
MINUTES OF THE REGULARMEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
LUFKIN. TEXAS HELD ON THE 19~’~DAY OF JULY, 2005

On the
19

th day of July 2005, the City Council of the City of Lufkin, Texasconvenedin a Regular
Meetingin the CouncilChambersof City Hall with thefollowing members,thereofto wit:

Louis Bronaugh
RoseFameBoyd
R. L. Kuykendall
DonLangston
JackGorden,Jr.
PaulL. Parker
ReneeThompson
RobertFlournoy
Keith Wright
KennethWilliams
DavidKoonce
ScottMarcotte
DorothyWilson
Doug Wood
JimWehmeier
SidMunlin
Bill Cameron
JackReggie
RalphBean
TommyScherry

beingpresent,and

Lynn Tones
DennisRobertson

Mayor
Mayorpro tern
Councilmember,WardNo. 1
Councilmember,WardNo. 4
Councilmember,WardNo. 5
City Manager
City Secretary
City Attorney
Asst.City Manager/PublicWorks
Asst. City Manager/AdministrativeServices
HumanResourceDirector
Asst. PoliceChief
Directorof Planning
FinanceDirector
EconomicDevelopmentDirector
IT Director
City of Lufkin Webmaster
SolidWasteandRecyclingDirector
ConcernedBlackMen of Lufkin
CenterPointEnergy— AreaManager— Lufkin

Councilmember,WardNo. 3
Councilmember,WardNo. 6

beingabsent,whenthefollowing businesswastransacted:

1. Themeetingwas openedwithprayerby AbrahamRiser,Jr., Chaplain,MarketplaceMinistries.

2. MayorLouis Bronaughwelcomedvisitors present.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes of the RegularMeetingon July 5, 2005 wereapprovedon amotion by Councilmernber
RoseFameBoyd, andsecondedby CouncilmemberR. L. Kuykendall. A unanimousaffirmative
votewas recorded.

NEW BUSINESS:

4. PRESENTATION BY CONCERNED BLACK MEN OF LUFKIN, INC.

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next itemwasapresentationby the ConcernedBlackMen
of Lufldn, Inc. City ManagerPaul Parkerstatedthat Ralph Beanwaspresentto representthe
ConcernedBlackMen of Lufkin, Inc.

Ralph Bean, representativeof the ConcernedBlack Men of Lufkin, Inc., stated that this
organizationwould like to thank the City Council for their continuedsupportof the summer
basketballcampthat is heldeachyear. Mr. Beanaddedthatthe ConcernedBlack Men havebeen
in Lufkin for fifteenyearsandholdthe youthbasketballcampeachyear. Mr. Beanexplainedthat
the organizationalsoencouragesthe attendeesof the campto continuereadingwhile participating
in the camp, teachesthembasketballskills, andtakethem on a trip at the endof the campas a
reward. Mr. Beanaddedthatthenumberof attendeeshavegrown eachyear. Mr. Beanstatedthat
fifty-two (52) youngmenandwomenhadjust returnedfrom aWIVIBA gamethat was sponsored
by the ConcernedBlackMen of Lufkin, Inc. andaddedthat the group of youth hadthoroughly
enjoyedthemselves.

Mr. Bean statedthat on behalfof the ConcernedBlack Men of Lufkin, Inc., he would like to
presenteachof the Councilmembersat-shirt from the camp. Mr. Beanstatedthat the camphad
beennamedthe “Don Boyd’s SunmierYouth BasketballCamp”, in memoryof Councilmember



Don Boyd who passedaway in 2002. Mr. Beanaddedthat the most importantbenefitsof the
camparethatparentsknowwheretheir children arefrom 8:00a.m.until 3:30p.m. eachday,they
areprovidedboth breakfastandlunch, andtheyreceiveasnackbeforethey leaveeachday. Mr.
Beanstatedthat someoneneedsto spendtime with thesechildren and addedthat the camphas
beena successand that they look forwardto nextyearandagainthankedthe Council for their
support

5. PRESENTATION BY CENTERPOINT ENERGY CONCERNING PROPOSED RATE
INCREASE

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item was a presentationby CenterPointEnergy
concerninga proposedrateincrease.City ManagerPaulParkerstatedthat Tommy Scherrywas
presentto representCenterPointEnergyandstatedthat Council hadin their packetinformation,
someadditionalsupplementsthat would clarify the percentageincreasethat hadbeenrequested.
City ManagerParkerthenaskedMr. Scherryto give thepresentationto theCity Council.

Tommy Scherry, representativefor CenterPointEnergy,thenstatedthat on October 13, 2004,
CenterPointEnergyfiled a statementof intent with theRailroadCommissionof Texasto change
the rates for customersin the unincorporatedareasof the division. Mr. Scherry addedthat
CenterPointdecidedto makethe commissionfiling becausethe ratesin the unincorporatedareas
werethemostseriouslyout of dateandthat commissionsetstheratesfor theunincorporatedareas
andis alsotheultimate regulatoryauthorityfor establishingrateson a division or statewidebasis.
Mr. Scherry statedthat over a five (5) month period a Railroad Commission’shearing,the
technical examiners fully reviewed the company’s information. Mr. Scherry added that in
addition to consideringthe testimonyandexhibits, the examinersanalyzedthe underlyingdata,
questionedcompanywitnessesand personnel,and held a hearingon February17, 2005. Mr.
Scherry explained that based on the examinersreport, the Railroad Commissionof Texas
approvedthe new division wide delivery ratesand associatedtariffs, which becameeffectivein
theunincorporatedareasof the division on April 25,2005. Mr. Scherrystatedthat thecompanyis
now requestingthat the ratesreviewedand approvedby the RailroadCommission,also become
effectivein all of thevariouscities in whichtheyoperate.

Mr. Scherrythenstatedthathe wouldbehappyto addressanyquestionsthat Councilmight have.
City ManagerPaulParkerstatedthatin the memothatMr. Scherryhadsentto theCouncilearlier,
whentalking aboutthe environs,he was talking aboutthe County. City ManagerParkeradded
that the reportshowedwhatan averagebill in Lufkin would be. City ManagerParkerexplained
thatbasedon 40 ccfthe amountwould go from $45.47to $51.40. City ManagerParkerstatedthat
the increasein environsshowedto be eighty-four (84)percent. Mr. Scherry then explainedthat
the environsin Lufkin hadnot beenincreasedin severalyearsandweredrasticallyout of date.
Mr. Scherryaddedthat the increasehadgoneinto effect in April for the environscustomersin the
Lufkin area. Mr. Scherrystatedthat the gascustomerswithin thecity limits of Lufkin would not
seethat kind of percentageincrease.City ManagerParkerstatedthatthe increasefor thoseliving
within the city limits of Lufkin wouldbe approximately13.1%increaseperresidentialcustomer.

CouncilmemberDonLangstonaskedfor the dateof the lastPUC increase.Mr. Scherrystatedthat
therateshadnot beenincreasedin Lufkin in approximatelyten (10) years. CouncilmemberJack
Gordenaskedif that was the samefor the environs. Mr. Scherrystatedthat the environshadnot
hadan increasein approximatelytwenty(20) years. Mr. Scherryaddedthat CenterPointis trying
to move toward standardizingtheir rates acrossthe EastTexas/Beaumontarea. Mr. Scherry
statedthat cities do havejurisdiction over their ratesandthat overthe yearstherearedifferences
in cities rates.

Mayor Louis Bronaughaskedwhy CenterPointhadwaitedtwenty(20) yearsto increasethe rates
in the county. Mr. Scherryexplainedthat the largestpart of the customer’sbill is the actual gas
cost. Mr. Scherry addedthat the gasbill is madeup of three (3) components. Mr. Scherry
explainedthat the first componentis the minimum basechargefor the serviceprovided. Mr.
Scherry stated that the next component is the commodity or delivery charge that allows
CenterPointto recovertheir cost for the expensesthey incur from the delivery of gas to the
customer. Mr. Scherrythenexplainedthat thethird component,which representsapproximately
two-thirds(2/3) of thebill, is the costof the gas. Mr. Scherrythen statedthat the costof the gas
is adirect flow throughcostandaddedthat thecostto CenterPointfrom the pipelinesuppliersis
whatis passedalongto thecustomers.Mr. Scherrystatedthatthereis no profit built into that part
of the bill but is adirect flow throughcost. Mr. Scherryaddedthat this is whathas increasedin
recentyears. City ManagerParkeraddedthat the increaseis only on the base. City Manager
Parkerstatedthatthe passthroughcostwould remainthe same. Mr. Scherrystatedthat the pass
throughcostis dependenton the marketandaddedthat with CenterPoint,beingtheretailer,hasto
purchaseahigherpricedgasandthenpassthecostalongto the customer. Mr. Scherryaddedthat
CenterPointwouldmuchratherpurchasea lower pricedgasbecausethey know thatthe customer



is only interestedin the bottom line checkthat is being written to CenterPointEnergy every
month. City ManagerParkerstatedthat when CenterPointstatedthat theyhaven’traisedrates,
theyarereferringto baseratesbecauserateshaverisenduring thelast severalyears. Mr. Scherry
statedthatit dependson howyou definerates. Mr. Scherryexplainedthat if you arejustreferring
to your bill, then the costhas increased,but by technicaldefinition the baserateshavenot been
raisedin ten (10) years. Mayor Louis Bronaughpointedout that the citizensof Lufkin do not
understandthat their rateshavenot beenincreasedby CenterPointbecausethey continueto see
higherbills. Mr. Scherry statedthat customer’soverall gasbills have goneup during the past
years,but CenterPointhasnot increasedthe baserateduringthis time. Mr. Scherryexplainedthat
the direct flow throughcosthasincreasedandCenterPointdoesnot haveanyprofit built into that
flow throughcost. Mr. Scherryaddedthattheproducersweredoingreally well, but explainedthat
CenterPointis on thedistributionsideof thebusiness.

City ManagerParkerstatedthat the baseratewas whatwas commonly referredto asoverheador
overall costof runningthe system. Mr. Scherrystatedthat was correctandthat it wasbasically
the delivery expenses.CouncilmemberDon Langstonaskedwhatpercentof amonthlybill would
be the overheador delivery charges. Mr. Scherry statedthat would be approximately60%.
CouncilmemberR. L. KuykendallaskedMr. Scherryhowthe companysurvivedwithout raising
its feesin twenty(20)years. Mr. Scherrystatedthat thecompanyusesoperatingefficiencies,but
now theyhavetried everythingthat theyknow to do andcannotcoverthe operatingcosts. Mr.
Scherryaddedthatthereweresmall incrementalincreasesin costof service.

CouncilmemberJackGordenaskedMr. Scherryif he could assurethe City Council thatno entity
or municipality in this systemwould receivea lower ratethanLufkin. Mr. Scherrystatedthat he
could assurethe City of this and addedthat thereis a coalition of cities thatare reviewingthe
rates. Mr. Scherryexplainedthat if the City of Lufkin does not chooseto participate in this
coalition, the City would still receivethe division wide standardrate. Mr. Scherryaddedthat
CenterPointdid not anticipatethat anythingwouldbe uncoveredor reviewedthat would showthe
increaseshouldbe smaller. Mr. Scherrystatedthat the City of Lufkin would get the benefitof
whateverthe lowestratewouldbe. CouncilmemberGordenconfirmedthateachentity wouldpay
the samerate. Mr. Scherrystatedthat the rates would movetoward standardrates in the East
Texas/BeaumontDivision. CouncilmemberR. L. Kuykendallaskedif the bottomline would be
whateverthe Railroad Commissiondecideswill happen. Mr. Scherry statedthat cities have
jurisdiction over the rates,but the RailroadCommissionhasthe final authority if thereareany
appeals. Mr. Scherry addedthat he would makeknown any findings or information from the
RailroadCommissionproceedingavailableto theCity Council forreview. Mr. Scherrystatedthat
CenterPointwantedto becompletelytransparentandstatedthatthe City of Lufkin hasa coupleof
options. Mr. Scherryexplainedthatthe first optionwouldbe thatthe City not do anythingandthe
new rateswouldgo into effect in August. Mr. Scherryaddedthat thenextoption would be if the
City of Lufkin decidedto suspendthe ratesfor ninety (90) days,until the Council could further
review the proposalfor the rateincrease. Mr. Scherrystatedthat after the ninety (90) days,the
new rateswould go into effect unlessthe City of Lufkin movesforwardwith a formal protestor
hearing.

6. PUBLIC HEARING AND ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION SUSPENDING THE
OPERATION OF PROPOSED RATE SCHEDULES AND REVISED SERVICE
CHARGES FILED BY CENTERPOINT ENERGY - APPROVED - FOR A PERIOD OF
NINETY (90) DAYS BEYOND THE DATE OF WifiCH THE RATE WOULD
OTHERWISE BE EFFECTIVE

MayorLouis Bronaughstatedthat thenextitemfor considerationwas to conductaPublicHearing
andconsideradoptinga Resolutionsuspendingthe operationof proposedrate schedulesand
revisedservicechargesfiled by CenterPointEnergyfor aperiodof ninety (90) days beyondthe
dateof which the rate would otherwisebe effective. City ManagerPaul Parkerstatedthat the
Council haddiscussedthis subject,but that he wanted to highlight somethings that Tommy
Scherrybrought to the attentionof the City Council. City ManagerParkerexplainedthat the
Council hasthe authorityto suspendthe proposedratesfor ninety (90) days to allow additional
time to researchthe proposalor decideif the City of Lufkin wants to join the coalition. City
ManagerParkerstatedthat if Councildoesnot takeaction,thenthe proposedrateswould become
effectiveAugust4, 2005. City ManagerParkeraddedthat Staff’s recommendationto Council
would be to passtheResolutionto suspendthe proposedrateincreasefor a periodof ninety (90)
days to studythe rate structureandlook at the prospectof joining the coalition. City Manager
Parkerstatedthatin thepastwhenderegulationfirst cameto passin the electricalindustry,alarge
portion of northeastTexas was under AEP SWEPCOPool. City ManagerParkeradded that
becausea lot of coal was minedin that areaandthe electricalgenerationplantswerein that area,
theywould havehadto raisepricesto bring in competitionif theywere to be unregulated.City
ManagerParkerstatedthatthis did not makesense,sothe areaformedacoalitionandwentto the
PUCandpleadedthe caseto stayregulated. City ManagerParkerexplainedthatnortheastTexas



is still regulated. City ManagerParkeraddedthat the basisfor a coalitiongot its foothold during
this time and was led by the City of Longview. City ManagerParkerstatedthat the City of
Longview is againlooking to form a similar coalition to review the CenterPointproposaland
evaluate the validity of the proposal. City Manager Parker again statedthat Staff would
recommenddelaying or suspendingthe rate increaseto give the Council time to review the
possibilitiesofjoining thecoalitionor anyotheroptionstheCity of Lufkin maywant.

CouncilmemberDonLangstonaskedCity ManagerParkerif the City of Lufkin anticipatedgetting
a reportfrom the groupup north. City ManagerParkerstatedthat he did anticipateareport and
addedthatthe sameattorneyout of Austin, that led theefforts with TXU, andanothergentlemen
from the City of Beaumont,that had workedwith the City of Houstonon gasrates,anda third
individual, that agroupof northeastTexascities hadhired as a consultant,werebeing considered
to determineif thereis enoughinformationto bring backto the coalition. City ManagerParker
addedthat this groupmay review it anddeterminethat CenterPoint’s requestis adequate.City
ManagerParkerstatedthat there is no guaranteethat they will find CenterPoint’s rates to be
unjustifiable. City ManagerParkerexplainedthat if the coalition doesget into a ratefiling case
with theRailroadCommissiontherewouldbe legal feesattached,but thesearegenerallyawarded
backas partof thefinal bill.

CouncilmemberJackGordenaskedCity ManagerParker what Tyler is currently dealing with.
City ManagerParkerexplainedthat the City of Tyler challengedCenterPointon the priceof gas
on the stockmarketandis unrelatedto what this coalition is reviewing. City ManagerParker
addedthatthe City of Tyler losttheir case. CouncilmemberRoseFameBoydaskedif the City of
Lufkin decidedto suspendthe rate increase,would the rate be retroactive to August. City
ManagerParkerexplainedthat it would go into effect at that point andwould not beretroactive.
City ManagerParkeraddedthat the worst casescenariowouldbe that the citizensof the City of
Lufkin wouldhavea 90 dayreprievefrom thenewrate structure. CouncilmemberDon Langston
statedthat his chiefconcernwith thefindings of the RailroadCommissionis that it is all geared
towardthe unincorporatedareasof the division. CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthathis concern
would bethat the findings would beworth challengingfor the City of Lufkin andaddedthat the
proposedrevisionswould increasetheaggregaterevenuesof thecompanyby approximately2.5%.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthatthis wouldbe over andabovethecostof delivery andthathe
thought the City of Lufkin should suspendthe rate increasefor the ninety (90) day period and
reviewwhatthe othercities in theareaarecontemplating.

Mayor Bronaughthen openedthe Public Hearingat 5:42 p.m. concerningthe adoption of a
Resolutionsuspendingthe operationof proposedrateschedulesandrevisedservicechargesfiled
by CenterPointEnergyfor aperiodof ninety (90) daysbeyondthe dateof which the ratewould
otherwisebe effectiveMayorBronaughthenaskedthe audiencefor commentsor anyonewishing
to speakaboutthisResolution. MayorBronaughagainaskedthoseattendingtheCouncilMeeting
if therewas anyonewho wantedto speakconcerningthe Resolution. Mayor Bronaughthen
closedthePublicHearingat5:43 p.m.

CouncilmemberDonLangstonmovedto approveadoptinga Resolutionsuspendingthe operation
of proposedrateschedulesandrevisedservicechargesfiled by CenterPointEnergyfor a periodof
ninety (90)daysbeyondthedateof whichthe ratewould otherwisebe effective. Councilmember
RoseFameBoydsecondedthemotion. A unanimousaffirmativevotewas recorded.

7. FIRST READING OF THE REOUEST OF DENE ALLRED ON BEHALF OF ALIECE
ALLRED TO CHANGE THE ZONING FROM “LARGE SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING

”

TO A “LOCAL BUSINESS” DISTRICT - APPROVED - ON 1.26 ACRES OF LAND
DESCRIBED AS TRACTS 207 THRU 209 OF THE J. A. BONTON SURVEY AND MORE
COMMONLY KNOWN AS 603LARGENT STREET

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item for considerationwas the First Readingof the
requestof Dene Alired on behalfof Aliece Alired to changethe zoning from “Large Single-
Family Dwelling” to a“Local Business”District on 1.26acresof landdescribedasTracts207 thru
209 of theJ. A. BontonSurveyandmorecommonlyknownas 603 Largent Street. City Manager
PaulParkerstatedthe applicantdesiresto utilize this propertyfor the developmentof amedical
professionalbuilding with outpatient services. City Manager Parker added that the general
characterof the area is non-residentialin nature with the most common zoning being local
business.City ManagerParkerstatedthat azonechange,in the Staff’s opinion, is consistentwith
regulationsplacedon thesurroundingpropertiesthat allow office use. City ManagerParkeradded
that the FutureLand UsePlanindicatesthat the long rangedevelopmentof the propertyis office
usageandthatthe requestedzone“Local Business”District doesallow office usagealongwith a
lot of otherusagethatis not totally consistentwith theComprehensivePlan. City ManagerParker
statedthat the PlanningandZoning Commissionunanimouslyvotedto recommendthe change
from “Large Single-Family Dwelling” to “Local Business” District be approved. Mayor



Bronaughthen askedif therewas anyonein the audiencethat wishedto speakfor or againstthis
Ordinance.Therewasnone.

CouncilmemberJackGordenmovedto approveon First Readingthe requestof DeneAllred on
behalfof Aliece Alired to changethe zoning from “Large Single-FamilyDwelling” to a “Local
Business”District on 1.26 acresof land describedas Tracts207 thru 209 of the J. A. Bonton
Survey and more commonly known as 603 Largent Street. CouncilmemberRoseFameBoyd
secondedthe motion. A unanimousaffirmativevotewas recorded.

8. FIRST READING OF THE REOUEST OF ROBERT A. KNAPP ON BEHALF OF
BEVERLY BENNETT TO CHANGE THE ZONING FROM “MEDIUM SINGLE

-

FAMILY DWELLING” WITH A SPECIAL USE FOR DAY CARE TO A “LOCAL
BUSINESS” DISTRICT - APPROVED - ON PROPERTY DESCRIBED AS BLOCK 54

,

LOT 4 OF THE CITY OF LUFKIN SURVEY AND MORE COMMONLY KNOWN AS 600
N. RAGUET STREET. THIS REOUEST WILL ALSO ENCOMPASS AMENDING THE
FUTURE LAND USE MAP OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BY CHANGING THE
DESIGNATION OF THE PROPERTY FROM “LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL” TO
“RETAIL”

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item for considerationwas the FirstReadingof the
requestof RobertA. Knapp on behalfof Beverly Bennettto changethe zoningfrom “Medium
Single-FamilyDwelling” with a Special use for Day Careto a “Local Business” District on
propertydescribedas Block 54, Lot 4 of the City of Lufkin Surveyandmorecommonlyknownas
600 N. RaguetStreet. This requestwill also encompassamendingthe FutureLandUseMap of
the ComprehensivePlan by changing the designationof the property from “Low Density
Residential”to “Retail”. City ManagerPaulParkerstatedthis areais currentlyoccupiedby Jack
andJill DaycareCenter. City ManagerParkeraddedthat the propertyis in the processof being
sold andthatthe purposeof the zonechangerequestis to allow the utilization of the propertyfor
continuedoperationof theexistingdaycare.City ManagerParkerstatedthatthe generalcharacter
of the areais a mix of commercialandresidentialwith the adjacentpropertyto the north being
non-residentialin nature. City ManagerParkerexplainedthat theFutureLandUsePlanindicates
that the correctlong rangedevelopmentof the subjectpropertyis “Low DensityResidential”and
stated that the Planning and Zoning Commission recommendedthat a more realistic and
appropriateclassificationfor the property is “Retail”. City ManagerParkerexplainedthat the
developmentof this propertybeyondthe confinesof the daycarecenterwould causeminimum
impact in the areain question due to the general“Non-ResidentialCharacter”of the adjacent
property. City ManagerParkerstatedthat the Planningand Zoning Commissionunanimously
recommendedthattheFutureLand UsePlanbeamendedto changethedesignationof theproperty
from “Low DensityResidential”to “Retail” andthe changeof the zoningfrom “Medium Single-
Family Dwelling” to “Local Business”District beapproved. Mayor Bronaughthenaskedif there
was anyonein theaudiencethatwishedto speakfor or againstthisOrdinance.Therewas none.

CouncilmemberRoseFameBoyd movedto approveon First Readingthe requestof RobertA.
Knapp on behalf of Beverly Bennett to change the zoning from “Medium Single-Family
Dwelling” with a SpecialuseforDay Careto a“Local Business”District on propertydescribedas
Block 54,Lot 4 of theCity of Lufkin Surveyandmorecommonlyknownas 600N. RaguetStreet.
This requestwill alsoencompassamendingtheFutureLandUseMap of the ComprehensivePlan
by changing the designationof the property from “Low Density Residential” to “Retail”.
CouncilmemberJackGordensecondedthemotion. A unanimousaffirmativevotewas recorded.

9. FIRST READING OF THE REOUEST OF ABB ROOUEMORE, RALPH ROSE

,

JONATHAN AND ZORAIDA HAMBLIN, AND EDWARD AND NATHALIE SEELER
FOR AMENDING THE FUTURE LAND USE PLAN ON PROPERTIES COMMONLY
KNOWN AS 302, 303, 304, AND 307 CARD DRIVE AND 1617 TULANE DRIVE

-

TABLED - FROM THE CURRENT DESIGNATIONS OF “LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL” AND “OFFICE” TO “RETAIL”

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item for considerationwas the First Readingof the
requestof Abb Roquemore,RalphRose,JonathanandZoraidaHamblin,andEdwardandNathalie
Seelerfor amendingtheFutureLand UsePlanon propertiescommonlyknownas 302, 303, 304,
and 307 Card Drive and 1617 Tulane Drive from the current designationsof “Low Density
Residential”and“Office” to “Retail”. City ManagerPaul Parkerstatedthat the City of Lufkin
receivedthe requestto consideramendingthe FutureLand UsePlanon all or part of five (5) lots
nearthe intersectionof CardDrive andTulaneDrive. City ManagerParkeraddedthatthe current
FutureLand UseMap indicatesa combinationof office and low-densityresidentialusage. City
ManagerParkerstatedthatthe propertyto the southandto theweston TulaneDrive arecurrently
designatedas “Retail” andthat thepropertyto the north of the Seelerpropertyat 1617 Tulaneis
occupiedby SouthsideBaptistChurch. City ManagerParkerstatedthat the generalcharacterof



the areais suitedfor office or smallretailusage.City ManagerParkerexplainedthatthe applicant
indicatedthat they requestedto have a fifty (50) foot buffer nearthe RoquemoreandSeeler
propertiesto limit theimpactto theresidentialarea. City ManagerParkeraddedthatthePlanning
and ZoningCommissiondiscussedthis requestat quite a lengthandwas divided by a two (2) to
two (2) vote on whetherto recommendthis requestto the City Council. City ManagerParker
explainedthatthe Commissionersthat votedin oppositionwereprimarily concernedthatthe City
neededto look at the entire areato bring backto Council andnot just thesefive (5) lots on the
proposedzonechange,as this would alsoaffect the other surroundingproperties. City Manager
Parkerstatedthat Staff recommendedto the Council that this item be sentbackto the Planning
andZoningCommissionfor furtherreviewof theentire area.

CouncilmemberJackGordenaskedCity ManagerParkerto explainwhat the entireareawould
include. MayorBronaughthenaskedif therewas anyonein theaudiencethat wishedto speakfor
or againstthis Ordinance. City ManagerParkeraskedCity PlannerDorothyWilson to cometo
the microphoneto answerCouncilmemberGorden’squestion.City PlannerWilson statedthat the
discussionat the Planningand ZoningCommissionmeetingcenteredon CardDrive andTulane.
Ms. Wilson addedthat this would be the length of CardDrive andalong TulaneDrive. Ms.
Wilson explainedthat the discussionwas wherethe changeswould stopwhenconsideringthe
propertieson CardandTulane. Ms. Wilson alsostatedthattherewerepeoplethat werenot aware
of the proposedchangesas theyareoutsideof the notification area. Ms. Wilson addedthat the
issuecameup thattherewas a lot of traffic thatcut throughon CardDrive, andif the streetwas to
turn into a thoroughfare,thepropertyownershouldget the benefiton theresaleof their property
by changing the zoning with the understandingthat they would eventuallybe bought out.
CouncilmemberJack Gordenasked if this would include all of Tulane and all of Card. Ms.
Wilsonexplainedthat it would bethe sectionof CardbetweenChestnutDrive and TulaneDrive
andthenon Tulanefrom the Lufkin Mall to KiwanisPark. CouncilmemberGordenaskedif there
was a two to two voteby the PlanningandZoningCommission,what wouldbe thedetermination
of theCommission. City ManagerParkerstatedthat it would technicallybea denialbut explained
that the City of Lufkin Ordinancestatesthat all proposalsare brought to the City Council.
CouncilmemberGordenaskedif this wereasituationwhereit would takeamajorityvotefor the
proposalto pass. City ManagerParkerstatedthat this was correct. CouncilmemberGordenthen
asked if it would thentake all of the City Council to vote for the proposalfor it to pass. City
ManagerParkerstatedthatthis was correctbut therewas not enoughCouncilmemberspresentat
this meetingto overturnthedenialof thePlanningandZoningCommission.

MayorBronaughacknowledgedthatAbb Roquemorewas presentatthe meetingto saysomething
on the subjectof the proposedzonechange. Abb Roquemorestatedthat he lives at 303 Card,
which is at the cornerof CardDrive andTulaneDrive. Mr. Roquemoreaddedthat it would be
fine with him if the Council desiredto studythe situationmore. Mr. Roquemoreexplainedthat it
is the feelingof the neighborsthat the City of Lufldn is moving on top of themandthat therehas
beena lot of developmentin the area. Mr. Roquemorestatedthat in someways that could be
good as theywould probablyhavea lot of attractiveoffers if theydecideto sell the property,but
addedthat it was not the quiet neighborhoodthat it was when they moved to the area. Mr.
Roquemorestatedthat theywantthe properdecisionthat wouldprotectthepeopleof Lufkin to be
madeandaddedthatit was fine with him andMr. Seelerbut thathe hadnothadthe opportunityto
talk to theHamblinsaboutit.

CouncilmemberDon Langstonmovedto table the requestof Abb Roquemore,Ralph Rose,
Jonathanand ZoraidaHamblin, andEdwardandNathalieSeelerfor amendingthe FutureLand
UsePlanon propertiescommonlyknownas 302, 303, 304, and307 CardDrive and 1617 Tulane
Drive from the currentdesignationsof “Low DensityResidential”and“Office” to “Retail” andto
deferthe requestbackto the PlanningandZoningCommissionuntil morememberscould be in
attendanceand then the requestcould be reconsideredfor approval. CouncilmemberR. L.
Kuykendallsecondedthemotion. A unanimousaffirmativevotewas recorded.

10. PRESENTATION BY MR. SI]) MUNLIN AND MR. BILL CAMERON CONCERNING
THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item was apresentationby Mr. Sid Munlin and Mr.
Bill Cameronconcerningthe Information TechnologyDepartment. City ManagerPaul Parker
statedas Staffwent throughthe budgetprocesstherewerenumerousquestionsandconcernsabout
technology, wherethe City of Lufkin was going, and the rising cost. City Manager Parker
explainedthat therewere reasonsthat the IT Departmentbudgetlooks inflated. City Manager
Parkerthenturnedthe meetingoverto Bill CameronandSidMunlin.

Bill Cameronexplainedthat he was employedas theDirectorof InformationTechnologyby the
City of Lufkin whenmuchof the currenttechnologywas implemented. Mr. Cameronaddedthat
Sid Munlin is now currentlythe IT DepartmentDirector. Mr. Cameronexplainedthattogether



theywantedto showwherethe IT Departmenthadcomefrom andthe depthof thosechangesand
thenwheretheCity is currently.

Mr. Cameronstatedthathewas employedby the City of Lulkin in Augustof 1998 andaddedthat
the City andthe PoliceDepartmentwereoperatingwith two (2) separatesystems. Mr. Cameron
statedthat therewasno email serverat that time andthe entire City hadtwenty(20) virtual email
accountswith TXU. Mr. Cameronaddedthat the websitewas locatedat TXU, therewas a 10
megabyteLAN, which wasextremelyslowby today’sstandards,andtherewas oneemployee.

Mr. Cameronstatedthat the City hadathree(3) nodeWAN, but addedthat it was not connected
to anything. Mr. Cameronaddedthat the City hadnon-compliantAS400sandthat mostof the iT
budgetwas fundedin thedepartments. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat WAN standsfor WideArea
Networkand addedthat the WAN connectsall of the remotenodessuchas StreetDepartment,
WaterPlant, Zoo, Animal Control etc. or all thosedepartmentthat are not in City Hall. Mr.
Cameronexplainedthat the WAN did not work in 1998 becauseit was not hookedto anything.
Mr. Cameronaddedthat therewere laptopsin thePoliceDepartment,but theywerenot connected
to anything,so thereforetheyhadto takefloppy disks insideto the server. Mr. Cameronstated
thatthoselaptopswereretiredandhadto bereplacedby newlaptops. Mr. Cameronaddedthatthe
City hadpreviouslyboughta Novell BaseMail Systemthat theywereneverableto get to work.
Mr. CameronexplainedthattheCity movedfrom Novell to NT andbroughtin a secondemployee
andbought theHTE Systemto helpmakethe FinancialProgramY2K compliant,installeda 5.5
exchangeserver,andexpandedthe WAN to sixteen(16) nodes. Mr. Cameronstatedthat in 1999
the iT Departmentaddeda third employee. Mr. Cameronaddedthat someof theHTE costswere
transferredinto the IT Departmentandthe City certifiedY2K for the equipment. Mr. Cameron
statedthattheyupgradedmemoryfor theAS400andtook the separateAS400that was locatedin
the Police Departmentandmovedit to the IT Departmentandconsolidatedthe functionality as
well theequipment.

Mr. Cameronstatedthat theythenaddedDocushare,which is the documentarchivalsystemthat
the City of Lufkin still uses. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat the Novell systemwas actually not
suitedfor the needsof the City of Lufkin andin 2000 the City got rid of the Novell servers.Mr.
Cameronstatedthat the IT DepartmentthenchangedDirectorsfrom himself to Cindy Massey,
broughttheKurth Memorial Library up andworking, wentfrom WindowsNT to Windows2000.
Mr. Cameronaddedthatthe City thenbroughtin the CDPD Systemthatallowedthe new laptops
to communicatewith City’s serverin the PoliceDepartment. Mr. Cameronstatedthat the City
also startedthe WirelessWAN andthe IF PhoneSystem. Mr. Cameronstatedthat in 2002 they
broughtthe WirelessWAN online andthe IP PhoneSystemonline, hiredSid Munlin as the new
iT DepartmentDirector, andbegan“Click to Gov”.

Sid Munlin, currentDirector for the InformationTechnologyDepartment,statedthat two of the
major tasksthat hebeganwereto completethe clean-upandfine tuning of the WAN andthe IF
PhoneSystemthat were at remotelocations. Mr. Munlin addedthat anotherproblemthat he
encounteredwas the City was receivingsluggishresponsesfrom the AS400. Mr. Munlin stated
that they upgradedthat systemto improveusagefor the customersin the City of Lufkin. Mr.
Munlin statedthat in 2004 the iT Departmentwas taskedwith assistingwith the change-overof
the old CDPD System which AT&T discontinuedand replaced with GPRS, which was a
mandatorychange.Mr. Munlin addedthat alsoin 2004 theyran into a seriesof endof leasesfor
the IBM desktopunits that the City hadbeenusing. Mr. Munlin statedthat theythenchanged
thoseunits out for more costeffectiveDell Computers. Mr. Munlin statedthat this yearthe IT
Departmenthadseveralmajor tasks that includedrenovationson the Kiln StreetWaterTower,
brought up a new file server to alleviate somespaceandstoragerequirements,brought up a
secondaryemailserverto give improvedperformance,andhelda seriesof classesto retrainCity
personnelon theIP PhoneSystem. Mr. Munlin addedthattheIT Departmenthasseveralongoing
projectsatthis time with the majoronebeingthe set-upof the new EOC. Mr. Munlin statedthat
theyareworking to completeinstallationof the new electronics. Mr. Cameronnotedthat when
speakingof theEOC,therewereCity Staff in LouisianaandMississippia few weeksbeforewhen
theCity of Lufkin hada largerain, andtheCity Managerwas ableto look atreal timerainfall data
that comes into City Hall from sensorsandcould talk to the Staff to make decisions. Mr.
Cameronalso notedthat on anotherday whenthe City Hall lostpower to the facility, the City
temporarilylost the911 System. Mr. Cameronstatedthat the911 Servicethenrolled over to the
IP PhoneSystemwhile theCity wasconnectingto agenerator.

Mr. Cameronstatedthat thereasonthe WAN was addedwas to connectthe nodesoutsideof City
Hall. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat thoseoutside nodesneededthe capabilities to have data
communicationswith City Hall to enablethemto do theirfinancialsandruntheHTE System.Mr.
Cameronaddedthatit wasn’tthephonesystemthat drovethis, but wastheWAN, so thoseoutside
nodescould completework orders,time entry, etc. Mr. Cameronstatedthat the City of Lufkin



hada sixteen(16) nodeWAN that hadnot previouslyworkedand employeescould not complete
thebusinessprocessesof the City.

Mr. Cameronstatedthat the reoccurringcostof the WAN that did not work was approximately
$10,000monthlyandapproximately$120,000per year. Mr. Cameronaddedthat the new WAN
gavehigh-speedconnectionfor the sixteen(16) nodesandwas totally configurableby the Staff.
Mr. Cameronstatedthat theIF PhoneSystemhasthecapabilityof beingableto movephones“at-
will” andstatedthat theIT Departmentwere ableto pick phonesup andmovethem to the Civic
Centerduring thefirst few hoursof the ColumbiaShuttleRecoveryEffort, andat the inceptionthe
effort was totally working from the City’s IF PhoneSystem. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat this
givesadditionalcapabilitiesto theEmergencyManagementTeambecausethesephoneskeeptheir
samenumbersandno traditionalphoneshaveto be installed. Mr. Cameronstatedthat employees
can receive their voicemail from their City email, look up directoriesand better supportsthe
EmergencyOperationCenter.

Mr. Cameron statedthat when studying the cost analysis for the IT Department,it is like
comparingapplesto kumquats. Mr. Cameronstatedthat they arecomparinga systemthat did
not work to systemthat does. Mr. Cameronstatedthat the original LAN and Internet was
$123,000per yearanddid not work. Mr. Cameronaddedthat the new systemis approximately
$32,000per year to operateit. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat the original telephonesystemwas
$129,000but was applesto orangesfor a numberof reasons.Mr. Cameronstatedthat onereason
is therewere less telephonesanddial tonesthan the City of Lufkin currently has. Mr. Munlin
statedthat theIF PhoneSystemis approximately67% larger.

CouncilmemberDon Langstonaskedif the City of Lufkin hasgrown by that many employees
throughtheseyears.Mr. Munlin statedthatthe City hadnot addedthatmanymoreemployeesbut
that therearemoretelephoneunitsout in the workplacethanbefore. Mr. Cameronaddedthat it is
not costingthe City of Lufkin to addmoretelephonelines. Mr. Cameronstatedthat this gives
more capabilities to the employees without increasing any cost to the City of Lufkin.
CouncilmemberLangstonaskedif the City addedmoredevices.Mr. Cameronstatedthatthe City
hadalsoaddedmoredevices. CouncilmemberLangstonaskedwhy the City hadgrown aphone
systemthat was larger andwantedto know if the City was receiving67% morebenefit from the
system. Asst. City Manager/PublicWorks Keith Wright statedthat the WasteWaterTreatment
Plant’sMaintenanceBuilding did not havephoneservicein thebackof the plant,but therewas a
computerconnectedto the City’s network. Mr. Wright explainedthat whenthe new IF Phones
wereaddedtheCity wasableto addaphonein thisareaat alow costwith no reoccurringfee.

Mr. Cameronstatedthateventhoughthe systemis larger, it is still lessexpensive.Mr. Cameron
explainedthe main reasonthat this projectbeganwas becausethe City hadawirelessWAN that
could notbe used. Mr. Cameronthenexplainedthat theCity could haveconsidereda framerelay
systemthat would minimally work andthat the paybackon that systemwould 3.2 years. Mr.
Cameronaddedthat comparedto what the City hasnow, it has long sincepaidfor itself. Mr.
Cameronstatedthatmostof the capabilitieslie within the WAN System.

CouncilmemberDonLangstonaskedMr. Cameronif the City wereto install a systemthat worked
suchas CentrexSystemwould therebe a3.2yearpayback. City ManagerParkerstatedthat if the
City purchasesasystemthat wouldonly “get by”, the paybackwould be 3.2 yearsbut that if the
systemsuchas we havenow werepurchasedit wouldhavea paybackof 1.3 years. Mr. Munlin
pointedout thatthis pricing was basedon the original purchasedateof the system.

Mr. Cameronexplainedthatbasedon today’s standardsthe paybackwouldnot be as goodbecause
someof theproductshavegone down in price. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat the technologyfor
both the traditional systemand what the City currently hashave bothdecreasedin cost. Mr.
Cameronaddedthat theCity is still receivingacostsavingsfor theIF System.

Mr. Cameron then went on to explain the savings and the increase in budget for the IT
Department. Mr. Cameronstatedthat the IF PhoneSystemwasnot originally borne by the IT
Department,but was borneby the individual departmentsin the City. Mr. Cameronstatedthat the
original phonesystemsfor the City werebeingpaidby eachdepailment.Mr. Cameronaddedthat
themajorcostfor the phonesystemis now beingpaidby theIT Department.Mr. Cameronstated
that othercostshavemigratedto theIT Departmentas well.

Mr. Munlin statedthat the softwaremaintenancefees,networkequipmentfees,andmaintenance
feesfor thespecialtyprogramsin certaindepartmentshavebeenmovedto theIT Department.Mr.
Munlin explainedthat it did makesensefor IT to managethesefeesbecausethereis an economy
of scalethereashecannegotiatewith theCity’s vendorsfor breaksin the totalmaintenancecosts.
Mr. Munlin statedthat anotheritem that increasedthe IT DepartmentBudgetwas adebtservice
for the Y2K research.Mr. Munlin addedthat all of the largescaleadditionsandchangesthat are



made are typically fundedfrom the IT DepartmentBudgetfor centralizedcost location. Mr.
Munlin statedthat oneof the largejumpswas dueto the migrationof the softwaremaintenance
coststhat weremovedinto the IT DepartmentBudget. Mr. Munlin addedthat over timetherehad
beendecreasedfunctionality acrossthe City. Mr. Munlin statedthat in 2002anumberof HTE
moduleswerepurchasedby individual departmentsandthen 2003 thoseitemsmovedinto the IT
DepartmentBudgetalongwith the maintenancecosts. Mr. Munlin statedthat eachof thesecosts
is reoccurringcoststo the City. Mr. Cameronaddedthat thesecostsarein the correctplaceas
theyneedto be managedby the IT Department. City ManagerParkerstatedthat in 2004,when
the City added“Click-to-Gov”, the original costwas borneby the department.Mr. Munlin stated
that whenthe secondyear of the “service” begins,the costs aretransferredto the IT Department
Budget. City ManagerParkeraddedthat Mr. Munlin was not a part of the decisionto addthe
“Click-to-Gov” serviceto Municipal Court. Mr. Munlin statedthat eachdepartmentdetermines
most of the technologyneedsof their department. City Manager Parker added that the IT
DepartmentBudgetoftenincreasesby decisionsandrecommendationsmadeby otherdepartments
as the maintenancecostseventuallymigrateto theIT Department.

City ManagerParkerpointedout that therearestill somereoccurringmaintenancecoststhat have
yet to migrateto the IT Department. Mr. Munlin addedthat one of the larger coststhat will
eventuallymove to the IT Departmentis the Library’s Millennium System,which is a book
tracking system. Mr. Cameronthen statedthat if the City of Lufkin returnedto the traditional
telephonesystemthecostwoUld increase. Mr. Cameronexplainedthat this would be dueto the
City having to leasethe equipment,paying for changes,andthe reoccurringcostsfrom 2000
would return. Mr. Cameronaddedthat the City would still haveto havethe WAN to supportthe
HTE System. Mr. Cameronstatedthat thecurrentsystemthe City hasis now ownedas it haspaid
for itself anddeletingthetelephonesystemwouldnot reducethe total IT cost.
Mr. Cameronstatedthat the latest reorganizationfor the City of Lufkin is a good idea. Mr.
Cameronaddedthat thisrestructuringwould allow Mr. Munlin to becomemore involved in the
technicalmanagementof the IT Department. Mr. Cameronaddedthat the City hadjust built a
new mail serverandstatedthat it shouldhelpthe emailsystem. Mr. Cameronstatedthatthe City
is installing laptops in emergencyvehicles in the Fire Departmentand the IT Departmentis
currently installingequipmentin theEmergencyOperationCenter. Mr. Munlin explainedthat the
EOC will be a very nicefacility andwill alleviatethe start-uptimethat it tookto get the EOCup
andrunningto respondto emergencieswhenit wasbeingoperatedin thePoliceDepartment.

Mr. Cameronthen explainedhow Mr. Munlin had been working cleaningup sectionsof the
WAN. Mr. Cameronstatedthat on a longterm basisthe City of Lufkin needsto considerfiber
optic cablefor the future. CouncilmemberDon Langstonaskedif fiber optics is now the method
of choiceover Wide Area Networks. Mr. Cameronansweredthat fiber opticsare definitely the
methodof choicebut is very expensive.Mr. Cameronstatedthatover time he would like to see
the City of Lufkin graduallymigratetowardusingfiberoptics. Mr. Munlin statedthattherewasa
down time at SouthBaseandthe WasteWaterTreatmentPlant. Mr. Munlin explainedthat this
outagewasdueamassivelightning strike atthe SouthBaseTower that not only servicesSouth
Basebut alsoWasteWater. Mr. Munlin statedthatthe lightning strikefried everysinglepieceof
equipmentin the building such as copiers,computers,coffeemakers,etc. Mr. Munlin explained
that the IT Departmentis working to build some additional redundanciesinto the systemto
addressissueslike that whenthey occur. Mr. Munlin addedthat shouldthe SouthBaseTowergo
downtheycouldthenpossiblyfeedit from anotherroute.

CouncilmemberJackGordenaskedif therewerewaysto cut costatthis timewithout affectingthe
functionality of the system. Mr. Munlin statedthatif the City wereto cut the numberof IF Phone
units, thatit would meanhavingto eliminateapproximatelyseventy-eight(78) phonesfor thereto
be a savings,andthen again it would not be asignificantsavingsfor the City. Councilmember
Gordenaskedif the “Click-to-Gov” systemis costeffective. Mr. Cameronstatedthathe estimates
that the City bringsin approximatelythree(3) to four (4) newcustomerson thatsystemeveryday.
Mr. Cameronadded that he receivesmanyemailsfrom citizensabouthow they like to usethe
systemandhow convenientit is for them. Mr. Munlin statedthat by the increaseof utilization
that the City has, the City will have a majority paying by that method in the near future.
CouncilmemberGordenaskedif thereis somethingbuilt into the IT Department’splanfor cost
effectivenessfor the future. Mr. Munlin statedthat he pricesthe servicesthat the City of Lufkin
usesquite regularly and hashelpedto reducesome of the cost to the City. Councilmember
Gordenthenaskedif the City of Lulkin still hasthe samenumberof Centrexlines that theyhad
severalyearsago. Mr. Cameronstatedthat thosenumbersareway down andaddedthat this is
where the cost savings comes in. Mr. Cameronadded that Mr. Munlin is now looking at
eliminatingmorephonelinesby eliminating lines that arecurrently beingusedfor fax machines.
Mr. Munlin statedthat all Centrex lines had beeneliminated andthat all that were left were
traditionalanalogtelephonelines. Mr. Munlin statedthat the City originally had188 linesandis
down to 103 lines. Mr. Munlin addedthat the City could reducethat numberfurtherif the City
went to a centralizedfax system. City Manager Parker statedthat Staff is looking at the



possibility of faxing throughthe employee’scomputers. City ManagerParkeraddedthat Staff
will needto look at how many lines could be eliminatedversusthe price of the system. City
ManagerParkerexplainedthat Staffwill reviewthecosteffectivenessof anynew applicationsthat
will be addedin thefuture versusprovidinga service. City ManagerParkeraddedthat theremay
be timesthat Councilwould wantthe City to adda service,but that Staffwouldbe reviewingthe
servicesversusthecost.

CouncilmemberJackGordencommentedthat heappreciatedthe overviewgiven by Mr. Cameron
and Mr. Munlin and added that it had helpedhim to gain a greaterunderstandingof the IT
Department.Mr. Munlin statedthat if Councilhadanyfurtherquestionsor concerns,he wouldbe
happyto talk to the Council andmakeanexplanationof themaintenanceandoperations.

AssistantCity Manager/AdministrativeServicesKennethWilliams statedthat the reasonfor the
presentationwas to keep the Council informed about what is occurring with the Information
TechnologyDepartmentand added that he is taking a hardlook at the operationsof the IT
Department.

11. PRESENTATION CONCERNING A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE CITY’S
SOLID WASTE AND RECYCLING ORDINANCE

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item was a presentationconcerninga proposed
amendmentto the City’s SolidWasteandRecyclingOrdinance.City ManagerPaulParkerstated
that this Ordinancehaspreviouslybeenbroughtto the Councilandhasbeenreturnedfor review.
City ManagerParkerexplainedthat the Ordinanceis not on the agendato be voted on, but is to
bring the Councilup to dateon whatis proposedin theSolid WasteandRecyclingOrdinanceafter
theR. W. Beckstudywas completed.City ManagerParkeraddedthat Staffwould like to know of
anyproblemsor concernsthatCouncilhasbeforebringing it backfor avote.

AssistantCity Manager/AdministrativeServicesKennethWilliams statedthat he was presentto
go over the new Solid Waste and Recycling Ordinance. Mr. William then introducedLynn
Winthrop,the newRecyclingCoordinator,MelindaKartye,pastRecyclingCoordinator,who now
works for US RepresentativeLouie Gohmert,and JackReggieandDwayne Thornhill. Mr.
Williams explainedthatearlier in the yearthe staffmetto discusssomethingsthat theywantedto
accomplishthis yearin Solid Wasteanddecidedthat establishinga new Ordinancewould be one
of their main goals. Mr. Williams statedthat not only Solid WasteandRecyclingworkedon the
Ordinancebut they also includedthe Main StreetStaff, InspectionServicesStaff, andthe City
Attorney. Mr. Williams explainedthat the Ordinancewasput on hold for sometime becauseof
the BeckStudy,as theywantedto includeitemsfrom theBeckStudyin thisOrdinance.

Mr. Williams statedthat Staff determinedthat theyneededto work on the contaminationrate in
the Recycling Facility and improve the Recycling rates. Mr. Williams explainedthat in the
presentation,he wouldhit on the highpoints andproposedchangesto the Solid WasteOrdinance.
Mr. Williams statedthat anythingwritten in red in the documentthat was in the Council’spacket,
werechangesto the currentOrdinance. Mr. Williams addedthat the purposewas to receivea
consensusfrom Council to go forwardwith thenewproposedSolid WasteOrdinance.

Mr. Williams statedthat Staff is looking at four (4) Chaptersin the Ordinance. Mr. Williams
statedthat Chapterfifty (50) basicallydealswith GarbageandRefuse,Chapterfifty-three (53)
dealswith SpecialWaste,which usedto be referredto as Solid Waste,Chapterfifty-four (54) is
Recyclingand is acompletelynew sectionandChapterfifty-five (55) dealswith the Downtown
District.

Mr. Williams statedthatoneof themainreasonsthatStaffchoseto do this was becausethe City’s
Ordinanceneededupdatingandit neededto be alignedwith the automatedcollectionsystem. Mr.
Williams statedthat in Chapterfifty (50) therewill be addedto theOrdinancethat the containers
areCity provided,that garbagehasto be baggedandplacedinsideof the providedcontainer,the
containershouldbe placedwithin three(3) feet of the curb, andplacedoutsidebetween7:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. Mr. Williams statedthat if there is a customerthat habitually has an overfilled
containerthe City is proposingto providethecustomerwith alargerninety (90) gallon container.
Mr. Williams explainedthat this shouldhelpreducethe contaminationrate in recyclables. Mr.
Williams statedthat on the commercialsidetheCity is proposingto reducethepriceof theroll-off
containerssetdown fee. Mr. Williams statedthat currentlythe setdown fee is $208 andtheyare
proposingto changethis rateto $100.Mr. Williams explainedthatcurrentlyfor roll-off containers
it costs$208 for the setdown fee, $156 permonth rental fee,and$10.26per cubicyardto dump
thecontainer. Mr. Williams statedthatthe City is working to makethisfeemorereasonable.Mr.
Williams statedthat therewill be specificationsfor the dumpsterenclosuresto makethem more
attractive. Mr. Williams addedthat in the collectionof commercialcontractedlandscapedebris
the contractormusthaul off this debris. Mr. Williams statedthat rental propertieshavebeena



continuousproblemas whenpeoplemovein andout theyoften pile old usedfurniture anddebris
outsidefor collection. Mr. Williams statedthattherebe a$50 fee for the City to disposeof this
debrisandthat theownerof the propertywould providetheCity adequateaccessto theproperty.
Mr. Williams statedthatthe disposalof demolitionandconstructiondebrishasto be permittedand
properly disposedof. Mr. Williams addedthat the City of Lufkin would be the exclusivehauler
exceptfor the owneror anagentof theownercoulddisposeof thedebris.

Mr. Williams statedthat Chapterfifty-three (53) usedto be calledSolid Wasteandwill now be
referred to as Special Waste. Mr. Williams explained that this is basically hazardouswaste
materialssuch as blood and sharps.Mr. Williams addedthat the penalty for a violation of this
sectionof the Ordinancewas changedfrom $500 to $2000.Mr. Williams addedthat accordingto
StateLaw thispenaltycouldgo up as muchas $1,000,000.

Mr. Williams reiteratedthat Chapterfifty-four (54) is a new sectionnamedRecycling. Mr.
Williams statedthis sectiongoesinto more detail concerningrecycling andalso addressesthe
residentialrecyclingcontainers.Mr. Williams addedthat while the City doesencouragecitizensto
compost, they will still pick up landscapewaste.Mr. Williams explainedthat although the
OrdinancestatesthattheCity of Lufkin is to bethe exclusivehaulersof recyclablematerials,there
aresomeexceptionssuchas largeindustriesandbusinesses.Mr. Williams addedthat a quarterly
reportwould be requestedfrom theselargebusinessesand industriesconcerningthe volume that
theyarehauling. Mr. Williams statedthatthereis aproposedreductionin the recyclingrates.Mr.
Williams addedthat basedon an eight (8) cubicyard dumpster,aone (1) time per weekdump is
$84. Mr. Williams statedthat the City is proposingto reducethis ratefor aneight (8) cubic yard
dumpsterto $35. Mr. Williams addedthat for the samedumpstertwo (2) times per week it is
currently$169 andthe City is proposingto changetherateto $70. Mr. Williams statedthatthree
(3) timesfor this samedumpsteris currently$253 andthe City is proposingto changethe rateto
$105,four (4) times is currently$338 andthe City proposesto changethe rateto $140,andfive
(5) timesis currently$422andtheCity proposesto changethe rateto $175.Mr. Williams stated
that Staff thinks that this will be a real incentive for peopleto recycle.Mr. Williams addedthat
Lynn Winthrop will begoing to individualbusinessesto performwasteauditsandto explainhow
thebusinessescansavemoney.

Mr. Williams statedthat Chapterfifty-five (55) the Downtown District is ratherunique. Mr.
Williams addedthat it is a confinedareathat is difficult to accessby the automatedtrucks. Mr.
Williams explainedthat the major methodof collection is currently by peopleplacing plastic
garbagebags out onto the street for collection twice a week and one time collection for
recyclables.Mr. Williams statedthatbuildingswith multipletenantsmustpayafee of $21.65for
eachtenantper month. Mr. Williams statedthat thereis included in this Ordinanceaban on
bringing garbagefrom home. Mr. Williams addedthat thereis a penalty clausefor thosewho
violatethis ordinance.

Mr. Williams concludedthat this new Ordinanceis neededand is long overdue.Mr. Williams
addedthat the City wants to increaserecycling, cover the Downtown District, addedhigher
penaltiesfor violations,andaddressesa variety of collectionpractices.

CouncilmemberDonLangstonstatedthata numberof the citiesin the areaareconsidered“open”
which meansthereis a competitiveenvironmentfor theseservices.CouncilmemberLangston
added that the City of Lufkin is “closed” and that he understoodthe logic behind that.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat in 50.02the Ordinancestatedthat the City of Lufkin is the
exclusiveproviderwithout anauthorizedpermit,but addedthat it is a little ambiguousin relation
to someof theproposedchangesin the Ordinance.CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthat it states
that the City is the exclusiveprovider,but will makeallowancesfor certaintypes of demolition
debrisremoval. CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthat the Ordinanceis not clearand leaveshim
hangingwith a lot of “what ifs?” CouncilmemberLangstonpointed out that Mr. Williams had
addressedthat one of these allowanceswould be large retailers that use outside recycling.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthathe washavingtroublewith thewordingof 50.02.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat in 50.26 the City talks abouta specificationfor dumpster
enclosures.CouncilmemberLangstonasked if the City has a designfor this specification.Mr.
Williams statedthat InspectionServicesDirectorBeaufordChapmanhadgiven the City adesign
for theseenclosures.

Mr. Williams statedthattherecyclingportionof the Ordinancewaspurposelywritten to be alittle
ambiguousbecauseit is hard to tell businessesthat they cannot make money off of their
recyclables.Mr. Williams explainedthat it is verydifficult to enforce. CouncilmemberLangston
stated that his concern is the City provides service instead of trying to make a profit.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat the City is makingaprettyhealthyprofit basedon the fund
balanceandthat he is always looking at waysto not overburdenthe peoplethat haveto payfor



theseservices. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat he lookedat the overall Ordinancefrom that
standpoint.

CouncilmemberLangstonaskedwhat it would actuallycostif anoutsideproviderwereallowedto
providetheseservices.CouncilmemberLangstonpointedout that he hadprovidedacomparison
to Staffof thirteen(13) cities in Lufkin’ s geographicalareaandthatLufkin is rankedfive (5) out
of the thirteen(13). CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthat Lufkin is the fifth highestout of a
possiblethirteen(13) which in his opinion meansthat the City of Lufkin is alreadyatthe top of
the ladder. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat this is poor commercialhandling,and that he
feelsthat it is imperativethatthe City not literally priceitself beyonda reasonableexplanationto
thosecitizensthat areusingthe service.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthatan averagecostto removedebrison aconstructionsite today
would run approximately$8,000to $12,000for a relatively smalljob. CouncilmemberLangston
explainedthat it is always an added concern becauseit is an added cost to the project.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat while there will be acost, it shouldbe a reasonablecost.
CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthat is why he did thecomparisonchartwith othercities in this
area. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat while the City of Lufkin doesnot haveto be the least
expensive,the City shouldbe reasonableandin line with othercities.

CouncilmemberLangstonexplainedthat his primary concernwas with the roll-off dumpster
service in demolition. CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthat othercities are open or negotiable
dependingon the size of the projectin providingdumpsterservice,but the City of Lufkin hasno
leeway. CouncilmemberLangstonaskedin specialpermittingfor removal of debrisby outside
contractors,would that addressdemolitionof buildings by demolition contractorsthat usetheir
own trucksto remove-the material. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat the Ordinanceleft him
sensingthat perhapsit would and perhapsit would not and was ambiguous.Mr. Williams
explainedthatto demolisha building,you would first haveto be issueda demolitionpermit. Mr.
Williams statedthat is does allow for the businessowner or their agent to removethe debris
themselves. Mr. Williams addedthat this Ordinanceis gearedtoward the wastemanagement
incorporationsinsteadof the contractor’sincorporations.

CouncilmemberLangston stated that 50.3 Roll-off Containers: states that all commercial
businesseshandling constructionmaterialsnew or used shall utilize a roll-off containerfor
disposalof thatmaterial.CouncilmemberLangstonpointedoutthat mostof thosecompanieshave
trucksthat arecapableof haulingtheir debrisdirectly to the Landfill. CouncilmemberLangston
statedthat now they are being deniedthat opportunity and that it is definitely somethingthat
Councilneedsto look atandgetfeedbackfrom thosebusinesses.CouncilmemberLangstonadded
that otherwisewhy wouldn’t the businessgo to Diboll to purchasetheir building materialsas it
could be lessexpensive.CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthathe would ratherseethosesalestax
dollarsstayinLufkin.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthatin 50.4 Disposalof ConstructionandDemolition Debris: the
City of Lufkin is theexclusivehauler,within the City, unlessapermit is grantedby the Directorof
Solid Wasteto haulsuchdebrisby owneror agent. CouncilmemberLangstonpointedoutthat this
sectiondid not point out whatconditionsallow a permitandjust saysit is atthe discretionof the
Director. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthatthe City needsto clarify whattermsandconditions
wouldallow outsideuseof haulers.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat the reductionof the placementfee to $100 wasgreatbut
addedthat it still doesn’thelptheCity to bein line with someof its closestneighbors.

CouncilmemberLangstonaskedabout50.51A that statesthat out of town roll-off ratesshallbe
assessedandcollectedfrom personsandbusinessesthat areprovidedroll-off containerservice.
CouncilmemberLangstoninquiredif the City of Lufkin receivesalot of businessfrom outsidethe
City. Mr. Williams statedthattheCity doesnot receivealot of businessfrom outsidetheCity.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat in 53.02ProhibitedMaterialsandRegulationsthe changes
statesthat the Director of the Solid WasteDepartmentmayalso makereasonablerulesregarding
the collectionand disposalby theCity’s Solid WasteDepartmentfor anygarbage,rubbish,trash,
etc. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat what is reasonableto onepersonmaynot be reasonable
to another. CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthathethinks the City shouldbe alittle moredefined
in what it is talking about. CouncilmemberLangstonsuggestedthat the City could provide a
definitionof whatto expectto berejectedandaddedthatthis is alsoambiguous.

CouncilmemberLangston statedthat the Ordinancestatesthat the property owner shall be
responsiblefor arrangingwith anauthorizedprivatehaulerfor thecollection,removalanddisposal
and addedthat the Ordinancedoesnot tell you who authorizesthis. CouncilmemberLangston



askedif thiswouldbeTCEQauthorizationandif so, theCity shouldincludethis in theOrdinance.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat the City should define who is an authorizedhauleror let
TCEQdefinethis.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat in 54.02A, the Ordinancesaysthat the City of Lufkin shall
provideresidentialandcommercialrecyclingcollectionwithin thecity limits of Lufkin andthat no
personshallengagein the businessof collectingandselling residentialor commercialmaterials
placedout for collectionunlesspermittedby the City of Lufkin Solid WasteServicesDepartment.
CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthathis understandingwouldmeandumpsterserviceandthatthe
City doesnot want peopleweedingthroughotherpeople’sdumpsters. Mr. Williams statedthat
this couldmeandumpstersor residentialcontainers.Mr. Williams addedthatthis is againstTCEQ
laws.

MayorLouis Bronaughaskedif therecyclingbins areprivateproperty. Mr. Williams repliedthat
theyarethepropertyof theCity of Lufkin.

CouncilmemberLangston stated that in 54.16 Commercial Hauling and Transporting of
Recyclables:the City shouldconsiderthat in demolitiontherearerecyclables. Councilmember
Langstonadded that there is steel, rebar and things of that nature that can be recycled.
CouncilmemberLangstonasked if that is specifically addressedwhere that would be allowed
somewhereelse in the Ordinance.Mr. Williams statedthat it would be in construction and
demolition,if it were. Mr. Williams addedthat if the City weregoing to includesomethingthat it
shouldprobablygo into that section. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat theOrdinanceis saying
that withoutapermit thattheCity is the exclusivehaulerof thoseitems.CouncilmemberLangston
addedthat it should be statedthat the owner or his agentwould be allowedto disposeof this
debris. Mr. Williams pointed out that agent is included in the Ordinance.Councilmember
Langstonstatedthat there was also an exceptionunder the samesectionthat statedthat any
person, firm or businessproviding transportationof recyclablesfrom City to residentialsolid
waste accountswould be an exception. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat this seemslike a
contradiction.Mr. Williams explainedthat the intent of that would be if it weresomeonethat the
City hiredto collecttherecyclables.

CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthathis real concernwas theCity not createaburdenin trying to
disposeof debris, especiallyon constructionsites, becauseburning is somethingthat has been
previouslydiscussedand eventually all of the debris will have to be hauled.Councilmember
Langstonaddedthat he did not want to createan Ordinancethat makesit necessaryfor all of the
debristo becollectedby the City of Lufkin andaddedthat if it is goingto be that way, the City of
Lufkin certainly needs to be competitive. CouncilmemberLangstonreiteratedthat this is a
considerablecostin the constructionprojecttoday andwantsthe City to be cognizantof thatfact.
CouncilmemberLangstonadded that even though there is a convenienceinvolved in the
Ordinancefor the Solid WasteDepartment,it is alsocreatinglessof a conveniencefor the end
usersandthathe would like to seetheCity of Lufkin considergettingthe ratesmorein line with
someof the othercities in the area. CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat he wantedthe City of
Lufkin to remaincustomerfriendly. Mr. Williams explainedthat this was thepointof lowering the
setdownfees. CouncilmemberLangstonpointedout that this was a small tokenwhencompared
to the feesof othercities in our area.CouncilmemberLangstonstatedthat he doesnot want the
City of Lufkin to justlook athow revenuecanberaisedin light of thelargefund balancethat the
City has. CouncilmemberLangstonpointedout thatthe City mustbe doingsomethingright, such
as good management,but that perhapsthe rate structureshouldnot continue to be raisedas a
convenienceto the City of Lufkin withoutjustification. Mr. Williams statedthat is why the Staff
was at this meeting. Mr. Williams added that it was to find out what the Council wants.
CouncilmemberLangstonaddedthat thereneededto be someclarification to the Ordinanceand
someconsiderationto thelargeusers.

12. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

Mayor Louis Bronaughstatedthat the next item for considerationwas a report from Paul Parker,
City Manager.City ManagerPaulParkerstatedhewould deferto CouncilmemberJackGordento
give a summationof the QuarterlyFinancialReport. CouncilmemberJackGordenstatedthat the
FinancialCommitteemetwith the City’s financial advisor,Dick Long andmadesurethat the City
of Lufkin is in compliancewith somerecentchangesin InvestmentPolicy requirementsrelatedto
municipalities. CouncilmemberGordenaddedthat the Committeereviewedthe investmentsand
in the estimationof the Committeethe Staff is doing a greatjob of managingthe fundsof the City
to thebestinterestof the taxpayersof the City by moving them into accountsthat earnintereston
every dollar they can. CouncilmemberGorden added that the Committee reviewed some
informationfrom the Firemen’sRetirementFundthat the City hassomeresponsibilitiesto. City
ManagerParkeraddedthatthe Committeedecidedto continuetheir InvestmentPolicy, wherethey
do quarterlyinvestmentsas partof the portfolio.



City ManagerParkerthen highlightedthat the GeneralFundRevenuesarecoming in very well.
City ManagerParkeraddedthat SalesTax hasbeenup this calendaryearapproximatelynine (9)
% andthe fiscal yearis just slightly undereight(8) %. City ManagerParkerstatedthat theWater
Revenueis backon targetat this time. City ManagerParkeraddedthat the City hadvery high
waterusagein the month of June2005.City ManagerParkerstatedthat Staffexpectsthe Water
Revenueto meettheir expectations.City ManagerParkerstatedthat Solid Wasteis right on target
and the Hotel/MotelFundarequarterlypayments,and is running slightly below average. City
ManagerParkerpointedout the thereis a committeeworking on the HIPPA healthbenefitsand
healthinsurancere-biddingandaddedthat this fund continuesto dwindle. City ManagerParker
added that the City will open bids on July

28
th andaddedthat this committeewould work

diligently to bring a recommendationto Councilto stabilizethat fund. City ManagerParkeradded
thathe wouldnotgo throughthe otherfundsor theCapitalProjectStatusReportunlesstherewere
specific questionsfrom theCouncil.

13. MayorLouis Bronaughrecessedthe RegularSessionat7:28p.m. to enterinto ExecutiveSession.

EXECUTIVE SESSION: In accordancewith the TexasGovernmentCodeSection551.071(2)
Consultationwith City Attorney on any RegularSessionAgenda item requiring confidential,
attorney/clientadvicesnecessitatedby thedeliberationor discussionof saiditems(asneeded),and
realestate,appointmentto boardsandpersonnelmaybediscussed.

MayorLouis BronaughreconvenedtheRegularSessionat8:15p.m.

14. Therebeingno furtherbusinessfor consideration,themeetingadjournedat 8:16 p.m. -

‘/7 Louis A. Bronaugh — Mayor
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