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PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS, the Lewisville Baseball Association has
provided services for 50 years with all volunteers; and

WHEREAS, the Lewisville Baseball

Association was established in 1960 to give the youth

in the greater Lewisville area a safe, organized league to play baseball; and

WHEREAS, the Lewisville Baseball Association is the oldest of its kind in
this area; and

WHEREAS, the youth of the community are at the forethought of every
decision made in the organization; and

WHEREAS, scholarships are offered to the less fortunate families in
Lewisville each year; and

WHEREAS, this year a pitch-in program was started which allows families
to donate their gently used equipment so that less fortunate families will not have
to purchase equipment for their children; and

WHEREAS, the Lewisville Baseball Association operates boys and girls
programming in T-ball, baseball and softball.

NOW THEREFORE, | Dean Ueckert, Mayor of the City of Lewisville, Texas,
and on behalf of the Lewisville City Council, do hereby proclaim March 27, 2010,
as

LEWISVILLE BASEBALL ASSOCIATION DAY

in the City of Lewisville, and would like to invite all city officials and their
families out to participate in our kick-off festivities which are scheduled to begin at
6 p.m. on March 26, 2010.

Dean Ueckert, Mayor



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
VIA: Bob Monaghan, Director
FROM: Hilary Boen, Aquatic Supervisor
DATE: March 1, 2010

SUBJECT: SPECIAL PRESENTATION BY MAYOR UECKERT

BACKGROUND

The City of Lewisville Parks and Leisure Services and Aquatic Supervisor nominated the City’s
aquatic facilities and programming for the 2010 Category 2 Agency of the Year Award. The
Texas Public Pool Council awarded this honor to The City of Lewisville at their annual
conference in College Station, Texas on Tuesday, January 5, 2010.

The Texas Public Pool Council was organized over 26 years ago by aquatic professionals who
sought to advance the field of aquatics through education and collaboration. Over the years the
Pool Council has grown from the original group of 8 aquatic professionals from Texas to more
than 300 members, including aquatic professionals, health inspectors, vendors, and students, that
come from across the South Central United States.

The category in which Lewisville competes for awards at T.P.P.C. includes all agencies that
serve a population of 50,000 to 99,999 residents. This particular category is one of the most
popular category for award submissions. There were a total of eight submissions in this category,
but it should be no surprise that Lewisville came out on top.

In 2002, Lewisville residents voted for a sales tax increase that would allow the City to build
new leisure facilities, with two new pools being at the top of the list. In September of 2004, the
City gutted the two original aquatic facilities with the anticipation of the new facilities to come.
When the new aquatic facilities opened in Summer 2005, the public’s expectations were not only
met, they were exceeded. The public not only enjoyed the more exciting facilities, but they also
enjoyed the increased programming.

Since the initial opening of the aquatic facilities, the City continues to offer exceptional aquatic
experiences. The City has added surveillance cameras around the parks for added security. The
addition of lightening detection systems provides a layer of protection for the participants. The
Ultra Violet systems keep the water safe for all swimmers, by rendering useless any potentially
harmful bugs. On top of all the safety measures, the City has added numerous classes, activities,
and special events.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Russ Kerbow, Police Chief
DATE: March 4, 2010

SUBJECT: Recognition of the Lewisville Police Department with the Texas Police
Chief’s Association Best Practices Recognition Status Award.

BACKGROUND

The Lewisville Police Department volunteered to participate in the Texas Police Chief’s
recognition program which allows a police agency in Texas to prove it is in compliance with
Texas Law Enforcement Best Practices. The “Best Practices” were developed by Texas law
enforcement professionals to assist agencies in efficient and effective delivery of service and the
protection of an individual’s right under the U.S. Constitution.

ANALYSIS

The Lewisville Police Department’s policy and procedures were reviewed and audited by
members of the recognition committee and on February 8, 2010, the Lewisville Police
Department received notification that we have become the 28" police agency in the State of
Texas to achieve “recognition status.” Being “Recognized” means the Lewisville Police
Department meets or exceeds all of the identified “Best Practice” standards for Texas Law
Enforcement agencies.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude E. King, City Manager

VIA: Eric Ferris, Director of Community Development
FROM: T. S. Kumar, P.E., City Engineer

DATE: March 2, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of Final Acceptance of the Valley Ridge Southeast Water Lines,
Line A Project; and Authorization to Make Final Payment to W. R. Hodgson
Co., L.P., in the Amount of $76,992.23.

BACKGROUND

On October 6, 2008, the City Council awarded a contract to W. R. Hodgson Co., L.P. in the
amount of $1,534,076.85 for the construction of the Valley Ridge Southeast Water Lines, Line A
Project. A total amount of $759,836 was approved to include $22,131 for contingencies.
Additionally, the City Council approved one change order on June 15, 2009, in the amount of
$47,908.00, for a revised contract amount of $1,581,984.85. The original contract time was
revised from 240 calendar days to 255 calendar days.

The project consisted of construction of a new 30-inch water line north of Bennett Lane at
Lakeway Drive to Railroad Street then to East Main Street. This water line is currently on the
Water Distribution System Master Plan and will help loop an existing dead end 30-inch water
line between Bennett Lane and East Main Street.

The original project, Valley Ridge Southeast Water Lines, was broken into three construction
projects. Line A (STA 69+50 to End) is incorporated into the Valley Ridge Boulevard (South of
SH 121 Business) project to avoid contractor conflicts. Line B, previously was constructed as a
stand-alone project along Lakeway Drive. The remaining segment of Line A was constructed
under this contract.

ANALYSIS

The actual construction cost of the project is $1,539,844.50, resulting in a savings of $42,140.35.
The work was substantially completed and the water line placed in service within the contract
time. Due to work in the Railroad Street and Bennett Lane area by other contractors, restoration
of disturbed areas caused delays.



Subject: Final Acceptance of Valley Ridge Southeast Water Lines, Line A Project
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The final payment in the amount of $76,992.23 is available in the Valley Ridge Southeast
Waterlines Capital Project Fund. The warranty period is two years from the date of final
acceptance by the City Council.

RECOMMENDATION

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council accept the Valley Ridge Southeast Water
Lines, Line A Project; and authorize final payment as set forth in the caption above.
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CITY OF LEWISVILLE

Project Progress Estimate

Project Name: Yalley Ridge Southeast Waterlines Line A Contract Date; October §, 2008
Project No. U15537
Estimate No.: 8 and Final
Contractor: W. R. Hodgson Co., LP Period Through:  February 24, 2010
10165 C.R. 106
Celina, TX 76009 Start Date: January 5, 2009
Time Allocated: 255 Calendar Days
Time Used: 415 Calendar Days
Date Awarded By Council: 10-6-08
Date Accepted By Council:
Change Order Summary: Application is made for payment, as foliows:
C.0. No. 1 (6-15-09) $47,908.00 1. Original Contract Amount $1,534,076.85
2. Net Change by Change Order $47.,908.00
3. Contract Amount to Date: $1,581,984 .85
(Line t + Line 2)
4. Total Compteted to Date: $1,539,844 .50
5. Retainage: 5% of Line 4 $0.00
6. Total Earned Less Retainage $1,539,844 .50
(Line 4 less Line 5)
7. Less Previous Payments $1,462,852.27
8. Less Liquidated Damages: $0.00
Net Change <0-Daysat$ /Day
By Change Order: $47,908.00 9. Current Payment Due $76,992.23
Certified as Correct: Purchase Order No.: 90303
By: Line # Accounting Code Amount
Date: 1 414-0000-701.51-04 $76,992.23
Approved:
By:
Payment Due: $76,992.23
Date:




CITY OF LEWISVILLE

Project Progress Estimate
Continuation Sheet

Project Name: Valley Ridge Southeast Waterlines Line A

Project No. U15537 Estimate No.: 8 and Final
e . Estimated Quantity o Amount
Item No. Description Unit Quantity  Complete Unit Price
1. Start Up (Bonds, Insurance, Move In, Sanitary LS 1 1 $30,800.00 $30,800.00
Facilities)
2. Prep R.O.W. STA 68 68 $150.00 $10,200.00
3.  Erosion Control LS 1 1 $50,000.00 ~ $50,000.00
4. Surveying LS 1 1 $7,000.00 $7,000.00
5. Traffic Control : LS 1 1 $4,000.00 $4,000.00
6.  Trench Safety LF 6660 6660 $0.50 $3,330.00
7 *30-Inch Water Line LF 6750 6750 $155.20 $1,047,600.00
8. Dry Bore and Install 42-Inch x 9/16" Thick Steel LF 170 170 $657.00  $111,6%90.00

Encasement (exclusive of water main)

" 9. Open Cut and Install 42-Inch x 9/16" Thick LF 40 40 $665.00 $26,600.00
Steel Encasement (exclusive of water main)

10 12-Inch DR 18 PVC Water Line LF 20 20 $71.85 $1,437.00

11.  30-Inch Butterfly Valve Complete with EA 2 2 $31,600.00 $63,200.00
Standard Vault and Bypass Piping

12, 30-Inch Butterfly Valve (Direct Bury) Complete EA 3 3 $21,000.00 $63,000,00
with Bypass Piping

13.  12-Inch Tapping Sleeve and Valve EA 1 1 $4,440.00 $4,440.00

14, 12-Inch Valve (Flanged) EA 2 2 $1,600.00 $3,200.00

15.  6-Inch Standard Blow-Off Valve and Discharge EA 1 1 $3,000.00 $3,000.00
Piping per Plans and Detail




CITY OF LEWISVILLE

Project Progress Estimate

Continuation Sheet

Project Name: Valley Ridge Southeast Waterlines Line A
Project No. U15537

Estimate No.: 8 and Final

e ., Estimated Quantity T Amount
Item No. Description Unit Quantity  Complete Unit Price

16.  6-Inch Modified Blow-Off Valve and Discharge EA 2 2 $3,0006.00 $6,000.00
Piping per Plans and Detail

17.  2-Inch Standard Air Release and Vacuum Valve EA 2 2 $3,250.00 $6,500.00
and all Appurtenance, Complete

18.  2-Inch Modified Air Refease and Vacoum Valve EA 1 1 $4,000.00 $4,000.00
and all Appurtenance, Complete

19.  Remove & Replace Standard 4-foot Diameter EA 1 1 $2,500.00 $2,500.00
Sanitary Sewer Manhole

20 12-Inch Sanitary Sewer Line, Complete LF 20 0 $31.00 $0.00
w/Embedment and Backfill

21.  2-Inch Hot Mix Asphalt (Type D) Surface Coat  SY 900 510 $16.50 $8,415.00
(Per Plan Quantity)

22, 6-Inch Flexable Base (Grade 1) (Per Plan SY 1100 433 $7.00 $3,045.00
Quantity

23.  Concrete Encasement LF 30 27 $75.00 $2,025.00

24,  Hydraulic Mulch Seeding, Including 4 Inches of SY 30116 24089 $0.50 $12,044.50
topsail (Per Plan Quantity)

25.  Pipeline Markers EA 12 12 $35.00 $420.00

Change Order No, 1

1. Start Up LS 1 1 $2,500.00 $2,500.00

26.  8-Inch DR 18 PVC Water Line LF 36 36 $54.50 $1,962.00

27.  12-Inch DR 18 PVC Water Line LF 420 480 $64.00 $30,720.00

28.  8-Inch Gate Valve (Flanged) EA 1 1 $1,050.00 $1,050.00

29, 12-Inch Gate Valve (Flanged) EA 3 3 $1,650.00 $4,950.00




CITY OF LEWISVILLE

Project Progress Estimate
Continuation Sheet

Project Name: Valley Ridge Southeast Waterlines Line A
Project No. U15537

Estimate No.: 8 and Final

Item No. Description Unit %:;2::? g:;z:lté Unit Price Amount
30. Fire Hydrant Assembly EA 1 I $2,795.00 $2,795.00
31.  Connect to Existing 8-Inch Water Line EA 3 3 $1,925.00 $5,775.00
32.  Connect to Existing 12-Inch Water Line EA 1 1 $2,350.00 $2.350.00
33. Remove & Salvage Fire Hydrant Assembly EA 1 1 $750.00 $750.00
34.  Trench Safety LF 456 456 $1.00 $456.00
35,  2-Inch Hot Mix Asphalt (Type D) Surface Coat  SY 10 10 $55.00 $550.00
36.  6-Inch Flexable Base (Grade 1) SY 26 26 $15.00 $390.00

Field Change No. 1
37.  Connection to Existing 30 Inch Water Line @ 18 1 1 $11,150.00 $11,150.00

Station 69-+50
Total $1,539,844.50




MEMORANDUM

TO: Lisa Cloud, Purchasing Agent
FROM: Maurice Strickland, Operations Supervisor ULM
DATE: February 11, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of a Bid Award for an Annual Requirements Contract for Clamps,
Fittings and Pipe to Ferguson Waterworks, McKinney, Texas, for an
Estimated Amount of $83,730.85.

BACKGROUND

This material will be used to maintain our infrastructure, such as repairing water/sewer mains
and maintaining our valve and fire hydrants.

ANALYSIS

On February 4, 2010, Seven (7) bids were opened for the annual bid for clamps, fittings and
pipe. There were three incomplete bids and four complete bids. The apparent complete low bid is
from Ferguson Waterworks, 10077 W. University Dr. McKinney, TX. 75071, in the amount of
$83,730.85. Funds are available in the 2009-2010 Utility Fund Public Services Operating
Budget.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve a bid award for an annual
requirements contract for clamps, fittings, and pipe to Ferguson Waterworks, McKinney, Texas,
as set forth in the caption above.



CITY OF LEWISVILLE
PURCHASING DIVISION

BID TABULATION

BID NO. BI-10-21-A

CLAMPS, FITTINGS, AND PIPE

FERGUSON WATERWORKS

McKINNEY, TEXAS $83,730.85
METRO VALVE

DALLAS, TEXAS $86,310.26

MAINLINE SUPPLY
DALLAS, TEXAS $90,562.84

ACT PIPE SUPPLY

DALLAS, TEXAS $91,871.59
HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS
DALLAS, TEXAS $95,802.97

MUNICIPAL WATER WORKS
ROYSE CITY, TEXAS $103,483.17

Note: A bid was received from H20 Supply, Inc., Carrollton, Texas, but it was incomplete with
pricing provided on only a small group of items.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Richard A. Lasky, Fire Chief
DATE: March 3, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of a Supplemental Appropriation to the Fiscal Year 2009-2010 Fire
and Police Training Fund.

BACKGROUND

The Lewisville Fire Department projected $5,000 in Fire and Police Training Fund expenditures
and revenue for Fiscal Year 2009-2010. Despite the weak economy, we’ve experienced heavier
than expected use of the training field and flashover container. Currently our collected revenue
is $13,635 and expenditures are $5,451.

ANALYSIS

We are asking for a supplemental appropriation of $3,000 to the Fire Training Supplies Account
(222-0841-422-4223) and $3,000 to the Overtime Account (222-0841-422-4114). Revenue
brought in this fiscal year will more than cover the increase in expenditures. The $6,000 will
cover the deficit of $451 and projected costs of $5,549 for overtime/benefits and supplies for the
remainder of the fiscal year. At this time, staff has the All Saws Class, and one more department
scheduled for flashover training.

RECOMMENDATION

The City staff’s recommendation is that the City Council approve a supplemental appropriation
as set forth in the caption above.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Larry Buchannan, Director of Technology Services
DATE: March 4, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of the Final Payment to Henkel’s & McCoy, Inc., in the Amount of
$18,596.56 for the Construction of a 10 Gigabit Fiber Optic Network.

BACKGROUND

On March 7, 2008, the City Council awarded a bid in the amount of $452,998.59 to Henkel’s &
McCoy, Inc., for the construction of a 10-gigabit fiber optic network.

The project consisted of construction of a 10 gigabit fiber optic network to connect Old Town
City Hall, the Municipal Annex, the Feaster Water Treatment Plant, Kealy Operations Center
and back to Old Town City Hall.

ANALYSIS

The actual construction cost of the project was $565,928.59. Four additional change orders were
issued to accommodate construction issues encountered in the field. The work has been
completed, and, in accordance with the contract documents. The final payment in the amount of
$18,596.56 in retainage is available in the GT0750 Capital Project Fund. The warranty period is
two years from the date of final acceptance by the City Council.

RECOMMENDATION

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve the final payment of $18,596.56
as set forth in the caption above.



m Henkels & McCoy, Inc.
rreerererd 2268 Collection Center Drive » Chicago, 1L 60693

215-283-7600

ORIGINAL INVOICE
Page 1 of 1

INVOICE DATE: 02.23.2010 CUSTOMER NUMBER: 1235705 INVOICE # LWYVLS81-R1000
TO- . o IMPORTANT
- City of Lewisville PLEASE INCLUDE THE ABOVE NUMBER ON ALL
PO Box 299002 REMITTANCES SO PROPER CREDIT MAY BE MADE
Lewisville, Texas 75029 TO YOUR ACCOUNT
MAIL ALL REMITTANCES TO:
HENKELS & McCQY, INC.
2268 Collection Center Drive
ATTN: Accounts Payable Chicago, IL 60693
UNIT CD DESCRIPTION \ RESOURCE oTY PRICE AMOUNT
Custom Reference Number: City of Lewisville 080828
Final Release of Retainage 1.0 ‘ 18,596.56 $18,596.56
SUB TOTAL: $0.00
TAX:
RETAINAGE: $18,596.56
INVOICE TOTAL: $18,596.56




MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Brenda Martin, Director of Finance
DATE: March 5, 2010

SUBJECT: COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT (CAFR) FOR
FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2009

BACKGROUND

The independent annual audit of the City's financial statements is complete. The 2009
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) is provided in compliance with Administrative
Policy and Procedure 3.1.2, Accounting, Auditing and Financial Reporting. The report includes
the auditor's opinion statement regarding the financial statement presentation. Enclosed
additionally is the Single Audit Report on Federal Financial Assistance.

The auditor's opinion statement is on page 15-16 of the CAFR and states that in their opinion the
financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the respective financial position of the
government activities, the business-type activities, each major fund and the aggregate remaining
fund information of the City as of September 30, 2009 in conformity with accounting principles
generally accepted in the United States of America.

ANALYSIS
Highlights of the CAFR are as follows:

e In the General Fund, total fund balance exceeded the prior year balance by $479,011 or
1.5%. Revenues fell short of budget by $212,975. The shortfall resulted primarily from
continued declines in sales tax receipts and investment revenues related to the economic
downturn. Total expenditures in the General Fund were well below budget. The General
Fund unrestricted, undesignated fund balance increased from $31,175,630 to
$31,658,380.

e The City's Water and Sewer Fund net assets of $204,206,956 increased $4,903,260 over
the prior year net assets balance. The increase is primarily due to operating revenues
continuing to remain well above operating expenses and dedicated infrastructure
improvements.

RECOMMENDATION

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council accept the Fiscal Year 2009
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR).



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Carole Bassinger, Public Services Director
DATE: March 1, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of a Resolution Authorizing the City to Enter Into an Agreement
With the Texas Product Stewardship Council to Become a Member, and to
Promote and Support the Shift of Disposal Cost From the Local Government
to the Producer Through State Legislation; and Authorization for the City
Manager or his Designee to Execute the Agreement.

BACKGROUND

Texas Product Stewardship Council (TXPSC) was formed in 2009 as an organization of local
governments promoting and supporting the shift of consumer product disposal costs from local
government to the producer, through state legislation. The organization also plans to work with
state and local governments, manufacturers, retailers, environmental groups, federal agencies and
other key stakeholders to reduce the environmental impacts of consumer products.

By the end of 2009, over 80 Texas cities had become involved with TXPSC. A steering
committee of 12 local governments has been providing information and direction for these cities.
To be more effective as a unified group, the council needs to move toward a more formal
structure. The TXPSC steering committee is requesting participating cities to inform their city
leaders about product stewardship trends and activities and seek their support through a Letter of
Agreement.

ANALYSIS

Product stewardship is a significant shift in philosophy from how consumer waste is currently
managed. Historically, local governments have by default been left with providing disposal
options for products once consumers are ready to discard them. Indirectly this default system has
enabled unsustainable production and consumption practices. Producers and users of products
are not held accountable while local governments fund the waste management programs needed
to properly manage products at the end of their useful life. Product stewardship seeks to hold
manufacturers responsible for managing their products throughout their life cycle, which
positively impacts environmental concerns about toxic products and also shifts some of the
financial burden for waste management from local governments to producers. Both the National
League of Cities (November 2009) and the National Association of Counties (July 2008) have
passed resolutions supporting product stewardship.

The computer take-back legislation that was passed in Texas in 2007 and became effective in
September 2008 is an example of product stewardship at work. HB 2714 required computer



Subject: Agreement with Texas Product Stewardship Council
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manufacturers who sell their products in Texas to provide free and convenient take-back
programs for consumers. The law also requires these manufacturers to register their take-back
programs with the State. At the end of 2009, approximately 12.5 million pounds of computers
were handled through this manufacturer take-back program.

Other products that TXPSC and councils in other states/regions are currently researching for

take-back options include televisions, pharmaceuticals, mercury-containing products, carpet and
paint.

RECOMMENDATION

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve the resolution as set forth in the
caption above.
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MISSION STATEMENT

To shift Texas’ product waste management system from one focused on government funded
and ratepayer financed waste diversion to one that relies on Product Stewardship in order to
reduce public costs and drive improvements in product design that promote environmental
sustainability.

DEFINITION OF PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP

Product Stewardship, or Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR), is a product-centered
approach to environmental protection that calls on all those in the product life cycle -
designers, manufacturers, retailers, servicers, resellers, disposers, disassemblers, users and
waste managers — to share the responsibility and costs for reducing the adverse environmental
impacts of products.

The greatest responsibility lies with the producers who have the most ability to affect the life
cycle environmental impacts of the product through product design and marketing. Product
stewardship holds producers liable for the costs of responsibly managing their products at end
of life.

OBJECTIVES

The Texas Product Stewardship Council works to integrate the principles of product
stewardship into the policy and economic structures of Texas. The objectives of the TXPSC
are to:
1. Provide effective leadership on product stewardship initiatives in the state of Texas.
2. Educate elected officials and other decision makers on the benefits of product
stewardship.
3. Develop and recommend product stewardship policies and educational tools to
organizations, institutions, governments, the Texas state legislature and legislators.
4. Coordinate or participate in product stewardship initiatives locally, regionally and
nationally.
5. Provide a forum for the exchange of information regarding existing and proposed EPR
programs.

ORGANIZATION

TXPSC will operate initially (while investigating formation of a 501(c)(3) organization) as an
unincorporated association and will be comprised of a General Council and Steering
Committee.

Associate Members: Members of the TXPSC (General Council) consist of cities, counties
or other local government bodies that:
a) Provide funding and/or staff time to TXPSC activities and projects and commit staff
time to attend TXPSC meetings.
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TEXAS PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL

b) Agree with and supports the TXPSC Mission and Objectives.
c) Agree with the Mission of the TXPSC and the Framework Principles for Product
Stewardship Policy (see Appendix)

Steering Committee Members: Members of the TXPSC Steering Committee make up the
voting member body of the Council. The steering committee is limited to 15 people who
represent local governments. Each local government represented on the Steering Committee
will provide one official representative and receives one vote for decision-making purposes.
Steering committee members must:

a) Provide funding and/or staff time to TXPSC activities and projects and commit staff

time to attend TXPSC meetings and
b) Sign this Letter of Agreement.

Voting members will be accepted at the beginning of each year, or at other times as agreed
upon by the Steering Committee. Voting members shall be added to the formal list of
members in the Letter of Agreement initially and at the beginning of each calendar year.

Nominations to the Steering Committee can be in the form of self-nomination or nomination
of another council member. Steering Committee Members will be elected openly by the
Steering Committee unless there are more nominees than vacancies, in which case the Chair
will take a paper ballot vote.

Roles and Responsibilities of Steering Committee Members

The Steering Committee provides leadership to the Council, develops and recommends
product stewardship policy, facilitates coordination with other product stewardship activities
and broadly publicizes the concept of product stewardship. Steering Committee members will
prepare a scope of work and budget at the beginning of each year.

Meetings: Steering Committee members will attend and participate (in person or by phone)
in TXPSC Steering Committee meetings that are held at least monthly. In cases where
steering committee members cannot attend the meetings, they should notify the Council
Chair. Steering Committee members must participate in at least half the meetings held the
previous year to retain standing on the Steering Committee. TXPSC meeting agendas are sent
out for Steering Committee review in advance. All Steering Committee members shall review
meeting minutes that are sent out after each meeting.

Projects: Propose, review, approve and participate in activities and projects conducted in the
name of TXPSC.

Decision Making: The Steering Committee makes decisions by consensus. If consensus
cannot be reached, a decision will be made by majority vote. Each Steering Committee
Member will have one vote.

Chairperson: A Steering Committee chair will be elected at the beginning of each year. The

Chair will represent TXPSC on general correspondence and communications. The
Chairperson will coordinate the Steering Committee, assist Subcommittees, prepare agendas,
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convene meetings, record and disseminate meeting summaries, respond to inquiries, and
initiate and shepherd TXPSC related projects.

Other Officers: At the discretion of the Steering Committee other officers maybe appointed
and these positions usually consist of a vice-chair, secretary and treasurer as needed.

Executive Subcommittee: The Steering Committee may set up and delegate budget,
administrative and related planning matters to an Executive Subcommittee. The Executive
Subcommittee will normally consist of the appointed Officers. Once budgets and work plans
are approved by the full Steering Committee, the Executive Subcommittee may authorize
expenditures within the approved budget. Steering Committee input will be solicited on all
substantive matters. On funding and policy decisions requiring immediate turnaround that
cannot wait until the next full steering committee meeting, the Executive Subcommittee will
set up a conference call, or solicit input by email from the steering committee.

PARTNERS: Partners are stakeholders (individuals or organizations other than local
governments) that wish to be kept apprised of TXPSC initiatives through periodic email
alerts, periodically attend TXPSC meetings and may participate in project subcommittee
work. Any individual or non-local government organization that agrees with the Mission of
the TXPSC and the Framework Principles (Appendix A) by signing a pledge is invited to be a
Partner. Partners are non-voting participants but they can express their opinions or state their
positions.

SUPPORTERS: Supporters are stakeholders (individuals or organizations) that wish to be
kept apprised of TXPSC initiatives through periodic email alerts, periodically attend TXPSC
meetings and may participate in project subcommittee work. Any individual or organization
that supports the TXPSC mission is invited to be a Supporter.

PROJECT SUBCOMMITTEES: Project Subcommittees are comprised of representatives
from government, businesses and nonprofit groups that focus their work on managing specific
commodities or materials (such as mercury-containing products, electronic equipment or
batteries) to encourage product stewardship within that particular sector, or that focus on
cross-cutting issues or functions that advance the mission of the Council (such as education,
purchasing policies, local initiatives, or framework legislation). Project Subcommittees will
be coordinated by Steering Committee members. Subcommittees will meet independently of
the Steering Committee and will provide updates on their activities and recommendations at
regularly held Council meetings for review and action, if required.

FUNDING

Projects and activities that are conducted on behalf of the council may be funded directly by
the participating agencies as appropriate. The Steering Committee may seek additional
funding for project work, such as conferences, through grants and contributions.
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LOGOS AND CREDITS

The TXPSC logos and name shall be copyrighted and owned by TXPSC. Use of the name
and logo shall be exclusively for official organization business unless licensed to Partners or
other agencies for outside use.

All projects undertaken on behalf of the TXPSC shall use the TXPSC logo on project
materials.

General Correspondence: The TXPSC name and logo will be used on all general
correspondence. “Official” TXPSC letterhead will be used. The Council Chair (or in his/her
absence the Vice Chair) will sign letters.

Project Materials: All materials developed in coordination with and on behalf of the TXPSC
shall display the TXPSC logo and mission statement or an approved Tagline that synopsizes
the Mission statement.

Agencies that fund a portion of specific projects and materials on behalf of the TXPSC will be
credited using the following language (agency logos may also be displayed):
This product was funded by agency and agency, members of the TXPSC.

LETTER OF AGREEMENT

This Letter of Agreement shall be reviewed and revised as necessary at the beginning of each
calendar year by the Steering Committee. New members to the Steering Committee may be
added at this time. Letters of Agreement will be signed by the appropriate representative of
each government entity participating on the Steering Committee.

Signed:

Signature

Name, Title Date

Organization

Appendix: Framework Principles for Product Stewardship Policy
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APPENDIX

Framework Principles
for Product Stewardship Policy

The following principles are intended to guide development of product stewardship policies
and legislation that governs multiple products. It is primarily aimed at state legislation but is
also intended as a guide for local and federal policy.

1. Producer Responsibility

1.1 All producers selling a covered product into the State are responsible for designing
managing, and financing a stewardship program that addresses the lifecycle impacts of
their products including end-of-life management.

1.2 Producers have flexibility to meet these responsibilities by offering their own plan or
participating in a plan with others.

1.3 In addressing end-of-life management, all stewardship programs must finance the
collection, transportation, and responsible reuse, recycling or disposition of covered
products. Stewardship programs must:

* Cover the costs of new, historic and orphan covered products.
* Provide convenient collection for consumers throughout the State.

1.4 Costs for product waste management are shifted from taxpayers and ratepayers to
producers and users.

1.5 Programs are operated by producers with minimum government involvement.
2 Shared Responsibilities

2.1 Retailers only sell covered products from producers who are in compliance with
stewardship requirements.

2.2 State and local governments work with producers and retailers on educating the
public about the stewardship programs.

2.3 Consumers are responsible for using return systems set up by producers or their
agents.

3 Governance

3.1 Government sets goals and performance standards following consultation with
stakeholders. All programs within a product category are accountable to the same
goals and performance standards.
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3.2 Government allows producers the flexibility to determine the most cost effective
means of achieving the goals and performance standards.

3.3 Government is responsible for ensuring a level playing field by enforcing
requirements that all producers in a product category participate in a stewardship
program as a condition for selling their product in the jurisdiction.

3.4 Product categories required to have stewardship programs are selected using the
process and priorities set out in framework legislation.

3.5 Government is responsible for ensuring transparency and accountability of
stewardship programs. Producers are accountable to both government and consumers
for disclosing environmental outcomes.

Financing

4.1 Producers finance their stewardship programs as a general cost of doing business,
through cost internalization or by recovering costs through arrangements with their
distributors and retailers. End of life fees are not allowed.

Environmental Protection

5.1 Framework legislation should address environmental product design, including
source reduction, recyclability and reducing toxicity of covered products.

5.2 Framework legislation requires that stewardship programs ensure that all products
covered by the stewardship program are managed in an environmentally sound
manner.

5.3 Stewardship programs must be consistent with other State sustainability legislation,
including those that address greenhouse gas reduction and the waste management
hierarchy.

5.4 Stewardship programs include reporting on the final disposition, (i.e., reuse,
recycling, disposal) of products handled by the stewardship program, including any
products or materials exported for processing.

Northwest Product Stewardship Council www.productstewardship.net Adopted May19, 2008
California Product Stewardship Council www.calpsc.org Adopted June 4, 2008
Vermont Product Stewardship Council www.vtpsc.org Adopted November 6, 2008
British Columbia Product Stewardship Council www.bcproductstewardship.org Adopted Dec. 9, 2008
Texas Product Stewardship Council www.txpsc.org Adopted January 30, 2009
NYS Assoc. for Solid Waste Management www.newyorkwaste.org Adopted March 11, 2009

Developed with support from Product Policy Institute www.productpolicy.org
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF
LEWISVILLE TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT WITH
THE TEXAS PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL TO
BECOME A MEMBER, AND TO PROMOTE AND
SUPPORT THE SHIFT OF DISPOSAL COSTS FROM THE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO PRODUCERS; AND
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER OR HIS
DESIGNEE TO ACT ON BEHALF OF CITY OF
LEWISVILLE IN ALL MATTERS RELATED TO THE
AGREEMENT.
WHEREAS, an average of 254 million tons of trash are produced each year in the
United States; and
WHEREAS, over 75 percent of consumer waste consists of products and packaging
which contain materials that undermine public health and the environment when not properly
disposed; and
WHEREAS, local governments across the nation are adversely affected by the rising
costs of ensuring the safe management, recyclability, and disposal of consumer waste; and
WHEREAS, local governments have no input on the design of the products, make no
profit from the products, and do not have the resources to adequately address the rising volume
of discarded products; and
WHEREAS, costs paid by local governments to manage products are in effect subsidies
to the producers of hazardous products and products designed for disposal; and

WHEREAS, manufacturers and others along the product chain are able to reduce the

environmental impact of their products and reduce the amount of trash directed to landfills by
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creating and financing take-back programs, reducing packaging, and designing products to be
less toxic and easier to recycle; and

WHEREAS, when producers are responsible for ensuring their products are reused,
recycled, and disposed of properly and end of life, and when health and environmental costs are
included in the product price, there is an incentive to design products that are more durable,
easier to repair and recycle, and less toxic; and

WHEREAS, state and local governments have adopted principles of product stewardship
and developed agreements with industry and environmental groups to reduce adverse health and
environmental impacts from consumer products; and

WHEREAS, to ensure the well-being of the public and the environment, an increasing
number of states are exploring Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) framework legislation in
an effort to relieve local government of growing waste management costs;

WHEREAS, EPR is an environmental policy approach in which producers (brand
owners and importers) accept responsibility for the management of post-consumer products, so
that those who produce and use products bear the costs of recycling and responsible disposal;
and

WHEREAS, the Texas Product Stewardship Council (TXPSC) is an organization of
Texas local governments working to shift Texas’ product management system from one focused
on government-funded and ratepayer-financed waste diversion to one that relies on product

stewardship and extended producer responsibility;
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, THAT:

1.

The City of Lewisville urges the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)
and State Legislators to support legislation, policies and programs on Extended Producer
Responsibility; and

The City of Lewisville supports the Texas Product Stewardship Council as an
organization of Texas local governments working to speak with one voice in advocating
transparent and fair EPR systems in Texas to shift waste management costs from local
government to the producers of the products; and

The City of Lewisville encourages all manufacturers to share in the responsibility for
eliminating waste through minimizing excess packaging, designing products for
durability, reusability, and the ability to be recycled; using recycled materials in the
manufacture of new products; and providing financial support for collection, processing,
recycling, or disposal of used materials; and

The City of Lewisville will execute the attached Letter of Agreement marked as Exhibit

A to actively support the goals of the Texas Product Stewardship Council.
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DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, ON THIS THE 15% DAY OF MARCH, 2010.

APPROVED:

Dean Ueckert, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ronald J. Neiman, CITY ATTORNEY



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Steven L. Bacchus, Assistant City Manager
DATE: March 1, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of a Resolution Endorsing Certain Legislative Changes Relating to
thee Sunset Review of the Texas Public Utility Commission; and the Special
Purpose Review of the Electric Reliability Council of Texas.

BACKGROUND

The City of Lewisville is a member of Cities Aggregation Power Project, Inc. ("CAPP"). The
CAPP Board of Directors has voted to authorize certain legislative efforts pertaining to the
Sunset Commission's review of the Public Utility Commission ("PUC") and the Electric
Reliability Council of Texas ("ERCOT"). The Sunset agency's recommendations pertaining to
both organizations are expected to form the basis of bills during the 82nd Legislative Session in
2011. As such, CAPP will recommend legislative action related to the Sunset Commission's
examination of both the PUC and ERCOT. In addition, CAPP will offer all resolutions of its
members during Sunset hearings to apprise lawmakers of CAPP Cities' perspective on how to
make the electric market more competitive and beneficial to consumers.

ANALYSIS

In 1999, Texas lawmakers adopted Senate Bill 7, the state's electric deregulation law. The
legislation expanded competition in the wholesale electricity market and opened the door to
competition among electric retailers. Proponents of the legislation promised lower electric
prices.

Unfortunately, the reality has been otherwise. Although Texans paid electric prices well below
the national average during the decade before Senate Bill 7 was passed, customers in deregulated
parts of the state now pay prices above the national average. In fact, even the lowest residential
electric rates in deregulated areas of Texas typically exceed rates paid by all residents of
neighboring states, such as those in Oklahoma and Louisiana.

CAPP believes that for deregulation to fulfill its promise, the market must become more
competitive. Problems include the ability of some generators to exercise monopoly-like control
in large swaths of the state, and the inability of many consumers to make informed choices



Subject: Sunset Review Resolution
March 1, 2010
Page 2

because of confusion in the retail electricity market. Efforts to address market design issues by
ERCOT also have been mismanaged, gone over budget and fallen behind schedule.

As an active market participant, CAPP is in the unique position to identify problems that have
developed in the deregulated marketplace and to provide a consumer's perspective to legislators
interested in fixing those problems.

Based upon this point of view, CAPP has formulated recommendations for the Sunset Review
Commission as it conducts its PUC and ERCOT reviews. CAPP's recommendations are intended
to improve competition in the electric market place by making the PUC and ERCOT more
accountable to consumers, by limiting market power, and by creating competitive options for all
customers. CAPP's recommendations reflect the organization's desire for a truly healthy electric
market where consumers can save and competition can flourish. Such a market — one where
power remains affordable and reliable - will mean more economic development for Texas cities,
and a better standard of living for our citizens.

Legislative change is necessary to better protect cities' budgets, enhance cities' ability to protect
their citizens, and increase competition among retail providers. The following changes are
proposed by the CAPP Board:

» All generators, regardless of size, should explicitly be barred from the unlawful exercise
of market power.

» Entities such as municipalities, commercial customers or retail electric providers harmed
by wholesale market abuse should be given explicit standing to participate in market
power abuse enforcement actions brought by the PUC.

* Fines should be increased for market abuses in such a way that the PUC can order full
restitution to the market, market participants, or parties injured by the violation.

» Activities defined as market abuse by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission should
be prohibited.

* The statutory purpose of the PUC should be modified to ensure that the agency
harmonizes its pursuit of competition with the protection of electric consumers.

* As a condition of conducting business in Texas, Retail Electric Providers ("REPs")
should be required to include among their offers one standard electricity package that has
PUC-approved terms and conditions. Such standard offer products will ensure that REPs
compete based on price, not on customer confusion.
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* The number of consumer representatives on the ERCOT board should be increased from
the current three members, to six.

» The Office of the Comptroller should be assigned a seat on the ERCOT board and on as
appropriate budget oversight panels within ERCOT. The Comptroller's office should be
given access to all ERCOT contracting material and be charged with conducting a bi-
annual performance review of ERCOT.

e The PUC should be required to provide prior approval of all debt financing by ERCOT.

The CAPP Board, made up exclusively of City representatives, requests that the City Council
pass the attached resolution endorsing CAPP's legislative/Sunset agenda.

RECOMMENDATION

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve the resolution.



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, ENDORSING CERTAIN
LEGISLATIVE CHANGES RELATING TO THE SUNSET
REVIEW OF THE TEXAS PUBLIC UTILITY
COMMISSION AND THE SPECIAL PURPOSE REVIEW
OF THE ELECTRIC RELIABILITY COUNCIL OF TEXAS.

WHEREAS, the City of Lewisville is a member of Cities Aggregation Power Project,
Inc. ("CAPP"), a non-profit organization created by cities throughout Texas to secure affordable
energy for its members in the deregulated electric market; and,

WHEREAS, affordable and reliable power means economic development for our cities
and a better standard of living for our citizens; and,

WHEREAS, by deregulating the retail electric market, Senate Bill 7 of 1999 ("SB 7")
was intended to allow competitive forces to drive down the price of electricity; and,

WHEREAS, CAPP's eight-year experience with the deregulated market, including
negotiating power contracts with several different retail electric providers, indicates that the
Texas electric retail market has failed to develop into a truly competitive market as envisioned
by the Texas Legislature; and,

WHEREAS, competition has failed to develop in the deregulated electric market because
certain power generation companies own or control enough generation capacity to exercise
market power to the detriment of customers and non-affiliated retail electric providers; and,

WHEREAS, alleged market power abuse inquiries conducted by the Public Utility
Commission ("PUC") are hampered by the lack of adequate resources because the parties hurt by

the illegal activity, like cities, are not allowed to participate in the investigations; and,
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WHEREAS, the managers at the Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT) have
failed to adequately manage expenses and operations. The most obvious example is ERCOT's
implementation of a nodal market - a project now four years behind schedule and expected to
cost at least eight times original estimates; and,

WHEREAS, the Sunset Advisory Commission is expected to recommend legislative
reforms for the PUC and ERCOT; and,

WHEREAS, the City supports all such legislative reforms that promote a truly healthy
electric market where competition can flourish and consumers can save money; and,

WHEREAS, the City endorses efforts proposed by CAPP that enhance electric
competition, implement the original intent of SB 7, and reduce costs to the City and its residents.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, THAT:

SECTION 1. The City urges reforming the PUC and ERCOT in such a way as to
enhance competition in the deregulated market, to promote consumer protection and to
encourage the sale of affordable electricity. Specifically, the City urges the Texas Legislature, as
it considers changes recommended by the Sunset Advisory Commission, to adopt reforms
consistent with the following:

» All generators, regardless of size, should explicitly be barred from the unlawful

exercise of market power.



RESOLUTION NO. Page 3

» Entities such as municipalities, commercial customers or retail electric providers
harmed by wholesale market abuse should be given explicit standing to participate in
market power abuse enforcement actions brought by the PUC.

» Fines should be increased for market abuses in such a way that the PUC can order full
restitution to the market, market participants, or parties injured by the violation.

» Activities defined as market abuse by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
should be prohibited.

» The statutory purpose of the PUC should be modified to require it to harmonize its
pursuit of competition with the protection of consumers of electricity.

* As a condition of conducting business within Texas, competitive Retail Electric
Providers (REPs) should be required to include among their offers one standard
electricity package that has PUC-approved terms and conditions.

* The number of consumer representatives on the ERCOT board should be increased
from the current three members, to six.

» The Office of the Comptroller should be assigned a seat on the board as well as on
appropriate budget oversight panels within ERCOT. The Comptroller's office should
be given access to all ERCOT contracting material and be charged with conducting a
bi-annual performance review of ERCOT.

* The PUC should be required to pre-approve all debt financing by ERCOT.

SECTION 2. A copy of the resolution shall be sent to the elected lawmakers

representing the City's interests in the Texas House and Senate and to the legal counsel of CAPP.
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DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, ON THIS THE 15% DAY OF MARCH, 2010.

APPROVED:

Dean Ueckert, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ronald J. Neiman, CITY ATTORNEY



LlOYd 816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1900
y Austin, Texas 78701

i G OSSG]IHK Telephone: (512) 322-5800

/ Facsimile: (512) 472-0532

masssl ATTORNEYS AT LAW

www.lglawfirm.com

MEMORANDUM
TO: CAPP Members
FROM: Geoffrey Gay, General Counsel to CAPP
DATE: DATE NEEDED 2016
RE: Action Needed — Resolution Supporting CAPP Sunset/Legislative Agenda

The CAPP Board recommends that each CAPP member place consideration of the
attached resolution on the agenda for your next scheduled council meeting and forward a copy of
the signed resolution to my paralegal, Gary Stiffler by email (gstiffler@lglawfirm.com) or fax
(512) 472-0532).

Also, it is important that your council provide copies of the signed resolution to your
legislative delegation. When legislators are asked by the utility lobby why they favor something
CAPP advocates, they need to be able to indicate that they are responding to constituent needs.
Your help is critical. A draft cover letter to be signed by the Mayor is attached, along with the
resolution and model staff report. You may contact Gary Stiffler (512-322-5893) if you have
questions about your legislative delegation or their contact information.

The attached resolution pertains to CAPP’s 2010 Sunset/Legislative agenda. As you may
already know, the Sunset Advisory Commission is expected to issue recommendations this
summer pertaining both to the Public Utility Commission and to the Electric Reliability Council
of Texas. These recommendations are expected to form the basis of legislation during the
upcoming session in 2011, The Sunset Advisory Commission will hold public hearings on
ERCOT and the PUC May 25" and May 26™. These will take place in Austin. The Sunset
Commission is then expected to issue its ERCOT and PUC recommendations on July 6™,

CAPP’s position on critical reforms necessary to make the Texas electric market more
competitive are set forth in the response to a Questionnaire from the Sunset Commission Staff,
attached as Exhibit A. These recommendations presented to the Sunset Commission are
reflected in the attached model Staff Report (Exhibit B), and model Resolution (Exhibit C). The
model letter for the Mayor’s signature is Exhibit D.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please don’t hesitate to call or
email me or Jake Dyer who can be reached at rdyver@lglawfirm.com or 512/322-5898. My
contact information is gmg@lglawfirm.com and 512/322-5875.

2892/00/968822-2

Lloyd Gosselink Rochelle & Townsend, P.C.



Exhibit A
Questionnaire

Public Utility Commission
Electric Reliability Council of Texas
Office of Public Utility Counsel

Name: Geoffrey Gay and R.A. “Jake” Dyer
Lloyd Gosselink

816 Congress Avenue

Suite 1900,

Austin, TX, 78701

Organizations you represent:

Cities Aggregation Power Project, Inc. (with 102 political subdivision members)
South Texas Aggregation Power Project, Inc. (with 51 political subdivision members)
Steering Committee of Cities Served by Oncor (with 146 city members)

Public Utility Commission

1. What changes should be made to the mission or functions of the Public Utility Commission
(PUC), given today’s more competitive telecommunications and electricity markets?

The state’s PUC Commissioners are some of the state government’s most enthusiastic advocates
for electric competition. The agency’s leaders rarely miss an opportunity to promote the concept of
deregulation in general, and the Texas experience in particular. Moreover, the Commissioners’
philosophical cheerleading has permeated the entire agency, revealing it to be an organization more
interested in defending deregulation theory than in working for meaningful protections that benefit all
ratepayers. But in its zeal to excuse the failure of deregulation to deliver lower prices, the PUC appears
to have lost sight of what should be the agency’s core mission: service to and protection of consumers.

Texans have gone from a long history of pre-deregulation rates that were below the national
average to post-deregulation residential rates now consistently above the national average. This price
switch is not simply reflected in two cherry-picked data points on a timeline, but rather is reflected in
long trend lines that extend for more than a decade. Texans also pay prices well above those paid by
residents in nearby regulated states — even those states that rely upon similar fuels for their electric
generators. A recent survey has shown that even the lowest cost electricity deals from our state’s
competitive electric suppliers cannot match the average prices of electricity in regulated Louisiana and
Oklahoma.

But instead of acknowledging these realities and prioritizing policies designed to get Texas rates
back in line, the PUC has stated in its self-evaluation report that not only are above-average rates
acceptable — but they are a policy target. As noted on page 17 of its self-evaluation report, the PUC
identifies its “target” for residential electric prices as those prices that are 113 percent of the national
average. The same self-evaluation report also notes that Texas exceeded this target because its rates
were even higher — that is, instead of paying rates just 13 percent above the national average,
residential customers of the state’s competitive electric suppliers instead paid rates nearly 30 percent
above the national average.

1669/00/788862-1 1
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The Sunset process should force the PUC to harmonize the pursuit of competition with the
protection of consumers of electricity with a slight modification of the statutory purpose for the PUC.
PURA should be changed in the following manner;

Sec. 39.001. LEGISLATIVE POLICY AND PURPOSE. (a) The
legislature finds that the production and sale of electricity is not a
monopoly warranting regulation of rates, operations, and services and that
the public interest in competitive eleciric markets requires that, except for
transmission and distribution services and for the recovery of stranded
costs, electric services and their prices should be determined by customer
choices and the normal forces of competition. As a result, this chapter is

enacted to protect the public interest —during the transition—to—and—the
minimizing consumer costs while facilitating the further development
of a competitive electric power industry.

2. How effectively does the PUC carry out its enforcement and consumer protection
functions? Are there changes that you would recommend?

The PUC has exercised too light a hand with regards to its enforcement and consumer protection
responsibilities. But electric competition cannot flourish without strong market rules and aggressive
consumer protections. Ensuring both is more important than ever.

Examples of policies that neither benefit consumers nor enhance competition include a 2008 fine
against TXU for $15 million. The agency touts it as the largest fine in its history. In reality, it should
have been much greater. According to findings from the PUC’s own staff, the fine failed to match even
the level of illicit profits TXU received because of its anti-competitive behavior. Such a weak slap on
the hand does not protect consumers, nor does it enhance competition., At a minimum, the PURA should
require disgorgement of profit from anti-competitive actions.

Similarly, the PUC recently adopted rules whereby Retail Electric Providers (REPs) are required
to send out customer notices 30-60 days in advance of the expiration of fixed-rate contracts. However,
separate rules also allow REPs to charge early termination penalties up to 14 days before contract
expiration. This disconnection in timing means that REPs can punish fixed-rate customers who, upon
receiving notice that their contract is about to expire, immediately sign up with a competitor.
Conversely, REPs can waive carly termination penalties for those customers who, upon receiving
notification that their contract is about to expire, agree instead to lock in another long-term deal with the
original REP. Either way, this increases customer “stickiness” in the Texas electricity market, which
neither enhances competition nor benefits consumers.

We would recommend the following policy changes:

¢ The PUC must more vigilantly monitor the market. More resources should be assigned
to enforcement activity, fines should be increased, and potential violators should be put
on notice that abusive behavior will not be tolerated.

1669/00/788862-1 2
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e The REP or Transmission and Distribution Utility (TDU) should compensate the
consumer through billing credits or direct payments for the failures of companies to
deliver services that meet the service standards set by the PUC. The PUC should
establish standard fines for billing errors, violation of disconnection rules, and other
common rule violations.

* The PUC should create standard offer electricity products. Like the requirement that
homeowner’s insurance companies were under for years, REPs should be required to
include among their offers one standard electricity package that has PUC-approved terms
and conditions. Such standard offer products will ensure that REPs compete based on
price, not on customer confusion.

* REPs should be required to employ only standardized contracts approved by the PUC.
REPs should be prohibited from creating new fees that are not specifically required by
the PUC.

* The PUC should be directed to prohibit pre-paid electricity contracts.

* Fines should be increased for market abuses in such a way that the PUC can order full
restitution to the market, market participants, or parties injured by the violation. This
would track some of the language in the PUC’s self-evaluation report. As per deceptive
trade practices law, violators also should be subject to fines set at three times the value of
the harm caused to the market or market participants.

* The PUC enforcement division should be required to create monthly reports to indicate
what enforcement actions have been initiated and the total amount in fines for the month.
The monthly report would be posted online. Metrics should be established to evaluate
the enforcement division on an annual basis. The PUC should also create monthly
reports on complaints and how they have been resolved.

* The PUC should be required to establish a public relations campaign on an annual basis
to publicize the role of the enforcement division. All publications and advertisements of
the REPs should be reviewed by the PUC’s enforcement division to make certain they
contain no false, misleading or deceptive communications.

3. How effectively does PUC discharge its regulatory responsibilities over telecommunications
providers? Are there changes that you would recommend?

No recommendation.

4. What improvements could be made to the telecommunications assistance and high cost
programs in the Universal Service Fund and the energy assistance programs in the System
Benefit Fund?

System Benefit Funds (SBF) should be used only for the purposes originally included in the
legislation (i.e., rate discounts; bill payment assistance for the ill and the disabled; weatherization;
customer education and administration). Therefore, all the revenue collected for the fund and accrued
interest on the fund should be fully appropriated for the originally intended purposes. The SBF should
be restructured as a trust fund outside the treasury with PUC oversight in the same manner as the

1669/00/788862-1 3
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telephone Universal Service Fund, Budget guidelines should be established to simplify the process of
establishing annual budgets for SBF programs.

5. How effectively does PUC discharge its regulatory responsibilities over the electric
industry? What changes are needed to ensure effective regulation?

As previously noted, the agency in recent years has cast itself less as a regulator and more as a
cheerleader for deregulation. As such, it has allowed potentially anti-consumer practices to continue
unchecked. It also has failed to discharge its oversight responsibilities with regards to those entities that
continue to be regulated, such as the state’s transmission and distribution utilities. For example, the
Commission increasingly allows utilities to add insufficiently-reviewed surcharges and cost-recovery
factors onto consumer bills. Such surcharges are implemented outside the regular rate review process,
and as a consequence, their reasonableness cannot be determined until it is too late to do much about
them.

As such, we recommend:

* The PUC should immediately re-evaluate existing utility surcharges when those utilities
experience relevant changes. In October 2009, for instance, CenterPoint Energy Electric
received $200 million in stimulus funds to help underwrite the cost of installing advanced
meters throughout its distribution system. To date there is no plan to reduce the
surcharge approved by the PUC to pay for the meters.

e The PUC should be directed to specifically prohibit the future use of such surcharges or
cost-recovery factors, the practice of decoupling rates from actual cost of service, or other
alternative ratemaking practices that result in piecemeal ratemaking. Such practices
needlessly drive up rates.

* The cost of compliance with the PUC’s customer protections should be built into rates —
not separated out in separate fees.

0. How effectively does PUC monitor the wholesale electricity market?

Wholesale electricity prices in Texas often surpass levels one would expect from a market with
healthy competition. Troubling evidence has emerged that design flaws in the state’s wholesale
electricity market allow companies to act like monopolists at the expense of consumers. In 2007, for
instance, a report determined that TXU (now Luminant) had been a “pivotal” supplier at least half the
time, meaning that it had the ability to unilaterally impact prices in the balancing energy market —
regardless of the actions of its competitors — during long periods.! TXU also engaged in activities in
2005 that the PUC staff characterized as abuse of the market, and a separate company in 2007
acknowledged engaging in practices in Texas that appeared very similar to hockey stick bidding, which
has been found to violate market rules elsewhere in the nation.’

Given these realities one might expect extra vigilance from the Commission. But the PUC has
avoided course corrections and on occasion even repealed useful protections. In 2006, for instance, the
PUC increased wholesale price caps to levels well above those in other jurisdictions. It also has

' R.A. Dyer, “PUC: TXU may be too dominant,” Fort Worth Star Telegram, }an. 29, 2004.
2 Parviz Adib and Jay Zamikau, “Will the Texas market succeed,” page 11, 2007
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reversed a long-standing “sunshine policy” whereby ERCOT was required to quickly identify market
participants that sold electricity on the spot market at prices well above marginal cost. The PUC, in its
self-evaluation report, also notes that it had not conducted a single investigation for abuse of market
power, market design, or anti-competitive behavior during the 2008 fiscal year.’ As previously noted, a
recommended $210 million fine against TXU for anti-competitive behavior was whittled down by the
Commission to a mere $15 million — which is even less than the $20 million profit that the company
reportedly reaped from its improper behavior.

Often, this hands-off approach is defended by claiming that the future nodal system will resolve
many problems, or by claiming that the Independent Market Monitor will protect the market against
abuses. Consumers should not take solace in either defense. A study by the American Public Power
Association has found that nodal systems in other jurisdictions have not led to customer savings, nor
have they reduced market abuses as advertised. Moreover, the Independent Market Monitor has not
been found to be a strong consumer ally. He has called for policies that could lead to higher and more
frequent price spikes in the wholesale market, and has not recommended the PUC begin any new
enforcement actions for market abuses since at least 2007.

As such, we recommend that the PUC be given these additional tools and direction to police the
market:

¢ Prohibit the five percent-of-market share safe harbor for market abusers. Under current
rules, generators with less than five percent of the market are not deemed to have market
power. As such they have a free hand to abuse the ERCOT market.

 Prohibit hockey stick bidding and prohibit any activities defined as market abuse by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

s As stated above, maximum permissible fines should be increased for market abuses in
such a way that the PUC can order full restitution to the market, market participants, or
parties injured by the violation. As per deceptive trade practices law, violators should be
subject to fines set at three times the value of the harm caused to the market or market
participants. While a regulatory body should have reasonable discretion in the penaities
it imposes, companies found to be engaging in any sort of anti-competitive behavior
should be required, at a minimum, to disgorge profits associated with anti-competitive
behavior.

® Create more transparency within the ERCOT spot market by requiring extensive
disclosure of information about bidding in the wholesale market within two days of the
bid, instead of the current 60 days. An independent study has found that with such
additional transparency, Texas electric consumers could potentially save nearly $1 billion
annually — or more than $50 per year for the average household.

e ERCOT should be directed to develop a wholesale pricing mechanism that better reflects
the actual cost of generation, and re-examine current requirements whereby the price to
each successful seller in the spot wholesale market for energy or capacity is established
by the highest-priced bid accepted by ERCOT.

*  “public Utility Commission of Texas Self-Evaluation Report,” September 2009, page 17.
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7. What changes should be made in the ways that PUC oversees the Electric Reliability
Council of Texas (ERCOT)?

* Make debt financing by ERCOT conditioned on prior approval by the PUC.

* Require the PUC to annually contract for an independent audit of ERCOT, with
alternating financial and market protection reviews.

8. Should PUC be continued for 12 years? Why or why not?

Yes, with significant changes in the statute to require protection of consumers against market
abuse and require pursuit of least cost regulated rates.

Electric Reliability Council of Texas
9. Should the structure of the ERCOT Board be modified? If so, how?

House Bill 2421, from the 81% Texas Legislature, included several useful reforms relating to
ERCOT. That legislation fell victim to unrelated political maneuvering during the final days of the
session and failed to pass. We believe many of the good ideas from HB 2421 should be resurrected and
built upon. Namely:

* Increase the number of consumer representatives on the ERCOT board. Specifically,
increase consumer representation from the current three members, to six. This can be
achieved by giving the AG’s office one seat to represent state consumer interests, giving
cities one seat to represent municipal consumer interests, and assigning one citizen
ratepayer to the board with the requirement that he or she is a consumer of electricity in
the open market, and that he or she has no financial association or interest with any
member of ERCOT, other than that of being a customer of a member company of
ERCOT.

* Build upon the original recommendations of House Bill 2421 by removing electricity-
asset-owning representatives from the board.

10.  How effectively does ERCOT staff manage the budget and operations of the organization?

ERCOT has done a poor job of managing expenses and operations. The nodal project is the most
obvious example. Initially projected to cost less than $80 million and to be complete by 2006, the nodal
system is now four years behind schedule and budgeted to cost more than $640 million. Overall
expenditures and debt financing at ERCOT also have increased steadily. A management breakdown at
ERCOT allowed a criminal conspiracy to take hold inside the organization, leading to several arrests and
prison sentences.

As such, we make the following recommendations:

e FERCOT should be required to reduce its dependence on the ERCOT Fee and Nodal Fees
to cover costs. By 2012, ERCOT’s budget should be supported by an ERCOT Fee of no
more than 25¢ per MWh. All other expenses should be recovered directly from
ERCOT’s for-profit members.

1669/00/788862-1 6



Exhibit A

e The Office of the Comptroller should be assigned a seat on the board as well as
appropriate budget oversight panels at ERCOT. The Comptroller’s office should be
given access to all ERCOT contracting material and be charged with conducting a bi-
annual performance review of ERCOT similar to those state agency reviews conducted
by the Comptroller’s office between 1991 and 2005. The Comptroller’s office should
release an ERCOT scorecard in advance of each regular legislative session.

* Make debt financing by ERCOT conditioned to prior approval by the PUC.,

* Make ERCOT subject to open records laws, with appropriate exceptions for trade secrets.
In the alternative, direct the PUC to establish rules consistent with Texas open records
laws, including the creation of an appeal process to handle information disputes.

11, How well does ERCOT balance its role in managing the wholesale electricity market with
its duty to ensure reliability? Would you change this balance and, if so, how?

ERCOT exercises its management duties of the wholesale electricity market and its duties over
grid reliability through a stakeholder process that remains dominated by big industry players. These
players pursue interests often at odds with those of consumers. As such, consumers should be given a
greater voice at ERCOT, as per the recommendation in Question No. 9, above. That is, double the
number of consumer representatives on the ERCOT board and remove electricity-asset-owning
representatives from the board.

Reliability will increasingly involve questions of water rights, right-of-way acquisition, plans of
private, unregulated entities that are driven by profit motives when deciding where to locate generation
and transmission facilities, changing weather patterns that may be influenced by global warming, and
federal and state laws that may compel conservation. System reliability should not be dependent upon
private, profit motivated individuals, but rather the State of Texas should assume ultimate responsibility
for ensuring a dynamic grid that considers and balances all the foregoing and other factors with
customer demand for electricity. This effort should require coordination of the TCEQ and the PUC and
should require all private parties to give notice of expected generation siting at least 18 months before
commencing construction.

Office of Public Utility Counsel

12. What changes should be made to the mission or functions of the Office of Public Utility
Counsel, given today’s more competitive telecommunications and electricity markets?

No recommendation.

13. Should the Office of Public Utility Counsel be continued for 12 years? Why or why not?

No recommendation.

1669/00/788862-1 7
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Other

14.  Please add any other comments or recommendations you may have on any of these three
agencies. If you suggest any changes, please provide:

* background information on how the current system works and a description of
what you would like to see changed,

¢ benefits of your recommendation, and

* any potential difficulties that may arise from implementing your recommendation.
No recommendations.

Please return to;

Karl Spock

Sunset Commission
P.O. Box 13066
Austin, Texas 78711
Fax: (512) 463-0705
Phone: (512) 463-1300

email: sunset@sunset.state.tx.us

1669/00/788862-1 8



MEMORANDUM

TO: Claude King, City Manager
FROM: Steven L. Bacchus, Assistant City Manager
DATE: March 2, 2010

SUBJECT: Approval of a Resolution Endorsing Regional “Best Practices” Standards
Calculated at Fostering Improved Intrastate Gas Utility- Municipal
Relations With Regard to the Acquisition and Routing of Pipeline Rights-of-
Way Through Incorporated Areas; and Providing an Effective Date.

BACKGROUND

The development of the Barnett Shale has necessitated the installation of a comprehensive intra-
state pipeline network through which produced hydrocarbons are carried from gas well operators
to the public utility system. This pipeline network frequently conflicts with the long range
comprehensive planning goals of north Texas municipalities and creates hardship for individual
property owners affected by pipeline routing.

ANALYSIS

A group of public officials and members of the Texas Pipeline Association (TPA) have been
working in a collaborative manner to improve communications between the pipeline industry
and local municipal governments located in the Barnett Shale. This group met on a number of
occasions to discuss the issues that surround pipeline routing through municipal jurisdictions.
The results of this collaborate effort was the Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality
Relations, which is designed to enhance the routing process, through communication and mutual
respect. The pipeline industry also adopted a document called General Guidelines for Right-of-
Way Acquisition, Construction and Operations. This resolution shows Lewisville’s support and
commitment to adhere to these best practices when dealing with pipeline companies.

RECOMMENDATION

It is City staff’s recommendation that the City Council approve the resolution.



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, ENDORSING REGIONAL
“BEST PRACTICES” STANDARDS CALCULATED AT
FOSTERING IMPROVED INTRASTATE GAS UTILITY-
MUNICIPAL RELATIONS WITH REGARD TO THE
ACQUISITION AND ROUTING OF PIPELINE RIGHTS-
OF-WAY THROUGH INCORPORATED AREAS; AND
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of Lewisville, Texas is a duly incorporated municipality located in
Denton County, and created in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 8 of the Local
Government Code and operating pursuant to the enabling legislation of the State of Texas; and,

WHEREAS, the development of the Barnett Shale has necessitated the installation of a
comprehensive intra-state pipeline network through which produced hydrocarbons are carried
from gas well operators to the public utility system; and,

WHEREAS, this pipeline network frequently conflicts with the long range
comprehensive planning goals of north Texas municipalities and creates hardship for individual
property owners affected by pipeline routing; and,

WHEREAS, in an effort to mitigate the conflict and hardship posed by pipeline right-of-
way acquisition and routing the Texas Pipeline Association, a private trade association
representing the interests of the intrastate pipelines in Texas, has endorsed the concept of a
regional “best practices” policy; and,

WHEREAS, through the collaborative efforts of many north Texas municipalities and

the Texas Pipeline Association and its members, the parties have developed the attached
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guidelines entitled: “Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality Relations” (hereinafter referred
to as “Best Practices Guidelines™); and,

WHEREAS, the non-binding Best Practices Guidelines constitute a series of non-
legislative standards setting forth the parties’ expectations with respect to pipeline pre-routing,
right-of-way acquisition and construction; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Lewisville has determined that it is in the best interest of the
public health, safety and general welfare to endorse the Best Practices Guidelines attached
hereto; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Lewisville would further encourage intrastate gas utilities to
endorse and commit to the standards set forth in the Best Practices Guidelines, with respect to
pipeline operations in incorporate areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, THAT:

SECTION 1. That the City of Lewisville, Texas, does hereby endorse the “Best
Practices for Pipeline and Municipality Relations” attached hereto as Exhibit “A”. The Best
Practices Guidelines are not intended to serve as legislation of the City of Lewisville and instead
are calculated at fostering improved intrastate gas utility- municipal relations with regard to the
acquisition and routing of pipeline rights-of-way through the City of Lewisville.

SECTION 2. This Resolution shall be effective from its date of adoption.
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DULY PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

LEWISVILLE, TEXAS, ON THIS THE 15% DAY OF MARCH, 2010.

APPROVED:

Dean Ueckert, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Julie Heinze, CITY SECRETARY

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Ronald J. Neiman, CITY ATTORNEY
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Exhibit “A”
Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality Relations

Pre-Routing:

1. Municipality will designate the department or person with whom pipeline operators
should meet prior to obtaining easements and planning of final pipeline route.

a. Municipality will provide a packet of information which includes all ordinances
and other planning documents which are applicable to pipelines. Pipeline
operators will read all ordinances in advance.

b. Pipeline operators will present municipality with preliminary route(s) from origin
to terminus within the municipality’s corporate boundaries together with fixed
routing issues (e.g. known well locations that must be connected, existing right of
way considered, required and anticipated issues along the preliminary route
known by the pipeline operators to affect the routing).

c. Municipalities will provide comments on preliminary route within a reasonable
amount of time. Reasonable time is defined as not longer than two (2) weeks for
gathering lines and not longer than four (4) weeks for transmission lines. Pipeline
operators will respond to municipalities’ comments.

2. The following language is from Section 181.005(c) of the Texas Utilities Code, and
pipeline operators will comply with its requirements in determining routes within a
municipality:

In determining the route of a pipeline within a municipality, a
gas corporation shall consider using existing easements and
public rights-of-way, including streets, roads, highways, and
utility rights-of-way. In deciding whether to use a public
easement or right-of-way, the gas corporation shall consider
whether:

(1) the use is economically practicable;

(2) adequate space exists; and

(3) the use will violate, or cause the violation of any

pipeline safety regulations.

a. Route will be as consistent as practical with existing municipal planning
documents for existing and future municipal land uses while respecting private
property rights.

b. Both parties will strive for the most direct, cost effective, and time efficient route
for the pipeline company.

3. Pipeline operators will actively participate in planning of preferred pipeline routes with
contiguous municipalities on a project by project basis.
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Right-of-way Acquisition:

1. Pipeline operators will require right-of-way agents to be registered with the Texas Real
Estate Commission (TREC).

2. Pipeline operators commit to negotiate in good faith with property owners before
resorting to eminent domain.

3. A current copy of the GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR RIGHT OF WAY ACQUISTION,
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONS is attached to this document as Attachment A.

Construction Phase:

1. Municipalities commit, when practical, to grant temporary working easements within
public rights of way during construction.

2. Pipeline operators will promptly respond to complaints and will provide to the city
contact information for a 24-hour representative who can be reached at all stages of
construction.

3. Pipeline operators will commit to avoid removing trees unless necessary for safety and/or
regulatory compliance.

4. Pipeline operators will provide copies of plans and final pipeline route within the
municipality in a format acceptable to the Municipality.

5. Municipalities and their contractors will commit to use the State’s One-Call system when
undertaking any excavations in order to avoid damaging pipelines.

Desirable:

1. Pipeline operators will work with municipalities to employ principles to reduce noise
impact on neighboring residents and businesses.

2. When the pipeline operator has the right to do so and it is reasonable to do so, and when
it would not unreasonably interfere with pipeline operations, the pipeline operator may
grant municipalities above ground uses in easements.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

February 26, 2010

RE: Request for Adoption of Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality Relations Resolution

Dear Mayor:

Enclosed is a proposed Municipal Resolution (with its own attachments) for you and your City to
consider, plus a cover letter of endorsement signed by several Mayors of cities in the northern
part of the Barnett Shale region of Texas.

Please consider the Mayors’ endorsement and have your city/town councils consider supporting
the Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality Relations. All of our cities and towns face
difficult interactions with gas transmission companies and their placement decisions. The
enclosed Resolution should help to avoid adverse consequences of hon-cooperation between
municipalities impacted by the Barnett Shale and those gas transmission entities by setting out
preferred course of conduct for gas line routing decision making.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration of our work product. Please call me or
any of the Mayors signing the endorsement letter.

Sincerely,

S B P

Mark Burroughs
Mayor

“Dedicated to Quality Service”
www.cityofdenton.com



Cities Impacted by the Barnett Shale

February 26, 2010
To: Barnett Shale Cities

RE: Request for Adoption of Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality Relations Resolution

Dear Mayor:

A group of public officials and members of the Texas Pipeline Association (TPA) have been
working in a collaborative manner to improve communications between the pipeline industry and
local municipal governments located in the Barnett Shale. This group met on a number of
occasions to discuss the issues that surround pipeline routing through municipal jurisdictions.

The following municipalities participated in the workgroup: Argyle, Arlington, Cleburne,
Copper Canyon, Denton, DISH, Flower Mound, Fort Worth, Lewisville, Mansfield, Northlake,
and Southlake. Company officials from the following companies also participated: Atmos,
Chesapeake Energy, Crosstex, Devon, Enbridge Inc., Energy Transfer, Epco, Quicksilver,
Williams E & P, and the Texas Pipeline Association. State and national public officials also
participated or sent staff members to participate: State Representatives Tan Parker and Lon
Burnham attended personally, and State Senators Davis, Nelson, and Harris sent representatives,
and US Congressman Michael Burgess also sent a member of his staff.

The results of this collaborate effort was the Best Practices for Pipeline and Municipality
Relations. This document is designed to enhance the routing process, through communication
and mutual respect. The pipeline industry also adopted a document called General Guidelines
for Right Away Acquisition, Construction and Operations. These two documents are attached for
your review.

We are asking you to adopt a resolution showing your town’s/city’s support and commitment to
adhere to these best practices when dealing with pipeline companies. For your convenience
attached is Resolution 09-06, adopted by the town of DISH, Texas. You may also contact the
town of DISH for an electronic copy of this resolution.

The following public officials are in support of this document:

P — L
/ MAYOR ———————

Calvin Tillman, Mark Burroughs,
Mayor, DISH, TX Mayor, Denton, TX
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Sue Tjeml,
Mayor, Copper Canyon, TX
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Erich Ransleben
Mayor, Krugerville, TX

Cues £i(z1845cH Ja

Carl “Scooter” Gierish
Mayor, Roanoke, TX
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Jody Smith
Mayor, Flower Mound, TX
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Joe Higgs
Mayor, Sanger, TX

Harv Kitchens
Mayor, Cross Roads, TX
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Gary Hammett
Mayor, Aubrey, TX
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Pete Dewing,
Mayor, Northlake, TX
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Connie White
Mayor, Trophy Club, TX
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Terri Wilson
Mayor, Krum, TX

Mike Donnelly
Mayor, Double Oak, TX

/ / L

Paul Ruggiere
Mayor, Corinth, TX

(/.
Greg Landrum

Mayor, Argyle, TX

R s

Ron Branson
Mayor, Carrollton, TX
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J——

Mike Schnittker
Mayor, Lakewood Village, TX

(Signature not available)
Ron Robertson
Mayor, Bartonville, TX
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Olive Stephens
Mayor, Shady Shores, TX
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