began a PowerPoint
presentation of the bylaw committee report. He began by explaining the electric
co-op system and pointed out most of the co-ops in New Mexico have more
than five people on their boards.

SEC’s members had voted for a five-member board at a previous annual
meeting and, while currently there are still seven members, ultimately there will
be five as attrition takes out trustees in obsolete positions.

The membership applauded when Wolberg said there are only five members on
SEC’s board, but he went on to imply there should be more.

“The problem here is that, with the low number of trustees, is that no member
of the SEC board will ever have an influential place on national or regional
cooperative board groupings because they can’t be there long enough to know
what’s happening,” Wolberg said. “We will never have a significant place at any
table.”

Wolberg went on to say SEC is bigger than eight states in terms of area, and it
has 41,000 power poles and 3,500 miles of line.



Then Wolberg began addressing bylaw change resolutions introduced and
approved by District V. members during their district meeting.

He started on the first one to explain why it should not be passed during the
next annual meeting.

Wolberg was stopped from the floor by audience member James Lear claiming
“point of order.”
“It seems to me this should be taken up under new business,” Lear said.

Aguilar said it was permitted because it was the secretary’s report.
Arf Epstein, from the floor, raised a point of order.

“This is not a report,” he said. “This is a partisan discussion about whether
certain proposed bylaws should be passed. It is not a report; a report does not
say ‘this is what you should do for this election.’

Aguilar again insisted Wolberg was sharing a report.

Trustee Charles Wagner appealed Aguilar’s decision to the assembly; his appeal
was seconded. But the discussion continued to go back and forth until
Georgette Grey stood to talk for a minute.

“A report does not contain editorializing viewpoints,” Grey said. “It is a
straightforward, factual statement and does not have any persuasive argument
attached to it. If the report can be stated that way, we want to hear it; if not, it
is not a report.”

Aguilar than asked for a vote.
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