Notice of Meeting of the
Governing Body of the

City of Georgetown, Texas
July 14,2020

The Georgetown City Council will meet on July 14,2020 at 6:00 PM at Teleconference

The City of Georgetown is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
If you require assistance in participating at a public meeting due to a disability, as defined under the
ADA, reasonable assistance, adaptations, or accommodations will be provided upon request. Please
contact the City Secretary's Office, at least three (3) days prior to the scheduled meeting date, at (512)
930-3652 or City Hall at 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street, Georgetown, TX 78626 for additional
information; TTY users route through Relay Texas at 711.

Join from a PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone or Android device:

Please click this URL to join:
https://georgetowntx.zoom.us/s/99335091756?
pwd=RkwrVmZyYnlISzZyNKExL1dRTUErdz09

Password: 668390

Or join by phone toll free:

(833)548-0276 or (833)548-0282 or (877)853-5257 or (888)475-4499
Webinar ID: 993 3509 1756

Password: 668390

Citizen comments are accepted in three different formats:

e Submit the following form by 5:45 p.m. on the date of the meeting and

the City Secretary will read your comments into the recording during
the item that is being discussed -
https://records.georgetown.org/Forms/AddressCouncil

You may log onto the meeting, at the link above, and “raise your
hand” during the item. If you are unsure if your device has a
microphone please use your home or mobile phone to dial the toll free
number. To Join a Zoom Meeting, click on the link and join as an
attendee. You will be asked to enter your name and email address —
this is so we can identify you when you are called upon. At the bottom
of the webpage of the Zoom Meeting, there is an option to Raise your
Hand. To speak on an item, simply click on that Raise Your Hand
option once the item you wish to speak on has opened. When you are
called upon by the Mayor, your device will be remotely un-muted by
the Administrator and you may speak for three minutes. Please state
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your name clearly upon being allowed to speak. When your time is
over, your device will be muted again.

e As another option, we are opening a city conference room to allow
public to “watch” the virtual meeting on a bigger screen, and to “raise
your hand” to speak from that public device. This Viewing Room is
located at City Hall, 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street, Community
Room. Social Distancing will be strictly enforced. Face masks are
required and will be provided onsite.

Use of profanity, threatening language, slanderous remarks or threats of
harm are not allowed and will result in you being immediately removed
from the meeting.

If you have questions or need assistance, please contact the City
Secretary’s office at cs@georgetown.org or at 512-930-3651.

Regular Session

(This Regular Session may, at any time, be recessed to convene an Executive Session for any purpose
authorized by the Open Meetings Act, Texas Government Code 551.)

A Call to Order
Invocation
Pledge of Allegiance
Comments from the Mayor
City Council Regional Board Reports
Announcements

Action from Executive Session
Statutory Consent Agenda

The Statutory Consent Agenda includes non-controversial and routine items that may be acted upon with
one single vote. An item may be pulled from the Consent Agenda in order that it be discussed and acted
upon individually as part of the Regular Agenda.

B Consideration and possible action to approve the minutes of the Workshop and Regular Meetings
held on Tuesday, June 23, 2020 -- Robyn Densmore, City Secretary

C Consideration and possible action to approve the membership of a Bond Citizen Committee to
determine a potential Mobility Bond package targeting the May 2021 election date -- Bridget
Hinze Weber, Assistant to the City Manager

D Consideration and possible action to approve a purchase with Stonhard, a division of StonCor
Group, for floor coverings, supplies, and services at the Georgetown Animal Shelter utilizing
The Interlocal Purchasing System (TIPS) RFP 171103 in the amount of $81,961.00 -- Jackson
Daly, Community Services Director
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Consideration and possible action to approve a Task Order for Professional Services with
Lone Star Appraisals and Realty, Inc. in the amount of $83,000.00 for the Berry Creek
Interceptor Project, Phases 1-3 -- Travis Baird, Real Estate Services Manager

Consideration and possible action to approve a Resolution abandoning a 10' wide public utility
easement across Lot 1, Block 1, Re-subdivision of East 1/2 of Block 37 of the Snyder addition;
and, authorizing the Mayor to execute all necessary documents -- Travis Baird, Real Estate
Services Manager

Consideration and possible action to approve a Memorandum of Understanding with the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for the maintenance and operation of atraffic
signal at the intersection of Leander Road and Southwest Bypass -- Ray Miller, Director of
Public Works

Consideration and possible action to approve a Memorandum of Understanding with the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for the mowing and maintenance of certain rights
of way along IH-35 within the City Limits of Georgetown -- Ray Miller, Director of Public
Works

Consideration and possible action to approve a Task Order SBE-20-001 with Steger-Bizzell
Engineering, Inc. for engineering and design of Drainage Improvements at various
locations within the City of Georgetown in the amount of $109,558.00 -- Ray Miller, Director
of Public Works

Consideration and possible action to approve lease rate reduction, on a T-Hangar, for the
Apollo Composite Squadron of the Civil Air Patrol, a United States Air Force Auxiliary --
Joseph A. Carney, C.M., Airport Manager and Ray Miller, Director of Public Works

Consideration and possible action to execute a Memorandum of Understanding between the
City of Georgetown, the City of Round Rock, and the Brazos River Authority for a Water
Resource Evaluation Project for Williamson County -- Glenn W. Dishong, Director of
Water Utilities

Legislative Regular Agenda

L

Public Hearing and possible action on a proposed determination of no feasible or prudent
alternative to the use of a portion of public parkland, being a portion of San Gabriel Park
located along the southside of FM 971 between Riverhaven and Austin Ave. for the
relocation of an existing water line -- Travis Baird, Real Estate Services Manager

First reading of an Ordinance amending Section 12.20.050 of the Code of Ordinances entitled
“Prohibited Practices” relating to the prohibition of consumption of alcoholic beverages in
certain City Parks -- Kimberly Garrett, Parks and Recreation Director

Forwarded from General Government & Finance Advisory (G G AF):

Consideration and possible action to award JP Morgan Chase Bank as the City’s depository
bank for a one year and eight month term beginning September 1,2020 to April 30,2022
with no options for renewals and to authorize staff to negotiate a depository services contract
with JP Morgan to bring back to Council for approval -- Elaine Wilson, Controller

Consideration and possible action to approve a Municipal Services Agreement with The
Annunciation Maternity Home, Inc. and Shell 105 Joint Venture, for

the provision of municipal services to an approximately 0.763 acre tract of land out of the
William Roberts Survey, Abstract No. 524 and a 0.109 acre portion of Shell Road, a right-of-way
of varying width of record described to Williamson County, Texas, generally located at 3700
Shell Road -- Sofia Nelson, CNU-A, Planning Director

Consideration and possible action to approve a Resolution of no objection and two times the
state average per capita acknowledgement for KCG Development, LL.C, to apply for
Housing Tax Credits for the construction of 206 units of affordable housing for families to
be known as Espero Landing located at Sam Houston Ave. and Bell Gin Rd. -- Susan Watkins,
AICP, Housing Coordinator

Consideration and possible action to approve a Resolution of no objection and two times the
state average per capita acknowledgement for KCG Development, LL.C, to apply for
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Housing Tax Credits for the construction of 144 affordable and market rate units for seniors
to be known as Asperanza Heights located at Sam Houston Ave. and Bell Gin Rd. -- Susan
Watkins, AICP, Housing Coordinator

R Consideration and possible action to approve a Resolution implementing the Unified
Development Code (UDC) General Amendments List for 2020 -- Sofia Nelson, Planning
Director

Public Wishing to Address Council

On a subject that is posted on this agenda: Please fill out a speaker registration form which can be found
on the table at the entrance to the Council Chamber. Clearly print your name and the letter of the item
on which you wish to speak and present it to the City Secretary on the dais, prior to the start of the
meeting. You will be called forward to speak when the Council considers that item. Only persons who
have delivered the speaker form prior to the meeting being called to order may speak. Speakers will be
allowed up to three minutes to speak.

On a subject not posted on the agenda: An individual may address the Council at a regular City Council
meeting by contacting the City Secretary no later than noon on the Wednesday prior to the Tuesday
meeting, with the individual's name and a brief description of the subject to be addressed. Only those
persons who have submitted a timely request will be allowed to speak. Speakers will be given up to three
minutes to address the City Council. The City Secretary can be reachedat (512) 931-7715 or
cs@georgetown.org. Speakers will be allowed up to three minutes to speak.

S At the time of posting no one had signed up to speak.
Executive Session

In compliance with the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Government Code, Vernon's Texas Codes,
Annotated, the items listed below will be discussed in closed session and are subject to action in the
regular session.

T Sec. 551.071: Consultation with Attorney
Advice from attorney about pending or contemplated litigation and other matters on which the
attorney has a duty to advise the City Council, including agenda items
- Litigation Update
- PEC Franchise
- Net Metering
Sec. 551.086: Certain Public Power Utilities: Competitive Matters
- Purchase Power Update

Adjournment

Certificate of Posting

I, Robyn Densmore, City Secretary for the City of Georgetown, Texas, do hereby certify that
this Notice of Meeting was posted at City Hall, 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street,
Georgetown, TX 78626, a place readily accessible to the general public as required by law, on
the day of , 2020, at , and remained so posted for
at least 72 continuous hours preceding the scheduled time of said meeting.

Robyn Densmore, City Secretary
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City of Georgetown, Texas
City Council Regular Meeting
July 14, 2020

SUBJECT:
Consideration and possible action to approve the minutes of the Workshop and Regular Meetings held on Tuesday, June
23,2020 -- Robyn Densmore, City Secretary

ITEM SUMMARY:

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUBMITTED BY:
Robyn Densmore, City Secretary

ATTACHMENTS:

CC Workshop Minutes 06.23.2020
CC Reg Minutes 06.23.2020
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Notice of Meeting of the
Governing Body of the
City of Georgetown, Texas
Tuesday, June 23, 2020

The Georgetown City Council will meet on Tuesday, June 23, 2020 at 3:00 PM at the Council Chambers, at
510 West 9t Street, Georgetown, TX 78626.

The City of Georgetown is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If
you require assistance in participating at a public meeting due to a disability, as defined under the ADA,
reasonable assistance, adaptations, or accommodations will be provided upon request. Please contact the
City Secretary’s Office, at least three (3) days prior to the scheduled meeting date, at (512) 930-3652 or City
Hall at 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street for additional information; TTY users route through Relay Texas
at 711.

Mayor Ross called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. The following Council Members were in attendance:
Mayor Dale Ross; Mary Calixtro, Council Member District 1; Mike Triggs, Council Member District 3; Steve
Fought, Council Member District 4; Kevin Pitts, Council Member District 5; and Rachael Jonrowe, Council
Member District 6; and Tommy Gonzalez, Council Member District. Council District 2 is vacant. All
Council Members present via videoconferencing and a roll call was performed.

Policy Development/Review Workshop — Call to order at 3:00 PM

A. Presentation and discussion regarding a request for 1) a Resolution of no objection and 2) a
Resolution acknowledging that Georgetown has more than two times the average per capita
amount of Housing Tax Credit units for KCG Development to apply for Housing Tax Credits
for the construction of 206 units of affordable housing for families to be known as Espero
Landing, and 144 affordable and market rate units for seniors to be known as Asperanza
Heights, located at Sam Houston Ave. and Bell Gin Rd. -- Susan Watkins, AICP, Housing
Coordinator

Watkins presented the item and explained the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Programs
that are administered by the Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs (TDHCA)
and reviewed the 2020 Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP). She noted that the 4% Housing Tax
Credits (HTC) are non-competitive, must use tax-exempt bonds, developer can apply all year,
they cover approximately 30% of development cost, and generally serves 60% area median
income (AMI) population but can serve 30-80% AMI. Watkins explained that the 9% Housing
Tax Credits (HTC) are competitive, have limited allocation, have a March 1st application
deadline, are awarded in July, can cover roughly 70% of development cost, and serves 30%-
80% AMI population. She explained the HTC Resolution Request Process which Council
updated in 2016 and includes: application form; zoning verification or rezoning application
number; staff approved Public Outreach Plan; draft resolutions (Two-times and Support); and
a Letter of Intent with detailed information. Watkins reviewed the public outreach required
which includes two public meetings, outreach to residential neighborhoods within %2 mile of
the site, letters, signage and ads. She then reviewed the LIHTC Inventory Map. Watkins
reviewed existing project that are Live Oak, Merritt Heritage, and Kaia Pointe. She then
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recapped the 2030 Plan Goals, Policies & Implementation Strategies which included the 2030
Plan — Housing Goal of ensuring access to diverse housing options and preserve existing
neighborhoods, for residents of all ages, backgrounds and income levels. Watkins then noted
that Policy H.5 which includes: supporting and increase rental choices for low-income and
workforce households, unless the housing is substandard; supporting existing rental choices
for low-income households and workforce households as identified in the housing inventory;
increasing rental choices for workforce households through support of LIHTC development
and providing incentives in development regulations, agreements and negotiated standards;
and substandard housing is defined through coordination with Code Enforcement and Chief
Building Official. She provided the following information:

Goals, Policies, and Action Items Term Cost City StaffLead
Goal 6: Ensure accessto diverse housing options and preserve existing neighborhoods for residents of all ages, backgrounds and
income levels.

Policy H.5  Support and increase rental choices for low-income and workforce households unless the housing is substandard.

H.5.b. Support the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments 0G S Planning
that meet the City’s defined process.

Watkins reviewed the KCG Development Resolution Request with two resolutions needed
per development: 1) Resolution of no objection and 2) Resolution acknowledging that
Georgetown has more than two times the average per capita amount of Housing Tax Credit.
She noted that the Resolution of No Objection is required by TDHCA QAP and allows Council
the following options: approve so the applicant can submit application to TDHCA; or deny
and the applicant cannot submit application to TDHCA. Watkins provided the Twice State
Per Capita Calculation:

HTC Units Per Capita = = = .0097

Twice State per capita =.0097 *2 =.0194

City of Georgetown= — =.027

Watkins noted the HTC Resolution Request Process Overview and the following steps:
application was submitted (6 weeks prior to Housing Advisory Board (HAB) meeting) on
May 4, 2020; the HAB review and recommendation on June 15, 2020; neighborhood meetings,
two with one three weeks prior to Council action; City Council review and approval on June
23 and July 14, 2020; and Resolution of Support or No Objection for inclusion in application.
She noted that the application requirements which have been received are: application from;
zoning verification; public outreach plan; craft resolutions (two-times and support); and
Letter of Intent with detailed information. Watkins provided a project summary which notes:
206 income restricted units for families in Espero Landing; 144 affordable and market rate
units for seniors in Asperanza Heights; and tax exemption through nonprofit partnership
with a Housing Finance Corporation. She the provided the Housing Subarea Profile:
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Figure 132. Subarea 14 Housing Profile

Vacant Land Analysis

Vacant acres

13,413

Vacant acres outside floodplain

11,913

Housing and Household Characteristics

Subarea Planning Area
Multi-family (%) 2 17
Renters (%) 18 22
Median household income $72,385 $81,219
Area median income (%) 84 94
Tenure - owner 10 9
Tenure - renter 2 3
Household size 2.85 247
Median lot size 1.00 0.23
Price per sq. ft. $143 $146

Figure 133, Subarea 14 Boundaries
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Watkins the provided the proposed housing mix provide by the applicant:

Espero Landing: KCG
Projected Rent & Unit Mix .

1 800SF 35% 71

2 2 1,000 SF 50% 103

3 2 1,200 SF 15% 32

Total 206
30% of AMI 12 -5484 6- 5576 6 - $656 11.65%
50% of AMI 22-$839 16 - $999 12-51,148 24.27%
60% of AMI 26-51,016 58-51,212 2-51,394 41.75%
80% of AMI 11-51,193 23-51,425 12 - 51,640 22.33%

e: rents shown are “Net Rents®, i.e. actual amount paid after Utility Allowance

Watkins reviewed the public outreach plan that includes: two public meetings that were
virtual meetings with meeting #1 June 12th at 5:00 p.m. and meeting #2 July 10th at 5 p.m.;
letters where KCG will contact residents in the %2 radius of the site via mail; signage with sign
posted at site with meeting times and applicant contact information; and ads where KCG will
engage the SaddleCreek HOA to have both meeting notices disseminated to residents via an
Email Blast and via publication on the HOA Website. She stated that at Public Meeting #1,
held on Friday, June 12, 2020 virtually via Zoom there were approximately 80 total
participants in meeting including the developer and City staff. Watkins stated that at the
Housing Advisory Board June 15, 2020 meeting held at the Georgetown Public Library 14
members of the public were present and four signed up to speak with public comment that
included: residential developer communicated property would never be developed; tax
exemption is not appropriate if homeowners are required to pay; and concern of proximity to
affordable housing. She stated that two board members attended via the phone, with one
member only in attendance for a partion of the meeting, and five board members attended in
person. Watkins stated that the Board requested separate motions for each resolution type
and the Board recommended Council approve two times acknowledgment resolutions and
recommended to not approve the resolutions of no objection with questions regarding tax
exemption and lack of information on possible non-profit partnership(s). She noted that the
additional information on tax exemption included two types of non-profit partnerships that
qualify for tax exemption: community non-profit for 50% tax exemption and governmental
non-profit for 100% tax exemption. Watkins continued that it is typical for HTC projects to
partner with non-profit. She then reviewed the following KCG’s partnership with non-profit
criteria, timeline for non-profit selection, and need for property tax exemption which notes:
high cost of land is otherwise prohibitive of Workforce Housing development; rising costs for
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construction in both labor and materials; uncertainty in financial markets due to COVID-19
have resulted in higher interest rates; tax credit developments for Workforce Housing
generate less income than comparable conventional/market rate apartments; in exchange for
providing much needed workforce housing in Georgetown, KCG would need the full (100%)
property tax exemption of all taxable entities to be financially feasible; and this is a similar
structure to many other LIHTC properties in Georgetown. Watkins reviewed the type of
feedback requested from Council and asked: does Council need more information from
developer or staff about this request before the June 14 City Council regular meeting; and
given that more information has been provided by the applicant since the June HAB meeting,
would Council like the HAB to review this item in advance of the July 14th meeting.

Gonzalez asked if the proposed LIHTC was approved, the units would pay no taxes to the
City, but be allowed use and any existing amenities. David Morgan, City Manager,
responded yes, that is correct. Gonzalez noted that there are already several multi-family
units in that area of town.

Jonrowe asked if the people living in the proposed units would be exempt from paying sales
tax. Watkins responded that the residents would pay sales tax. Jonrowe added that by paying
sales tax citizens in these units would still be contributing to the tax base.

Pitts stated that he did not need additional information prior to the next Council meeting on
July 14" and that he did not feel the Housing Advisory Board needs to meet again to discuss
the project. He added that he does not support the project.

Fought stated that he did not need any additional information. He noted that by adding this
project the City would have far more than average for low-income housing tax credit
properties. Fought stated that the tax burden should be fairly distributed and adding this
project would cause an undue burden. He emphasized that the City does its share for tax
credit projects.

Triggs stated that he didn’t need any additional information.

Calixtro asked if homes in the ET]J receive Fire and Police amenities. Morgan responded that
homes in the ET] fall into Emergency Services District (ESD) #8 and pay for those services.
He added that residents in the ETJ] don’t received Police assistance but are served by the
County. Morgan noted that in the ETJ it is still possible to pay for City water depending on
the location. Calixtro noted the need for workforce housing and that even if these projects
were added the City would be behind in the needed number of workforce housing. She also
noted the high cost of rent in the area and the addition of these projects would benefit the
City. Calixtro then stated the need for businesses in this residential area and voiced support
for the project.

Mayor Ross asked Watkins to review the population data that was provided on the item
coversheet for Liberty Hill. Pitts noted that the City limits of Liberty Hill is very small, and
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the numbers do not include the ET] where many developments are located. Mayor Ross
asked if the Liberty Hill does in fact have 21% workforce housing. Watkins responded yes,
based on state data.

Jonrowe asked if staff could provide where Texas ranks for subsidized housing based on other
states in time for the next Council meeting. She then asked about frozen property taxes and
where the City currently stands. Morgan responded that staff will work to get that
information to Council.

Karen Frost, Assistant City Secretary, read public comments that were submitted via email in
the following order (comments appear exactly as submitted):

Kellen Hall - I am against the Proposed future KCG developments Espero Landing and
Asperanza Heights located at Sam Houston Ave and Bell Gin Rd.

Gabriella Banks - We were excited as we purchased our first starter home here in the saddle
creek neighborhood. We are also angry and saddened at the thought of our first investment
can be totally destroyed by the KCG proposal of the affordable housing apartments. We had
no knowledge that “affordable housing” could be built right outside our door steps. If we
would have known we would have never purchased here in Georgetown. Approving the
KCG development has no pros to the home owners of saddle creek and only presents it’s self
with cons for example: property value decreases and crime increases.

I object to the KCG proposal of affordable housing.

Reverend Lou Snead - As the Chair of the Housing Advisory Board, I am expressing support
for the housing tax credit resolutions that will allow the KCG Development to build workforce
and senior housing projects at Espero Landing and Asperanza. My support for these two
projects is based on my research regarding the last three Low Income Housing Tax Credit
projects that have been built in Georgetown. In speaking with the managers of the Kia Pointe,
Merritt Heritage, and Live Oak developments, I learned that all of below-market apartments
in these housing tax credit projects were filled within just a few months from their opening
and remain in high demand with waiting lists. I also learned that these units are currently
occupied by health care workers, school teachers, and retail workers that our community
depends on having as employees in our institutions and for low-income seniors as well. This
recent research demonstrates that there is still a high level of demand for affordable housing
options in Georgetown for both workers and lower-income seniors.

Neil Grobler - I would like to express my concern regarding the tax credit housing proposed
by KCG Development. The master plan community of Saddle Creek has the potential to be a
bright spot of growth for Georgetown on the East side of I-35. Homes in this area range from
~$250K-$400K. Many home owners made the decision to call this area r “forever home” &
gave since made tremendous improvements to their properties. Being a native of a large
metropolitan area, Houston, there is no reason for this affordable housing complex to be
placed into a stand alone suburban master plan community that has absolutely no immediate
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proximity to work opportunities. Transportation would be an additional logistical concern in
order to provided tenants of the affordable housing with means to/from work. This proposal
from KCG is ill placed, really for both parties - those who currently reside in Saddle Creek, &
potential tenants of this affordable housing complex. I urge the council members to vote
against this proposal with the best interest of the aforementioned parties & the City of
Georgetown in mind. Thank you.

Christopher Hoy - I'm asking that you not approve the proposed KCG Development for a tax-
credit complex adjacent to the Saddlecreek HOA community. By approving this apartment
complex, you will negatively affecting an HOA community of more than 600 homeowners
presently and over 1300 as the community fills in the near future. This proposal will decrease
property values and the ability to resale homes in this community as well as new home sales.
This complex will be directly outside my front door....approximately 50 feet away. We
invested in our home here because of the country feel of the community and the advantages
from being away from the city with an HOA community experience. If this is approved,
myself and 27 other homes that share a property line with the proposed complex will loose
everything we invested here for. We will never regain the equity in our homes. This proposed
complex will bring more traffic to an already increasingly busy traffic issue caused by the
growth of this community and the inability of the existing roads to handle the present
community with the two schools within 1/2 mile of the community and another to open that
is nearby. The roads surrounding are already backed up due to school traffic in the mornings
and afternoons. I am in no way against reduced-rent housing for those that need it. I am
against the proposed placement so close to this HOA community and the negative affects it
will have on over 1300 homeowners that have invested in this Saddlecreek development.
There is no commercial support nearby for this proposed community. No public
transportation and no employment opportunities. We have multiple law enforcement officers
in this community. Many of which have given their professional opinions from experience of
an increase in crime with apartments in general, and specifically with Kaia Pointe apartments
which is another complex developed by KCG. Please consider the negative effects this tax-
credit complex will have on over 1300 homeowners and their investments in their homes.
Thanks you for giving me the opportunity to voice my concerns, and thank you for listening.
I know you will do what's right and fair for both sides of this issue. Thank you again for your
time, Christopher Hoy, Saddlecreek Resident.

Mary Mindieta Bugg - Good afternoon,

First, thank you for the opportunity to allow all residents of Georgetown to be heard by
providing different options.

My Husband and I moved to SaddleCreek in August 2018 when we built what we thought
would be our "forever" home. We designed our home, picked our lot and imagined raising
our family in the outskirts of beautiful Georgetown. We thought we were being very
methodical on where we picked to live. Obviously we knew some development would be
built around us and would grow some. But, when we received notification of KCG
Development my heart sank. Now, [ understand every family deserves housing opportunities
and those with low income are no exception. But, please not in SaddleCreek area. Most of us

Page 12 of 406



have invested a great deal in our homes and some of us have paid in the high $300's. In my
opinion and based on research this is not a good idea and I believe will lower the value of my
home. Not only that but the likelihood of crime potentially could increase. Meaning these are
apartments, people living there are not as invested as we homeowners.

Iunderstand KCG has specific plans and specs on what these apartments would look like and
make you believe how great this will be. But, this is not going to be the case. For example, I
used to live in Pflugerville in the late 90's early 2000's and the area was nice and a respectable
community. Then they went and allowed "low income" housing to be built on Heatherwilde.
What happened? The area went down and crime increased. This is NOT what we need in
SaddleCreek. They, KCG will tell you what you want to hear because they want the
exemptions and credits. They will build and move forward to their next development with
no care in the long term effect. We, homeowners would be stuck with either having to sell
and lose money.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mary Bugg

Richard Glasco - Thank you Mayor and Council for this opportunity to address this
workshop. I address the Council today in support of KGB"s development of Espero Landing
and Asperanza Heights. As you already know, these properties will provide 144 units of
affordable housing for Seniors and 206 units for workforce families. I fully expect that the
objections to this development won't center on the look of the buildings or the zoning that has
been in place that will still allow apartment homes to be built there, whether KGB builds them
or not.

No there will be left handed personal disgust, disguised as "we have x times more affordable
homes than some other city", which translated just means there is a dislike for the people who
might live there. some how allowing good working people to live in decent housing that gives
them a break on their rent somehow is a bad thing. Workers essential or not deserve our
respect. Seniors living on fixed incomes

even without a pandemic deserves our respect. Let's show our citizens that we are here to
address the needs of All our citizens, regardless of what some other town is or is not doing
for its citizens. We're Georgetown, a loving and caring community.

I respectfully ask that you make no objection to KGB's application.

Richard Glasco

President, Georgetown Housing Initiative

Julia Hoy - Council members,

I would like to ask your support in voting against the proposed Espero Landing apartment
complex at the corner of Bell Gin & Sam Houston. This affordable housing complex sits inside
the Southeast corner of the Saddle Creek neighborhood. My husband and I purchased our
home in the neighborhood and moved in in February 2019. We purchased our home here
because of the quiet, rural feel of the neighborhood.

When we purchased, we were told that the land where the proposed Espero Landing will sit
was to be a light commercial area, containing a small strip shopping center. We recently found
out that the zoning for that area had been changed to multi-family in 2015. We were deceived
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by Pacesetter Homes in order to make a sale. Had we known this, we and most of our
neighbors would never had purchased in this neighborhood. This proposed apartment
complex sits directly across the street from my house, which is on Daisy Cutter Crossing. I
am terribly afraid that the construction of the proposed complex will devalue our property,
as we have neighbors who have already had three offers on their home fall through once the
potential buyers learn of Espero Landing.

Saddle Creek residents take great pride in the appearance & upkeep of our homes and
common areas. We are concerned that the proximity of Espero Landing will create an
excessive amount of trash, traffic (both cars & foot-traffic), and the potential for crime. In
speaking with law enforcement and doing research on my own, I have found that affordable,
tax-credit assisted apartment complexes create increases in the amount of crime in the
vicinity. This is of great concern not only to me, but to the all of the residents of Saddle Creek.
My final concern is the fact that KCG Development is asking for tax credits so no Williamson
County property taxes would be paid. At the last board meeting, the representative from KCG
stated that if this was not granted, they would be unable to afford to build the complex as
they would not have the funds for the

property/building cost AND property taxes. This is a disservice to the City of Georgetown
and to Williamson County. This proposed complex will be increasing the number of residents
who use city and county services, including the local schools with no increase in funding to
those services. As homeowners, we are expected to be able to afford our building costs
(mortgage) AND our property taxes. Why should KCG not be held to the same expectations?
I appreciate your time and consideration in this matter.

Ashley Hawkes - We personally find that another affordable housing project isn’t needed for
Georgetown as there are already plenty of others. We also feel that this location doesn’t make
sense to build one even if another is needed. There are no shopping needs within walking
distance or within 2 miles. There isn’t public transportation offered. There isn’t Close access
to a main freeway transit for commuters Other than a toll road with a hefty cost. If I personally
needed to live in such a place I would not choose this location due to the lack of functionality
it would provide to help me.

We also feel that it is very wrong for the builder to be using a loop hole to “avoid paying
taxes” to the community but have numerous residents using the parts of our community that
our taxes pay for. The builder itself is not the one in need of a tax break and they should be
required to add to our economy in that way. They told us that the residents that would reside
potentially in these units would be essential employees whom themselves are paid salaries
by our taxes yet they aren’t willing to pay them. It's a walking contradiction.

We are also concerned with the light pollution, traffic increases, crime rates increased, our
home values decreased, and the eventual decline in standards in the apartment complexes.
We feel that the developer is using the small portion of the units for seniors as an excuse to
the city to show that they are going to be an acceptable complex to have there. If the units
were 100% senior living that would be certainly plausible.

Thank you for your time, and consideration.
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Katalin Norwood - I am OPPOSED to the projected development of affordable housing in the
Saddlecreek subdivision. It has the potential to decrease our home value, increase crime, and
increase traffic our streets are not designed to handle. We moved to Georgetown for the
exceptional safety and hometown culture, this brings the exact opposite. If this development
is suppose to bring so many “positives” why aren’t the developers building this in their
neighborhood to add diversity to Georgetown. Will these apartments require extensive
background checks for all those that live in them, as many complexes do? In addition we have
no city transportation that travels to this area of Georgetown.

Lastly, we are already seeing houses go up for sale in neighborhood from the potential impact
of this development.

Laura Higgins - To the members,

I am opposed to this development here in the Saddle Creek neighborhood. There are already
several areas near us that offer rental options, Linea Stillwater is an example.

My concern is also regarding the overcrowding of the elementary and middle schools that is
already happening and this would only compound the matter.

We do not have any city transportation near us, nor easy access to grocery stores. We currently
still have limited delivery access as it is from dinning establishment. We already have 7
different home builders here in Saddle Creek. That is enough diversity for our neighborhood
without additional builders coming in.

We have the single families homes, along with Twinhomes options available currently.

The traffic would increase dramatically and we currently already have limited access.

It has already had impact on the sales in our neighborhood.

Please reconsider and do not pass this request.

Thank you for your time.

The following comments were made during the meeting using the Zoom client:

Maria (Last Name not Recorded) — She stated that she had emailed her research to all the
Council Members related to affordable housing and noted that affordable housing increases
areas of low-income housing and decreases property values of market value home. She added
that there is not enough accessibility in the area to support this development.

There were no addition comments from Council or the public.

. Presentation and discussion on the proposed FY2021 Capital Improvement Plan for
Transportation and Drainage -- Wesley Wright, PE, Systems Engineering Director

Wright presented the item and reviewed the 2021 Transportation and Drainage Capital
Improvement Plan that includes improvements to the Airport, drainage, and streets. He
stated that the FY2021 Airport improvements will total for a maintenance facility which was
previously approved for FY2020 but paused due to Covid-19 and debt market issues. Wright
added that there are several operational requests coming as part of normal base budget
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including wildlife management, pavement maintenance, and hangar maintenance. He then
reviewed the FY2021 Drainage improvements that will total $1 million and include: curb and
gutter repairs of removal and replacement of damaged curbs totaling $500,000; stormwater
inventory of operational and maintenance items totaling $200,000; and drainage
improvements to low water crossings totaling $300,000. Wright explained the street
maintenance improvements that will total $3.5 million and include: Hot-In-Place Recycling
(HIPR) done by Culter which is sales tax revenue dependent and consist of new pavement
mixed with existing pavement; River Bend, Park Meadow, Lakeway, Western Trail, Wagon
Wheel, Lonesome Trail, Springs Trail, Primrose Trail, Hollow Trail, Broken Spoke Trail,
Whisper Oaks and Downtown from Scenic to Austin Avenue and 6th to 10t Streets; and high
performance pavement seal (HPPS) which is sales tax revenue dependent and consists of curb
to curb crack sealing and will be located in portions of Sun City, Quail Valley, High Tech, Old
FM 1460, portions of Berry Creek and Lakeside Ranch. He also provided maps of all the areas
that will be improved. Wright noted that looking forward there will be street maintenance
with a PCI update likely in 2022 and staff will continue HIPR and HPPS as sales tax revenue
allows. He noted that Road Bond Programs are still in effect and staff is finishing the 2008
Bond project on FM971; finishing the 2015 Bond Project on DB Wood, sidewalks, and
intersections; May 2021 Election for another road bond with a committee forthcoming at the
July 14 Council meeting; and the Impact Fee Committee will be restarting in August. Wright
reviewed the 2015 Road Bond and noted the following progress: Southwest Bypass is
complete; Rivery Blvd is complete; NW Blvd Bridge should be completed in early 2021;
Leander Road is under design and being paid with CAMPO funds; Southwestern is under
design and still in need of certain right-of-way; Inner Loop has completed design and bidding
will take place in July; intersections will be ongoing on an annual basis; and sidewalks will be
ongoing on an annual basis. He explained the 2015 Road Bond remaining projects stating;:
Southwest Bypass, from Wolf Ranch Parkway to SH29 connection for $0.7 million design is
under design with a potential partnership with Williamson County; Williams Drive and
Lakeway Intersection totaling $1.4 million is under design; Leander Road from River Ridge
to Southwest Bypass totaling $5.2 million out of the 2015 Road Bond is under design,
acquiring right-of-way, and will consist of CAMPO and TxDOT construction; Southwestern
Blvd from Raintree to Inner Loop totaling $4.2 million out of the 2015 Road Bond is under
design and acquiring right-of-way; Inner Loop from Austin to 1460 totaling $1.2 million out
of the 2015 Road Bond will have bidding in July 2020 and be GTEC Funded for $7.2 million;
and future design and construction for FY2021 and beyond including DB Wood from SH29
to Oak Ridge totaling $18.4 million in approximately FY2021-2022 and remainder Priority 1
Sidewalks in Downtown and along SH29 totaling $3.7 million in approximately FY2021-2024.
Wright then reviewed the 2015 Road Bond remaining projects that are not currently budgeted
consisting of: future design only totaling $14.4 million for Stadium Dr. and NE Inner Loop
($2.1 million), SH29 for Haven Lane to SH130 ($4.1 million), remainder of intersection
improvements ($3.7 million), and remainder future projects ($4.5 million) including Williams,
Shell, Inner Loop, DB Wood, IH35 south bound Frontage; TxDOT Projects totaling $11.6
million for TxDOT funded going forward, IH35 north bound Frontage Road totaling $7
million; and Leander Road Bridge Design totaling$4.6 million. He noted the FY2021 Street
CIP totaling $6.8 million and including: intersection improvements with signals, turn lanes,
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etc. at locations to be determined for $1.8 million; sidewalks as a continuation of Priority 1
ADA Master Plan in Downtown totaling $1 million; and DB Wood from SH29 to Oak Ridge
for design in FY2021 totaling $4 million and construction in FY22 totaling $14.4 million.
Wright reviewed the FY2021 GTEC project totaling $8.5 million for Aviation Drive from
Airport Road to IH35 Service Road for 4 or 5 lanes as part of Economic Development with
water system enhancements proposed.

Fought asked when the next Road Bond was scheduled. Morgan responded that staff could
work with Council, but the current plan was for May 2021. He added the current timeline
would allow for either a November or May election.

Pitts asked about the need for HPSS in Lakeside Ranch since it is a new development. Wright
responded that the proposed maintenance is to extend the life of the current pavement. Pitts
asked if the seal was different from repaving. Wright responded yes, the seal is very cost
effective.

Jonrowe, Gonzalez, Calixtro and Triggs has no questions.

. Presentation and discussion regarding the proposed FY2021 Capital Improvement Plan for
Facilities -- Eric Johnson, Facilities Director

Johnson presented the item and noted that the 2021 Capital Improvement Plan for facilities
includes improvements in Downtown, land acquisition, facilities for FY 2021, and a 5-year
plan. He stated that in the Downtown area there is a City Center Festival/Public Space that is
scheduled out as follows: $75,000 in FY2021 for Phase 1; $1,300,000 in FY2022 for Phase 2;
$1,375,000 in FY2023 for Phase 3; $2,150,000 in FY2024 for Phase 4; and $500,000 in FY2025 for
Phase 5. Johnson stated that land acquisition has begun for the Parks and Recreation
Administrative Offices expansion. He added that for City facilities the Public Safety
Operations and Training Center Phase II will costs $4,500,000 in FY2021 and include the
following additions and improvements: public entry plaza; public safety building; FEMA
secured parking; pubic parking; secured parking; exterior vehicle storage; training and
exterior classroom; SKID pad; EVOC training area; firearm training; obstacle course; bioswale
“rain garden”; fire burn tower; fire training building; fire department; secured access; central
energy plant; and secondary access. Wayne Nero, Police Chief, explained the decision to add
a firing range and the need to include it to properly train officers based on meetings with the
Public Safety Committee. Mayor Ross asked Chief Nero to explain the importance of the
facility. Nero responded that the more training officers have the better they can do their jobs.
Mayor Ross asked if implement training has made the police force safer. Nero responded that
the more training, the safer the officers. He noted that the City currently uses the Williamson
County firing range when available. Mayor Ross about the ease of use of the County facility.
Nero responded that scheduling and distance lead to not as frequent availability and easier
access will allow to more and better training. Mayor Ross asked if the range was originally
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considered for the original building of the facility. Nero responded that it was part of the
master plan and considered for Phase 2.

Johnson stated that Transfer Station improvements will cost $10,000,000 in FY2021 and the
Recreation Center Teen/Senior Renovation will cost $200,000 in FY2021. He then provided
the Proposed 5 Year CIP as follows:

8th St. Covered
Market Space

$150,000

Animal Services
Renovation/

$6,200,000
Addition

Facility Services
Renovation/Expan

$900,000
sion

Festival Space

Georgetown City $75,000 $1,300,000 $1,375,000 $2,150,000 $500,000
Center

Fire Logistics
Building HEBTILY

Fire Station No. 1

Renovation $3,750,000

Fire Statlon. No. 3 $3,150,000
Renovation

Fire Station 4- $7,000,000
Reloc.

Fire Station $750,000 $6,250,000
No. 8

GMC Remodel $8,500,000

M¥xed Use $12,000,000
Parking Garage

Parks and Rec
Admin Offices $1,100,000 $9,000,000

Public Facilities
Master Plan $175,000

PSOTC Phase IT $4,500,000

Public Works $4,200,000
Relocation

Purchasing/Fleet/ $1,750,000 $15,100,000
Warehouse

Rec Center Teen/

2
Senior Renovation $200,000
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Signature

Gateway $100,000
Transfer Station $10,000,000
TOTAL $14,775,000 $7,150,000 $17,425,000 $7,150,000 $15,750,000 $41,975,000

Mayor Ross asked about the possible Fire Station 4 relocation. Johnson responded that the
current Fire Station 4 is located on the Airport property and there could be more desirable
locations in the future. Morgan stated that the current location for Fire Station 4 has the most
accessibility issues.

Johnson then reviewed the next steps and noted that all proposed projects are funded through
the tax rate except the Transfer Station; the Transfer Station will be debt service funded
through sanitation rates; CIP Capacity discussion will take place in July Council Meeting and
projects may move around in years based on capacity.

Pitts stated his support for the proposed plan.
Jonrowe had no questions.

Gonzalez asked if the proposed projects were being worked within the current tax structure.
Morgan responded that at an upcoming Council workshop staff would walk Council through
a plan to make a debt plan to support the projects. Gonzalez stated the expansion of the public
safety building is needed based on the growth of the City.

Neither or Calixtro or Triggs had additional questions

Mayor Ross stated that the need to upgrade training facilities is need to have the best possible
police force.

D. Presentation and discussion regarding the proposed FY2021 Capital Improvement Plan for
Parks and Recreation -- Kimberly Garrett, Parks and Recreation Director

Garrett presented the items and noted that the Parks ADA Transition Plan was the only
current year project moving forward and the following projects are currently deferred: San
Gabriel Park Phase III design; region trail extension; neighborhood park development; Parks
Master Plan; and the Tennis Center Pool demolition. She stated that the Parks ADA
Transition Plan includes accessibility repairs along Randy Morrow Trail to Chandler Park
with bidding taking place in late summer with construction to begin early fall. She then
reviewed the design San Gabriel Park Phase III and the Regional Trail design and
construction, and explained that the neighborhood park development to redevelop Heritage
Community Gardens will consist of 19 acres and minimal support facilities that will bring an
opportunity for lifelong learning and be located at 2100 Hutto Road in the Southeast area of
Georgetown. Garrett explained that the Parks Master Plan Update was needed because the
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plan was last updated in 2009. She continued that the top priorities have been accomplished
and the plan establishes community priorities while providing a guideline for CIP and future
bond and the opportunity to leverage grants. Garrett stated that the demolition of the Tennis
Center Pool was part of the 2013 Aquatic Master Plan which recommended closure due to
conditions and geographic proximity to other pools. She provided the status of the 2008 Park
Bond and noted that $35.5 million in Park Bond funds were approved by voters in November
2008 with prior issuances totaling $22.7 million to date from 2010 thru 2018 and a remaining
authorization of $12.8 million. Garret then provided the Proposed 5 Year CIP as follows:

ADA Transition Plan 150,000 150,000 - - - 300,000
Blue Hole Park Improvement - - - 1,200,000 1,200,000
} | 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 1,500,000
= E = = 200,000

1,200,000 - 2,400,000 4,875,000

7 rh 5,250,000 - - 8,700,000 14,550,000
Southeast Community Park - 4,000,000 - 10,500,000 14,500,000
7 gy il . - . - - 70,000
Westside Park Development - - - - - 10,000,000 10,000,000
Westside Recreation Center - - - - - 20,600,000 20,600,000
2,545,000 5,650,000 1,450,000 4,250,000 250,000 53,650,000 67,795,000

Garrett noted that the proposed Parks CIP for FY2021 will continue the Parks ADA Transition
Plan and include the deferred FY2020 Projects: San Gabriel Park Phase III design; regional
trail extension; neighborhood park development; Parks Master Plan; and Tennis Center Pool
demolition. She stated that the continuation of the Parks ADA Transition Plan with complete
accessibly on Randy Morrow Trail and begin accessibility improvements on the South San
Gabriel Trail. Garrett stated that the Parks Board recommended approval of the proposed
projects in the FY2021 and the Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan at their June 17, 2020
meeting with a 6-0 vote with one member absent.

Council Members Jonrowe, Gonzalez, Calixtro, Triggs, and Fought had not questions.

Pitts asked about cost of demolishing the Tennis Center Pool and if the project was taken out
to bid for repairs. Garrett responded that the responses were $400,00 to $450,000. Pitts asked
about the Blue Hole Park improvements. Garrett responded that is was in conjunction with
the Austin Avenue Bridges project to allow pedestrian access and have more family friendly
area. She continued that the area is still heavily used. Pitts stated that he would love to see
improvements to Blue Hole Park and that he would like PD to be involved related to input
on the area.

. Presentation and discussion regarding the FY20 and FY21 Budget Update including
Revenues, Pressure Points and Citizen Engagement Plan -- Laurie Brewer, Assistant City
Manager

Page 20 of 406



Brewer presented the item and explained revenue trends for sales tax that were previously
estimated 3% below budget for -$30.67 million with new “tentative” projection is estimated
at $31.75 million or at the FY20 original budget. She added that if the confidential
report/breakdown supports that this is a meaningful trend the City will also want to see May’s
sales tax numbers to confirm new projection. Brewer noted that revenue trends for
development revenues and noted that staff is holding weekly developer calls and each week,
staff is continuing to see an uptick in home sales which will impact development revenues as
well as sales tax related to construction. She explained the utility revenue and noted: Electric
is currently expected to meet budget forecast, service revenues through March were up $1.5
million, and April service revenues were down significantly; development related revenue
over $1 million higher than original forecast; Water is currently expected to meet or slightly
exceed forecast; and Impact Fees are expected to be $11.8 million higher than expected.
Brewer noted that the Hotel Occupancy Tax is improving over April with a slow recovery
and provided 2019 and 2020 comparisons for March 21+ — June 6'":

Weekly Occ (%) - Mar 21, 2020 to Jun 06, 2020
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Brewer reviewed the FY2020 Budget Contingency Plan and noted the following: staff is
holding on 31 positions and will evaluate hiring certain frozen positions based on updated
revenue projections; staff is pausing on projects including Downtown Parking, Parks Master
Plan, Neighborhood Parks, Tennis Center Pool demolition, regional trail expansion, design of
San Gabriel Park Phase 3, Citizen and Employee Engagement Surveys, and staffing and
operations of Fire Station 7; and staff has cut employee training, but did retain training needed
to maintain certifications. She explained the plan for preparing for FY2021 and noted the
FY2021 preliminary revenue assumptions that are: sales tax is currently projecting same as
for 2021 for a total of $31.75 million; development revenue is showing continued development
related growth and more moderate than the beginning of FY2020; other revenue including
the SAFER grant for firefighters decreases from 75% funding to 35% for the second two
quarters of the year, property tax in the General Fund, and total City budget is changing from
$15.3 million to $15.7 million. Brewer reviewed the property tax New Truth in Taxation 2019
Senate Bill 2/Property Tax Reform and Transparency and explained the following new
terminology: de minimis rate is the rate that is equal to the sum of (A) a taxing unit’s no-new-
revenue maintenance and operations rate, (B) the rate that when applied to a taxing current
total value, will impose an amount of taxes equal to $500,000, and (C)a taxing unit’s current
debt rate, which does not apply to Georgetown; and the unused increment rate which is when
a taxing unit that did not use all of its revenue growth may bank that unused growth as long
as the taxing unit averaged below 3.5 percent of the voter-approval rate over three years, and
for the 2020 tax year, the unused increment rate is zero. She then provided the following:
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Brewer then explained the Property Tax Estimates for the FY2021 Budget and noted that the
preliminary role provided by the Williamson Central Appraisal District (WCAD) Chief
Appraiser and the new property estimate is $470 million. She explained that the amount
under protest is 25% and a 3.5% in operations and maintenance rate increase is being
proposed in the FY2021 plan as allowed in new state legislation. Brewer added that due to
increase in existing values, does not mean an increase in the overall tax rate. She then
provided the preliminary information from WCAD for Tax Year 2020 = Fiscal Year 2021,
Number of Residential New Improvements, Number of Commercial New Improvements,
and Change is Taxable Value from Prior Year:
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Brewer stated that there is $470 million in new property which generates additional revenue
for new budget costs and new property in Tax Increment Zones (TIRZ) dedicated to
improvements in the Zone. She provided the following TIRZ information:

AV

General 7,203,076,531
Downtown 74,568,725
Rivery 49,923,461
South Georgetown 39,182,223
Gateway 19,556,574
Wolf Lakes 5,934,827

7,392,242,341

*AV — Appraised Value
*ARB — Appraisal Review Board

ARB ARB Properties

2,243,750,636 4149 31.1%
52,041,619 59 69.8%
64,500,010 73 129.2%
188,046,688 210 479.9%
14,889,229 15 76.1%
- - 0.0%

2,563,228,182 4,506

Brewer explained the pressure points for the FY2021 Budget which are: implementation of
Comprehensive Plan; Unified Development Code (UDC) diagnostics; TxDOT Signal
Takeover; Fire Stations 6 and 7; water planning and conservation; Georgetown Convention
and Visitors Bureau; and sustaining growth in development services. She explained the
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pressures of implementation of Comprehensive Plan which consist of a 3-pronged
implementation strategy of regulatory framework, decision framework, and plans, programs
and partnerships with the following projects expected in first two years: UDC diagnostic and
re-write; update existing workforce development standards to identify specific opportunities
to improve usability of existing program; evaluate special district policy for workforce
housing opportunities; develop a plan for a gateway feature at City entrance on southbound
I-35; identify potential public/private/non-profit partnership opportunities to create a
dedicated housing fund; expand home repair program to workforce homeowners; and submit
a budget request to complete a small area plan for the neighborhood Track-Ridge-
Grasshopper Neighborhood. Brewer said the TxDOT signal takeover will consist of the
following: the City currently manages and operates (owns) 21 Traffic Signals; in Spring of
2021, the population numbers from the 2020 Census should be available; the City will be
required to take over the traffic signals that are currently managed and operated by TxDOT;
30 additional traffic signals which will give the City 51 total traffic signals to manage and
operate; the City has initiated a contract with Iteris which is the City’s traffic signal consultant
who manages the City’s SPM software — Signal Timing; the City will take an inventory of all
the TxDOT Signals, the equipment, the life expectancy, etc.; Iteris will be assisting in the take
over and negotiate with TxDOT on the City’s behalf; and the City will try to get TxDOT to
bring the signals that we will be taking over up to the City’s standards or equipment. She
then noted the benefits of taking over the signals: currently TxDOT signal crews come out of
Austin District Office; the city’s population gets to take advantage of having a dedicated staff
that can respond more quickly to a traffic signal malfunction and/or citizen complaints; and
the City can also operate these signals more efficiently during planned events such as festivals
or unplanned events such as a road closure due to an incident. Brewer explained Fire Stations
6 and 7 and noted that Station 6 staffing is accomplished by moving a team from Station 5;
the new staffing for Station 7 is partially funded by a SAFER grant; need to consider additional
positions for full coverage of shifts; and needed evaluation of the impact of staffing Medic 5
at Station 7 such a coverage for the shifts, overtime versus new staffing, and calls/coverage
response times. She noted the water planning and conservation pain points which are: water
rates and capacity to serve are measured by the supply or raw water and treatment capacity
through infrastructure; during a March 2020 Council presentation it was shown how planning
has accelerated due to our use patterns and growth; the Master Plan indicated additional
supply needed 2042, but it is now 2037 and staff is working with Brazos River Authority
(BRA) to evaluate additional supply, primarily in Carrizo Wilcox aquifer zone; the Master
Plan indicated major treatment at 8-10 years, but now it is within 5 years; the expansion of the
Lake Water Treatment Plant totaling $30M and the construction of South Water Treatment
Plant totaling $58M plus transmission lines which will include partnerships with Round Rock
and Leander; and conservation is critical to reduce rate impact and timing. Brewer provided
the Water Planning — Future Resources and Capacity (Current Use and Growth) chart:
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Brewer noted the need for the City to sustain growth in Development Services and the need
for and Planning and Engineering support, Inspections, and water system growth in the
Western District. She noted that when it comes to sustaining growth in Development Services
regarding Building Inspections: permit activity dipped in April due to COVID-19 impacts;
permit activity increased in May and has continued in June; and the City has issued 1,200
single-family building permits during first 8 months of FY2020. Brewer reviewed the
following:

Weekly Sum of Applications Accepted
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Brewer explained sustaining growth in Development Services related to Planning and
Engineering and noted the following development application activity by month: January
was heavy on construction plans; February was heavier on final plats; March was heavy on

Page 26 of 406



resubmittals; April was heavier on final plats; and May had site plans and plats taking the
lead as shown here:

2019-2020 New Applications Comparison

2019-2020 Resubmittals Comparison

No. Resubrrittals Recelved

IANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MaY

Brewer explained the Water Systems growth and noted: impact fees represent new
connections to our water system; the original FY2020 Budget included $14.25 million in
impact fees with an estimated 2000-2500 new connections, the current fee being $6921 per
residential unit, and per unit varies based upon plat date per the impact fee ordinance; and
FY2020 updated and amended budget totals $26,050,000 with $11,800,000 in new impact fee
revenue estimated, an estimated total of 3800-4000 new connections, and approximately $20
million of that has been collected to date.

Brewer explained the Georgetown Convention and Visitors Bureau (CVB) pain points and
noted that: revenues in FY2019 were $1.39 million, revenues in FY2020 are projected to be
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$711,000 with strong revenue through mid-March, and revenues in FY2021 are projected to
be $650,000 due to slower recovery than other revenue streams; expenses continue to hold on
sales and convention support position and staff will continue to promote Georgetown; and
overall staff will utilize reserves to continue to promote Georgetown as a destination to
reestablish revenue streams. She reviewed staff recommendations and noted that the City
Manager’s FY 2021 Budget strategy for tax funded Capital Improvements are: Streets totaling
$6.8 million; Parks totaling $2.545 million; Facilities totaling $5.575 million; and Public Safety
Vehicles and Equipment totaling $4.4 millions for a total of $19.32 million. Brewer stated that
a work session on July 14, 2020 will consider a 5-year plan and related tax rate impacts based
upon continued assessed valuation growth and capacity for new debt. She continued that the
City Manager’s FY2021 Budget strategy is to have a conservative outlook for revenues and
continue to watch economic indicators to determine local conditions; fund some FY2020
projects that were paused during pandemic; have new funding included if critical to maintain
levels of service; have some currently frozen positions may be filled; and Tier 1 FY2021
projects to be reviewed as economic related activity becomes more clear with the possibility
of considering Tier 1 projects in the fall, when more is known about a possible second wave
of COVID infections. Brewer reviewed the Public Engagement and Communication Plan
noting that in addition to pressure points, staff has asked public for feedback via survey that
provides education and asks for input on priorities, closes June 26, 2020, is available online
and printed in English and Spanish, and on the website a posting of detailed budget
information with key dates. She continued that staff will use social media and provide
Facebook ads in English and Spanish and videos that are short, informal educational
segments to inform citizens on city budget and encourage engagement. Brewer stated the
next steps which are: budget survey through June 26, 2020; detail Budget Book delivery with
detail the week of July 13, 2020; July 14, 2020 workshop on Capital Improvements; July 21st
and 22, 2020 work sessions; August 11, 2020 City Manager Proposed Budget; August and
September hold public hearings on tax and budget, and adoption of budget by ordinance;
October 1, 2020 start new fiscal year; and in October and November review Tier 1 projects.

Calixtro asked about the process for repurposing fleet vehicles. Brewer responded, yes when
at all possible and vehicles are auctioned when maintenance costs are too high.

Triggs asked how the largest sales taxpayers performed in April. Brewer responded that staff
can share with Council and performance was strong in construction and home improvement
materials. Triggs asked about a possible decline in utility revenue due to bad debt and
delinquent payments. Brewer responded yes, there will be less revenue and noted the
Council approved fund for utility assistance. She added that the applications for the funds
have begun to decrease. Morgan added that because businesses weren’t operating, the bigger
impact to utility revenue was due to lack of electricity usage. He added that during the special
budget workshops staff will report on updated revenues.

Fought stated that he was happy the transition to new financial software didn’t lead to lost

data. He added that the tax revenue was surprisingly stable, and he is less worried that he
was six weeks ago.
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Pitts agreed with Fought and asked about development revenues. Brewer responded that
development fees are fixed and do not vary based on staff vacancies. Pitts asked if there is a
correlation between reduced development and reduced fees collected and if that would be
shown in the fund schedules. Brewer responded that if development revenues continued to
go down staff would look at leaving positions vacant to match the current need. Morgan
stated that for both building inspections and planning utilizing contract work could also be
considered to save costs. Pitt noted that there is not currently a decrease in development.
Morgan responded correct. Pitts asked if any GEDCO funds could go towards marketing
funds. Brewer responded that there is approximately $100,000 in the GEDCO fund but she
would need to verify what those funds could be used for. Pitts asked if the GEDCO funds
could be used in place of reserves. Brewer responded that the $100,000 was used for COVID-
19 grants. Morgan stated that staff has worked with Legal to determine where funds could
be used for marketing. Pitts asked about special districts for workforce housing and that he
doesn’t recall the discussing it in the past. Morgan responded that staff will work through
that with Council in the future.

Jonrowe had no questions.

Gonzalez stated that he is also relieved to see the City’s current financial situation. He added
that he would like to approach finances for this year and next year in a very conservative
manner and possibly have some mid-year meetings to discuss projects. Morgan responded
that is how staff is planning to approach this year and next year. He added that many
positions will remain frozen and funds cut for non-essential expenses.

Presentation and discussion regarding COVID-19 and the City's opening of facilities and
modified operations and programs -- David Morgan, City Manager

Jack Daly, Community Services Director, presented the item and reviewed the latest message
from the Governor related to announcing Phase III reopening and on Wednesday, June 3,
2020, the Governor announced the third phase of the State of Texas” plan to safely open the
economy while containing the spread of COVID-19. He continued that under Phase III,
effective immediately, all businesses in Texas will be able to operate at up to 50% capacity,
with very limited exceptions and businesses that previously have been able to operate at 100%
capacity may continue to do so. Daly stated that this included: youth camps, recreational
sports, swimming pools, libraries, and outdoor gatherings. He noted the how the Governor
addressed Hospital Capacity and on Tuesday, June 16, 2020, the Governor addressed hospital
capacity in light of increasing case counts and hospitalizations. Daly continued that at the
time, Texas has nearly 15,000 beds available and the Governor added that less than 10% of
those who test positive go the hospital, and people under 30 are testing positive at a higher
rate, possibly due to visiting bar-type settings and not following safety procedures. He stated
that jails and prisons settings still have the highest positivity rate and 75% of fatalities are
linked to people 65 and older, and Texans have a personal responsibility to combat the
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coronavirus. Daly stated that cities are not allowed to mandate masks. He then stated how
the Governor addressed masks in a television interview on June 17, 2020 the Governor
indicated his belief that local governments can require businesses to require customers to
wear masks, and that doing so is consistent with Executive Order GA-26. Daly continued that
although the Governor’s order prohibits a local jurisdiction from imposing a civil or criminal
penalty for failure to wear a face covering, according to the Governor this prohibition only
applies to regulating the behavior of individuals, not businesses.

Mayor Ross asked Daly if the second point about local jurisdictions from imposing penalties
for failing to wear a mask. Daly stated that a City cannot fine a citizen or not wearing a mask
but can fine businesses who do not require patrons to wearing masks inside of their
establishment. Mayor Ross asked if the City cannot fine an individual. Daly responded
correct. Mayor Ross asked if the City could fine a business if there are individuals inside who
are not wearing masks. Daly responded yes. Daly stated that in Bexar County there have
been orders issued to require mask wearing. Mayor stated that distancing is the most effective
prevention, but when tied with masks is even more effective. Daly responded correct and
that hand washing, distancing, and mask wearing are the best non-pharmaceutical forms of
intervention. Mayor Ross noted communications received by staff and Council about cities
forcing citizens to wear masks and how that is not allowed. Daly responded yes, the City
cannot require citizens to wear masks in public, but can choose to put orders in place to
require businesses to require patrons to wear masks. Mayor Ross stated that he wanted this
point to be clear for citizens.

Daly noted how the Governor addressed data in a press conference on June 22, 2020, the
Governor addressed COVID-19 data, citing three data points: Texas averaging 3,500 new
cases a day; positivity rate is 9%; and hospitalizations averaging more than 3,200 a day. He
continued that the Governor stated that these rates are increasing at an unacceptable rate and
we need to get in control of this increase and must do so by: all Texans should follow the
safety protocols in Open Texas guidelines: stay at home, hygiene, and wear a mask. Daly
noted that appropriate authorities are increasing enforcement including: TABC, County
shutting down parks, and local governments requiring masks at gatherings, etc. He then
stated: surging testing in areas that may be hotspots using Texas National Guard; working
with hospitals to ensure they have ability to treat COVID-19 patients; encouraging all Texans
to wear a mask as this will help Texas stay open; and wearing a mask is one of the most
effective ways to reduce the spread of COVID-109.

Triggs stated that businesses are likely losing out on businesses by not requiring patrons to
wear masks. He added that citizens, like himself, in higher risk categories do not feel safe
when others are not wearing masks. Triggs stated that many businesses would likely get
more business by requiring masks.

Fought stated that agrees that wearing masks is a positive business decision but does not see
the City as needing to enforce mask wearing.
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Pitts stated that his concern of mandating mask wearing would be an additional pull on the
Police for enforcement. He also asked who is as fault if a business has a patron that refuses
to comply. Pitts stated that he doesn’t understand some people being so opposed to wearing
mask. He added that if the City does move to mandate mask wearing it should be based upon
positivity rates with guidance on when the mandate will be lifted.

Jonrowe stated that these are life and death decisions and the City has a responsibility to put
people’s health at the front. She added that asking people to wear a mask is a very low bar.
Jonrowe stated that retail employees will be the first step in enforcement, but hopefully
businesses have policies in place to work with their management staff to assist. She stated
that as a business owner, having a mask mandate levels the playing field for businesses.
Jonrowe stated that she supports a mandate.

Gonzalez stated that wearing a mask should not be that big of an issue, but the City should
not make it a mandate. He echoed how lack of mask wearing could lead to loss of business.
Gonzalez stated that he hopes businesses will require mask.

Calixtro stated that she feels a mandate could be a burden on the business owners. She stated
that if done, she agrees with paraments as mentioned by Council Member Pitts. Calixtro
stated that the Governors words are not helpful, and she thinks the City should initiate a
mandate.

Mayor Ross stated that social distancing might be more effective than mask, but they should
be combined. He added he agrees with implementing parameters and asked about the
current position of the County. Daly responded that the County is referring to guidance from
the Governor, but not requiring mask. Mayor Ross asked if the Governor is requiring masks
or sending that responsibility downward. Daly stated that the Governor has not issued a
statewide mandate. Mayor Ross asked what the penalty of the mandate would be and how
would it be enforced. Daly responded that Mayor Ross, Pitts, and Jonrowe provided valid
points about the enforcement of an order. He continued that the businesses would enforce
and then if businesses were reported to the Police then a fine could be issued. Mayor Ross
stated that when orders are issued that are hard to enforce you invite disrespect for the law.
He also added the concerns for businesses be held responsible for other and Police bandwidth.

Jonrowe noted that when dealing with equity issues, minorities are more impacted. She
added that many times minorities are front lines staff for businesses and therefore, making

mask wearing even more needed.

Mayor Ross noted that businesses should require mask and provide them for those that do
not have them.

Daly stated that he understands the consensus of the Council is to not have a mandate to
require businesses to require patrons to wear masks, but to heavily encourage proper mask
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wearing. Mayor stated that he agrees, and the staff strategy should be the encouragement of
mask wearing.

Daly reviewed COVID-19 testing noting that Georgetown Fire Department has supported a
testing site at Wagner Middle School since its launch and planned for it to remain open
through July 17, 2020 with the WCCHD contemplating extending operations, options, and
alternatives and staff has the recommendation of continuing to utilize staff resources for
supporting test site over the long-term by completing 35-45 tests per day, with a 4% positive
rate as of June 4%, and a 12.5% positivity rate as of June 11*". He noted that as of June 15, 2020
City vehicles are allowed up to 2 people per vehicle with face masks and daily temperature
checks, which excludes public safety personnel who have separate safety protocols for
vehicles. Daly reviewed advisory boards and Council Chambers noting that advisory boards
began meeting June 1, 2020 by hosting meetings in the Friends Room of the Library or Council
Chambers and meetings are in-person with option for advisory board members to participate
through conference call. He stated that the public is welcome to attend the meetings and
meeting rooms are set-up in a way that will provide social distancing between board seats
and audience. Daly noted that staff is preparing to open Council Chamber in July and the
updated AV will allow for both in-person and Zoom functionality and the Community Room
is currently available for in-person viewing and participation. He reviewed the reopening
City facilities stating that on May 18, 2020 City facilities opened to public including City Hall,
Georgetown Municipal Complex, Visitors Center, Airport Terminal, Public Safety
Operations, and Garey Park Gate House; on June 15, 2020 City facilities opened to public
including an increase in occupancy to 50% only if there have been days with customer
overflow, unlocked doors at Planning, Parks Admin, and Animal Services that are facilities
were appointment only previously; on June 15, 2020 Parks and Recreation facilities Recreation
Center and Tennis Center opened at 50%, pools opened at 25%, the Community Center
opened at 50%, Garey House opened at 50%, and Camp Goodwater at the Recreation Center
opened to 50 campers; on June 25 Parks and Recreation destination amenities are scheduled
to open including the Garey Play Ranch and Splash Pads; and on July 1, 2020 Parks and
Recreation Creative Playscape is tentatively set to open waiting on a few damaged tube slide
replacement parts which were discovered during the installation of the poured in place
surfacing. Daly noted that the 4th of July event could be hosted for fireworks via the following
options: option 1, drive-in event at San Gabriel Park; option 2, close San Gabriel Park and
encourage people to view from elsewhere; encourage people to stay in and around their
vehicles; or option 3, to cancel.

Fought stated that he supports option 2 for fireworks on the 4t of July.
Pitts selected option 2 also.
Jonrowe stated that she supports option 3 for the sake of safety.

Calixtro asked for clarification on what a “drive-in” style would look like. Morgan responded
that it would be like a drive-in movie where people stay in their vehicles with no activities in
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the park. He added that there is concern with people concentrating in larger groups. Calixtro
asked if the fireworks were cancelled, could people set off fireworks at their homes. Morgan
responded that the Fire Code would still apply, and fireworks are prohibited within the City
limits. Calixtro stated that she supports option 1.

Triggs stated that he supports option 3 due to other places cancelling their fireworks which
could lead to even larger crowds.

Gonzalez stated that he supports option 2 to provide minimum risk.

Pitts stated that while it is not a current option, the City could consider closing several large
parks to help prevent large gatherings.

Fought stated that closing parks could get complex and option 3 of cancelling would be
simplest for safety. He asked if all nearby cities have cancelled. Morgan responded that
several have. Fought confirmed his decision to cancel.

Mayor Ross stated that three out of the six Council Members support cancelling. He added
that as much as he would hate to cancel it just brings on too much risk.

Gonzalez stated that he understands the reason for cancelling, but if the mindset is to cancel
because of large crowds, should the City consider cancelling other events as well and wants
the City to treat other events equally.

Mayor Ross stated that Council has determined to cancel the fireworks and will be making a
decision about Popptoberfest. He asked about Music on the Square. Morgan responded that
there is on Music on the Square at this time. He continued that Council needs to remain
considerate of the increasing number of cases and other events going forward. Morgan stated
that the Beer Crawl has been cancelled.

Pitts noted the need to at some point discussing better parameters to handle crowds at Blue
Hole. He suggested possibly not allowing the consumption of alcohol until after the
pandemic is over. Pitts stated that Blue Hole continues to have issues with the gathering of
crowds. Mayor Ross suggested directing staff to bring options to the next meeting regarding
enforcement at Blue Hole park.

Jonrowe asked about using the Council suggested parameters of 10% positivity rate to
implement a mask mandate. Mayor Ross suggested guiding staff to bring that back at the
next meeting. Jonrowe stated that her only concern is that in two weeks the rate could be
much higher. She noted that with the City still being under an emergency declaration the
Mayor and City Manager could implement an order without the rest of Council. Jonrowe
stated that Council could provide guidance now on what should trigger the order. She asked
if a 10% positivity rate is appropriate. Pitts agreed with 10% based on comments made by the
Governor. Morgan stated that he would like a trigger and then parameters for removing the
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order. He stated that staff will work on that based on the 10% threshold. Mayor Ross stated
that he agrees. No Council Members disagreed.

Public Comment submitted via online form:

Mary Miller - If people are given an option to wear a mask or not wear a mask, the majority
of individuals will choose no mask. I know this because I've seen it practiced (or not practiced)
in my neighborhood, town, surrounding cities, and state for the last 3 months. I encourage
our city officials to think of people, first. Public health, first. Local economy, second. I realize
the connection. With our proximity to so many communities that co-mingle and intersect so
beautifully, I strongly urge officials and our residents to think of our part and the role we can
play in the trajectory of this Global Pandemic. We are sending the message that we are
impervious to the science, the data, the risks, the complications, and the death this virus can
bring if given the chance. I can count hundreds of dollars we’ve put toward online shopping
as opposed to local business over the last few months because of the loose restrictions. As for
me and my family, we won't feel safe until masks are required.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mayor Ross recessed the meeting into Executive Session at 5:50 p.m. He added that Executive
Session would start at 5:55 p.m. and the Regular Meeting would begin at 6:15 p.m.

Executive Session

In compliance with the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Government Code, Vernon’s Texas
Codes, Annotated, the items listed below will be discussed in closed session and are subject to
action in the regular session.

G.

Sec. 551.071: Consultation with Attorney
Advice from attorney about pending or contemplated litigation and other matters on which
the attorney has a duty to advise the City Council, including agenda items
- Litigation Update
Sec. 551.086: Certain Public Power Utilities: Competitive Matters
- Purchase Power Update

Adjournment

Approved by the Georgetown City Council on

Date

Dale Ross, Mayor Attest: City Secretary
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Notice of a Meeting of the
Governing Body of the
City of Georgetown, Texas
Tuesday, June 23, 2020

The Georgetown City Council will meet on Tuesday, June 23, 2020 at 6:00 PM at the Council
Chambers at 510 West 9t St., Georgetown, Texas 78626.

The City of Georgetown is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA). If you require assistance in participating at a public meeting due to a disability, as defined
under the ADA, reasonable assistance, adaptations, or accommodations will be provided upon
request. Please contact the City Secretary’s Office, at least three (3) days prior to the scheduled
meeting date, at (512) 930-3652 or City Hall at 808 Martin Luther King, Jr Street for additional
information; TTY users route through Relay Texas at 711.

Mayor Ross called the meeting to order at 6:18 p.m. The following Council Members were in
attendance: Mayor Dale Ross; Mary Calixtro, Council Member District 1; Mike Triggs, Council
Member District 3; Steve Fought, Council Member District 4; Kevin Pitts, Council Member District
5; and Rachael Jonrowe, Council Member District 6; and Tommy Gonzalez, Council Member
District. Council District 2 is vacant. All Council Members present via videoconferencing and a
roll call was performed.

Regular Session
(This Regular session may, at any time, be recessed to convene an Executive Session for any
purpose authorized by the Open Meetings Act, Texas Government Code 551.)

A. Call to Order

Invocation
Kyle Cheatam with TerraNova Church provided the invocation.

Pledge of Allegiance
Council Member Pitts led both pledges.

Comments from the Mayor
Mayor Ross shared some Black Lives Matter postcards that he received in the mail and

thanked the senders for their thoughts and artwork.

City Council Regional Board Reports
There were no reports.
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Announcements
There were no announcements.

Action from Executive Session
There were no actions out of Executive Session.

Statutory Consent Agenda

The Statutory Consent Agenda includes non-controversial and routine items that may be acted upon
with one single vote. An item may be pulled from the Consent Agenda in order that it be discussed
and acted upon individually as part of the Regular Agenda.

B. Consideration and possible action to approve the minutes of the Workshop and Regular
Meetings held on June 9, 2020 -- Robyn Densmore, City Secretary

C. Consideration and possible action to approve a Resolution to grant a license to encroach to
H4WR, LLC for the the encroachment of two (2) way-finding signs into the right of way of
Wolf Ranch Parkway; and to authorize the Planning Manager to execute the license -- Travis
Baird, Real Estate Services Manager

D. Consideration and possible action to approve a Resolution expressing official intent to
reimburse costs related to the purchase of the HVAC replacement at the Recreation Center
Natatorium, in an amount not to exceed $800,000.00 with proceeds from bonds that will be
issued in the Spring of 2021 -- Leigh Wallace, Finance Director

Motion by Pitts to approve the entire consent agenda as presented, second by Fought.

Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — Yes
Fought — Yes
Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe — Yes
Gonzalez - Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

Legislative Regular Agenda

E. Public Hearing and First Reading of an Ordinance on a request for a the voluntary
annexation of an approximate 2.213-acre tract of land, out of the W. Roberts Survey No. 4,
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Abstract 524, and a 0.939 acre tract of land, out of the W. Roberts Survey No. 4, Abstract 524,
being over and across a portion of Shell Road, a right-of-way of varying width described to
Williamson County, Texas, with the initial zoning designation of General Commercial (C-
3) upon annexation, for the property generally located southwest of the intersection of Shell
Road and State Highway 195 -- Sofia Nelson, CNU-A, Planning Director

Nelson stated that this item was pulled at the request of the application.

Council had no discussion and took no action on this item.

Second Reading of an Ordinance amending the FY2020 Annual Budget for mid-year
obligations that were not known at the time the budget was adopted; appropriating the
various amounts thereof; and repealing all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict
therewith -- Leigh Wallace, Finance Director

Laurie Brewer, Assistant City Manager, presented the item for the mid-year budget
amendment and noted that the Workshop and First Reading were on June 9 and included
updating beginning fund balances after acceptance of audit; various capital projects budgeted
in FY2019 and rolled forward into FY2020; and one-time purchase order budget amendment
due to new accounting system. She noted that the following changes were included for 2nd
Reading: increased Public Education and Government Fee Special Revenue appropriation
with $51,000 from available fund balances utilized towards studio remodeling in second floor
of City’s Art Center that was covered at a previous Council workshop with Communications
and Public Engagement team; and increased developer reimbursements in Water Fund of $1.6
million for Water and Wastewater improvements and the Highland Village, Saddle Creek,
Carlson Cove, Kasper, Lively projects. Brewer explained the following:
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FY20 MYBA MYBA
Fund Approved 1st Read 2nd Read Change
General Fund S 75373906 S 77,207,474 S 77,207,474
General Capital S 50,197,694 S 57,682,085 S 57,682,085
Tourism S 1,440,916 S 1,452,654 S 1,452,654
Streets Maint Tax S 4,639,308 S 6,147,579 S 6,147,579
Public, Education, Govt Fee* S 20,000 S - S 71,000 S 51,000
Cemetery ) 103,500 S 110,086 $ 110,086
Village Public Imp District S 975,740 S 1,033,439 S 1,033,439
Police Seizures S 115,846 S 120,598 $ 120,598
Police Abandoned Vehicles ) 5000 S 64,209 S 64,209
Animal Services Special Revenue ) 75,000 S 85,000 S 85,000
Downtown Tax Increment S 688,600 S 700,395 S 700,395
GT Transportation EnhancementCorp S 22,160,360 S 22,988,374 S 22,988,374
GT Economic Deve Corportation S 9,554,305 S 9,499,540 S 9,499,540
Facilities Internal Service ) 8,555,129 §S 3,765,852 S 3,765,852
Fleet Internal Service ) 7,038,513 S 8,393,702 S 8,393,702
Joint Services Fund S 18,397,156 S 18,477,541 S 18,477,541
Information Technology ) 7,979,204 S 8,012,204 S 8,012,204
Airport $ 4884411 $ 4134411 S 4,134,411
Electric $ 92565824 $ 93484028 S 93,484,028
Stormwater ) 5,708,073 S 5,720,428 S 5,720,428
Water $ 139,654,887 $ 149,282,699 150,886,166 $1,603,467
$ 450,133,372 $ 468,362,298 $470,036,765 $1,654,467
*Fund Not included in first reading S 18,228,926 S 19,903,393

Brewer read the caption.

Motion by Pitts, second by Gonzalez.

Council had no questions or comments.

Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — Yes
Fought - Yes
Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe — Yes
Gonzalez — Yes
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Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

. Second Reading of an Ordinance for a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone an approximately
0.34-acre tract of land out of the C. Stubblefield Survey, Abstract No. 558, from the Office
(OF) district to the Residential Single-Family (RS) district, for the property generally located
at 609 W 15th St -- Sofia Nelson, CNU-A, Planning Director

Nelson presented the item and stated that there had been no changes since the First Reading.
Nelson read the caption.

Motion by Pitts, second by Triggs.

Council had no questions or comments.

Roll Call Vote

Calixtro — Yes

Triggs — Yes

Fought - Yes

Pitts — Yes

Jonrowe — Yes

Gonzalez — Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

. Second Reading of an Ordinance for a Special Use Permit for the Personal Services,
Restricted specific use in the Local Commercial (C-1) zoning district to allow a tattoo parlor
and body piercing studio on the property located at 1202 Williams Dr, bearing the legal
description of Lots 10 through 12, Block 3, Country Club Estates -- Sofia Nelson, CNU-A,
Planning Director

Nelson presented the item and stated that there had been no changes since the First Reading.

Nelson read the caption.

Pitts asked for clarification that the condition placed at first reading would be implied. Nelson
responded that those conditions were listed in the second reading.

Motion by Pitts, second by Gonzalez.
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Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — Yes
Fought - Yes
Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe — Yes
Gonzalez — Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

Second Reading of an Ordinance for the voluntary annexation of an approximate 36.035 acre
tract out of the Francis A. Hudson Survey, Abstract No. 295 and the John Powell Survey,
Abstract No. 491 with an initial zoning of Planned Unit Development (PUD) District with a
base district of Local Commercial (C-1) and High Density Multi-Family (MF-2); and a
Zoning Map Amendment to rezone from the Residential Single-Family (RS) district
approximately 18.105 acres, all out of the Francis A. Hudson Survey, Abstract No. 295, John
Powell Survey, Abstract No. 491, ].S. Patterson Survey, Abstract No. 502, and the E. Evans
Survey, Abstract No. 212, to Planned Unit Development (PUD) District with a base district
of Local Commercial (C-1) and High Density Multi-Family (MEF-2), for the property
generally located at 401 Westinghouse Road, to be known as the Chapel Hill PUD -- Sofia
Nelson, CNU-A, Planning Director

Nelson presented the item and stated that there had been no changes since the First Reading.
Nelson read the caption.
Motion by Pitts, second by Triggs.

Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — Yes
Fought — Yes
Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe - Yes
Gonzalez — Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

Consideration and possible action to direct the Legal Staff to conduct a City Council
Workshop on the topic of a Charter Review Committee -- Council Member Fought and
Council Member Pitts
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Fought noted that last Charter revision was in 2003 and in 2012 there was a committee formed
that provided changes that the Council decided to not act upon. He continued that there are
some changes that are known that need to be changed. Fought stated that the voters should
have a chance to review the Charter and vote on revisions. He asked that the Legal
Department provide guidance and how to proceed.

Motion by Fought to direct the Legal staff to conduct a City Council Workshop on the topic
of Charter Review Committee, second by Pitts.

Calixtro asked if anything is found by Legal would it be brought to the attention of Council.
Fought stated yes, Council will review all proposed changes that could be placed on a ballot.

Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — Yes
Fought - Yes
Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe - Yes
Gonzalez — Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

David Morgan, City Manager, asked if it was acceptable to bring this forward in August.
There were no objections.

. Consideration and possible action to approve directing staff to move forward expeditiously
in the development and creation of Neighborhood Plans for the San Jose and TRG
neighborhoods, in coordination with appropriate consulting firm(s), with a budget of
$100,000.00 from the Council Contingency fund -- Council Member Jonrowe, Council
Member Fought, and Council Member Calixtro

Jonrowe made a motion to direct staff to move forward expeditiously in the development and
creation of Small Neighborhood Plans for the San Jose and TRG neighborhoods, in
coordination with appropriate consulting firm(s), with a budget of $100,000.00 of the specifics
to be determined from the Council Contingency fund, second by Calixtro.

Jonrowe thanked Council for their consideration on this item and noted informative materials
she had provided to Council. She added that she feels that this would align with 2030 Plan
that was approved by Council. Jonrowe stated that other cities are using similar plans for
similar areas. She added that this item would broaden the scope of the 2030 plan, provide a
timeline, and secure a funding source.
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Fought thanked Jonrowe for the opportunity to cosponsor and thinks it makes sense for the
areas.

Calixtro stated that she lives in her Grandmother’s home and she has six generations of her
family in the San Jose neighborhood. She added provided history of the area and noted the
richness of its history. Calixtro stated that this would let people feel welcome in the area. She
thanked Jonrowe and Fought for working on the item.

Triggs stated his support for the item.
Pitts stated prior discussion about the areas and stated that he is also supportive of the item.
Gonzalez stated the need to preserve the history of the areas and provided his support.

Morgan stated that in staff’s budget proposal for next year the TRG area plan was proposed
as $50,000. He added that with the expanded scope of including San Jose, staff will work on
doing a Workshop to clarify the scope of the project. Jonrowe stated she was fine with the
suggestions and asked for a possible timeline. Morgan stated that the timeline will be
discussed at the Workshop. Calixtro also agreed with the suggestion and had no additional
comments.

Karen Frost, Assistant City Secretary, read public comments that were submitted via email in
the following order (comments appear exactly as submitted):

Paulette Taylor - The Williamson County Sun's article indicated a development and creation
of a Neighborhood Plan for the San Jose neighborhood with a budget of $100,000 did not
include the TRG Neighborhood. However, the City Council's agenda item K did. Please
discuss details of the proposed budget's usage, along with a proposed timeline for the project.
Documentations of TRG neighborhood concerns from previous meetings with Rachael
Jonrowe, Sofia Nelson and Susan Watkins should be included in the development/creation
package. Also, if a consultant is hired, will there be current input from both neighborhoods?

Norma Clark & Cecilly Clark (daughter) - Will the neighborhood residents be included in the
development of the neighborhood plan? If so what will their role be in developing/executing
the plan? Will any neighborhood resident have a voting role on any committee involved in
the neighborhood plan or only the council member and consulting firm? What is the $100,000
to be spent on, i.e. only the development of the plan or the execution of the project within the
future plan? What are the elements/aspects of a neighborhood plan? How are those aspects
identified to form a neighborhood plan, ie. by the consulting firm, a committee,
neighborhood residents or other? What other meetings should be expected for
development/execution of the plan because the TRG neighborhood would like to be involved
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to preserve the historic character of the neighborhood and not have the neighborhood overly
commercialized or negatively impact aging residents.

Ron L. Swain - Mr. Mayor and Members of the City Council of Georgetown,

I am Ron Swain, Executive Director of the Getsemani Center at 412 E. 19th Street in
Georgetown.

I am pleased to support the efforts of the residents and property owners of the historic Track-
Ridge-Grasshopper (TRG) and San Jose neighborhoods in the Southeast section of
Georgetown who have been working with the City’s Planning Department to create
Neighborhood Associations and develop Neighborhood Plans.

I believe that Neighborhood Associations will give the residents and property owners a
needed voice into what type of construction and other developments taking place in these
neighborhoods. In the past, there has been encroachments into these neighborhoods, creating
traffic congestion, parking problems and other adverse conditions for the residents. Recent
construction in the areas is often viewed as gentrification leading to increases in both property
values and property taxes. There is little, if any, viable and vital commercial services in these
neighborhoods. I believe that a qualified consultant, working with the residents and property
owners and the City’s Planning Department can create Neighborhood Plans, including
zoning, construction and development guidelines that will enhance these neighborhoods and
contribute to the rich diversity of our Beloved Georgetown as a Caring Community of
Excellence and Compassion.

Thank you.

Yvonne Martinez - Please why did someone not get us all together in the neighborhood and
form a council to get all this done. It would have been more helpful and cost efficient.

The following comments were made in person via the City Hall viewing room:

Frances Cunningham — She stated that she agreed with the comments that have been made
about the community. She asked that the resident be allowed to work with the consultants.

Cora Marie Espy — She stated that wished the residents has been asked to be included. She
also noted other problems in the area due to lack of respect for the area as well as safety issues.

The following comments were made during the meeting using the Zoom client:

Liz Weaver — She supported the providing historic designations for both TRG and San Jose.
She explained her worry about property prices increasing even with the historic designation
and that sometimes designation leads to restriction. She asked that there is plenty of

communication to residents about the plus and negative side of a designation.

There was one more comment read aloud:
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Mark Johns - I am glad the City has finally put this item on the agenda but it saddens me that
it has taken so long. So many areas around town have been designated as historic areas but
what about the black and mexican communities on the Ridge and San Jose that have been
apart of the community for just as long? How is it that there are historic churches and even
the Old Georgetown Cemetery on the ridge, yet it is not designated a historic district? How
are there no restrictions on what can be built in these areas? As time passes, properties get
sold and builders start building but there is no limit on what can be placed on the lot. You
have $500k+ homes mixed in with what were once low income housing. This item has taken
so long to make it to the agenda that many of the families that have lived here for decades
have been pushed out. This is due to the nonexistent limit on what can be built which leads
huge houses that stick out like sore thumbs, along with increasing property taxes that our
neighbors can't keep up with. I would like for the council to please consider approving this
agenda to keep those families who helped build Georgetown stay in Georgetown and in the
neighborhoods they love.

Council had no additional questions or comments.

Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — Yes
Fought - Yes
Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe - Yes
Gonzalez — Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

Consideration and possible action to approve the creation of a Resolution asking the members
of the Williamson County Commissioners” Court to support the following actions: (1) a
historic plaque being placed next to the Confederate Sons of America (CSA) statue, through
the auspices of the Texas Historic Commission, that provides context about the time & place
in which it was erected; and either (2) relocating the statue to the IOOF cemetery in
Georgetown, to a location that will be donated by the city, or (3) in conjunction with other
Williamson County cities willing to participate, cause to be formed a Committee, comprised
of local historians, artists, and community leaders, which shall oversee the creation and
implementation of an Educational & Historic Plan for the outdoor area surrounding the
courthouse. This Plan shall incorporate cultural and artistic elements, both new and old,
representing every known group that has called Williamson County home, and provide
residents and visitors with the opportunity to learn about our shared history — that which is
worth celebrating, and that from which we should learn -- Council Member Jonrowe and
Council Member Calixtro
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Motion by Jonrowe the Council moves forward with creating of a Resolution asking the
members of the Williamson County Commissioners” Court to support the following actions:
(1) a historic plaque being placed next to the Confederate Sons of America (CSA) statue,
through the auspices of the Texas Historic Commission, that provides context about the time
& place in which it was erected; and either (2) relocating the statue to the IOOF cemetery in
Georgetown, to a location that will be donated by the city, or (3) in conjunction with other
Williamson County cities willing to participate, cause to be formed a Committee, comprised
of local historians, artists, and community leaders, which shall oversee the creation and
implementation of an Educational & Historic Plan for the outdoor area surrounding the
courthouse. This Plan shall incorporate cultural and artistic elements, both new and old,
representing every known group that has called Williamson County home, and provide
residents and visitors with the opportunity to learn about our shared history — that which is
worth celebrating, and that from which we should learn, second by Calixtro.

Mayor Ross noted that because there are 20+ speakers each speaker will be allowed 2 minutes.

Frost read public comments that were submitted via email in the following order (comments
appear exactly as submitted):

I.C. - I work several low wage jobs as a single parent to provide for myself and child and due
to that I don't much time to keep up with much of anything. I learned about this confederate
statue, that currently stands in mockery of and as a display of contempt towards the U.S.
justice system, through a quick glance at social media. The idea that a statue that
commemorates traitors to the U.S. and the U.S. Constitution, erected in front of a building
that embodies the protection and implementation of the U.S. Constitution, is ignorant. The
confederate soldiers fought to protect the Confederate States Constitution predicated by the
wish to continue slavery on premise that some groups of humans were actually subhuman
and deserved to be treated as such. Some people think this way to this day and I am a witness
and victim of this. Ask yourselves why in 2016 when the Williamson County Commissioners
had a chance to do a very minimal act to euphemize the acts of racism, violence and treason
that the confederate statue stands for, they chose not to act? Complete removal of an object
that glorifies hatred, denying human rights to all humans and treason, from a public space
that is paid for by the diverse group of law abiding tax paying citizens, is the best way to
declare that all those things are disgusting and that this council is not going to just sit and
decorate our ugly past with feel good actions. The confederacy will live on in history books
and in the hearts of the most die hard lovers of hate and a statue for that is not required. Thank
you for your time.

Shelby K. Little - My name is Shelby K. Little and I am a resident of Georgetown.

I urge the Council to reject this resolution by voting "NO" on all the proposed

"options". Appeasing the anarchists on this matter will only lead to further, even more, radical
demands. You have seen the truth of this statement played out in real time on TV. It is obvious
that these people want to destroy not only Confederate history, but all American history and
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start over with their own interpretations with no rebuttals allowed. Do not let that happen
here!

The moving or alteration of the Williamson County Confederate Soldiers and Sailors
Memorial is a matter for the Commissioners Court of Williamson County to decide, not the
City of Georgetown or any other community in our County. This Memorial has stood at the
South entry to the Courthouse for over a century. It is a Veterans Memorial, not a monument
to the Confederacy, secession, racism, or anything else - just the Confederate Veterans of that
terrible conflict.

This resolution is nothing more than a flagrant attempt, on the part of the leftists on this
Council, to override or unduly influence another autonomous level of government - the
County Commissioners Court.

Resist the pressure to "show at least symbolic support" for the activists by sacrificing your
long-held principles for the very brief adulation of the mob.

Nothing is to be gained by the passing of this resolution other than increased division and
animosity among our citizens. Vote "NO"!

Thank you.

Jayson Sherman - Good afternoon to the members of the Georgetown City Council,

My name is Jayson Sherman and I am a resident of District 7. I am a teacher and have been
blessed to have called Georgetown my home for many years. I want to introduce myself to
you and express my concerns about a symbol of white supremacy, racism, and hate that is
located right on the steps of this city’s courtroom. I am writing to ask you to take action to
remove the Confederate Sons of America statue from the Georgetown city square. You, as the
council, and we as the community, cannot anymore accept that state-sponsored symbols of
institutional racism reside in our community.

When the statue was put up in 1916, the Williamson County Judge at the time stated that
“This monument is erected to the heroism of the men who, for four years, made sacrifices,
endured hardships and incurred dangers for a cause they believed to be right.” The cause that
they believed to be right was wrong. Fighting for the continued enslavement and oppression
of African Americans was wrong. Celebrating the Confederate cause of white supremacy and
hatred with this statue is wrong. In Item letter L you are considering taking action for an
Educational and Historic plan to celebrate a shared history-that which is worth celebrating.
White supremacy and the Confederate cause should be historically studied, but not
celebrated, just as white supremacy and the causes of Nazism should be historically studied
but not celebrated. Statues like the one in the city square are a constant reminder of the
dehumanization of African Americans and the pushback against the civil rights and human
rights of the black community. We can’t change the culture of racism unless we change the
celebration of racism. Removing this symbol of hatred and oppression is a start to making
Georgetown an inclusive city that we can be proud of. Now is the time to take action and to
prove that all lives matter by showing that Black Lives Matter. Please help us take a stand and
remove this symbol of hatred and oppression from Georgetown'’s city square.
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Madelyn Vaughn - I believe the Confederate statue on the Square should be relocated from
its place of prominence. It serves as a reminder of the racist past. If we seek to remember
history, we should see it through the eyes of the people who were persecuted. I read an article
that said this statue of the Confederate soldier was built in order to honor the soldiers for
fighting a cause they believed to be right. I think it is time to acknowledge that this cause does
not align with our world anymore. It certainly doesn’t align with our values. This statue is a
glorification of everything we need to move away from and stands as a symbol for hate. If we
want to remember the people of Texas history, we should remember those who fought for
their freedom rather than those who sought to keep them down.

Heidi Beemer - I grew up in VIrginia, the heart of the Civil War. I attended the Virginia
Military Institute, where Andrew Jackson taught and is Commemorated with a statue at the
main entrance of the schools barracks. Seeing that statue every day for four years, even being
forced to salute it for 7 months my freshmen year, has had a momentous impact on my life.
But not in a good way. Watching the cadets of color around me and how these symbols
personally affected them where eye opening. Even in a place of true history for the civil war,
at a school where cadets actually fought in a major battle, history can be remembered or used
as a means to instill fear in a percent of the population. The statue in the Georgetown square,
was not built to honor history, it was built to instill fear and actions must be taken to correct
this 100 year injustice.

I am now a resident of Georgetown and have lived here for four years. I have been disgusted
by the placement of the Confederate Soldiers and Sailors Monument since we arrived to live
in this town. This statue was built in 1916 at the height of the Jim Crow era, with the intent of
showing black Texas residents that they are not welcome and will not be fairly provided
justice. These statues across the country were paid for and lobbied for be white supremacy
and they exist, not to represent history in any form, but to remind a portion of the population
of their inferiority compared to whites. The “most beautiful square In Texas” can not rightly
maintain this title when fear and hate stands on the steps of government buildings. The only
tolerable action would be to move the statue to a Cemetery. Any other action would be a
statement that supports racisms and hate towards the citizens of Williamson county.
Nothing is lost by moving the statue, but there is so much to gain. Schools will continue to
teach the history of our country; books, Museums, Historic battlefields, and the internet will
be around to tell the stories of this war. Removing one statue will not lead to Wilco citizens
forgetting that it happened. But moving the statue to a cemetery will allow all citizens to feel
safe and included in Georgetown Texas. We have the opportunity to be on the right side of
history and I beg that this council does not waste that opportunity.

Thank you for your time.

Tom Sourbeer - It's 2020, not 1920. Time for the Confederate statue in the Square to be
relocated.

Saul Zuniga - I am a student of Southwestern University majoring in history. I highly value
the study of history. However, the presence of a Confederate statue in front of a state building
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made to represent it's people, is problematic. I ask that the city officials bring the statue down
and have it be placed at the local museum.

Finally, I would like to remind people that Williamson county was one of the handful of Texas
counties that voted against the ordinance to withdraw from the Union. There were stories of
people from Williamson county fleeing to Mexico for many reasons including not wanting to
play a part in the war. The family of Sam Houston, a known unionist, would spend much of
their time in Georgetown after the war. The people of Georgetown already voiced their
opinion about the Confederacy 159 years ago.

Deena Bosier - Remove the statue and put it in the cemetary or a park.
Cameron Eagle - Please remove the statue.

Debbie McGuyer - The time to remove this statue glorifying the traitors who fought against
the US army is overdue. This was placed long after the civil war ended by white supremacists.
Until it is removed Georgetown can not claim to be “The most beautiful town square in Texas
“as this is a symbol of a very ugly period in our history.

Marcial Guajardo - I vote for removal of the Confederate statue. Also, I'm in favor of private
citizens funding the removal themselves, if city council members balk on removal due to
costs.

Audrey Farias - I would like to start by thanking the council for their service and willingness
to address this sensitive issue with the care and consideration it deserves. I have lived in
Williamson county most of my life. My parents still live in the house I grew up in, in round
rock, and my husband and I are proud to call Leander home. We love this county for it's
diversity and inclusion. It is just as welcoming to new arrivals as it is to Texas natives, like
myself. This monument, while purported to serve as commemoration of Confederate heroes,
is a vestige of a time when our community was less accepting. It stands as a symbol of our
racist past. This does not represent the community I know or want to be a part of. It's time to
move it from it's place of prominence in the city square of our county seat to a place where it
can be viewed in its full historical context, and replace it with a celebration of the inclusive
county I know and love. Thank you for your time, I have full faith that y'all will make the
right decision to remove this monument to hate that causes nothing but pain.

Michelle Augustine - I am in support of Item L and I am asking City Council to create and
pass a resolution asking the Wilco County Commissioners to take action on the Confederate
Monument on the Georgetown Square.

Even though a member in my household has a great grandfather who fought in the Civil War,
my family realizes the importance of educating the public with a historical narrative, one that
provides a more accurate and broader scope of history, rather than what is being taught today
and perpetuated by a select group.
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I have been actively trying to raise awareness of the history of this monument and have been
part of several groups who have tried to offer their perspective to the Wilco Commissioners -
- all to no avail, it seems.

Anthony James Deuser - My name is Jim Deuser, a resident of Georgetown and a member of
the Courageous Conversations movement. I wish to lend my support to the creation of a
resolution requested by Ms Jonrowe and Ms Calixtro regarding the request to the Williamson
County Commissioners Court that some action be taken as pertains to the Confederate statue.
Such action is long overdue and the racist message conveyed by the statue without historical
context is abhorrent. Thank you.

Molly Hornbuckle - I write to express support for the resolution requesting the Williamson
County Commissioners Court address the issue of the memorial on the county courthouse
grounds.

Surely there are no more words needed to convince thoughtful citizens of our community
that this monument represents a time in our country when intimidation, segregation and
discrimination of black citizens was acceptable. There is no historical value for the monument
to remain, especially without an explanation of context. All the monument represents now,
after the unspeakable and countless tragic deaths of black people at the hands of white people
over many decades, is that we are in denial of the racist lens through which we see our
neighbors of color. We do not need a monument that accepts and glorifies this racism.

Bill Hornbuckle - I speak in support of the resolution requesting the Williamson County
Commissioners consider relocation of the confederate monument located at the Williamson
County courthouse grounds.

The monument was constructed during an historical time when white people needed and
wanted to express their dominance over people of color. Surely, we do not need to honor this
expression any longer. The courthouse is the seat and symbol of America's intention to
exercise equal justice to all, and thereby live up to the principles on which our country was
founded. The monument remains a symbol of inequality, should be relocated, and replaced
by thoughtful, interpretive information providing the true historical context of this region.

Maurine Rothschild - I strongly support City Council Members Jonrowe and Calixtro’s
resolution, Item L, to ask Wilco County Commissioners to take action on the Confederate
monument. The Civil War/slavery and their ramifications will never end until we stop
glorifying those who fought for the Confederacy. The South fought to preserve white
supremacy, not to preserve states” rights or what they considered their “honorable” way of
life. It’s time to tell the truth, and the full Council should support this resolution.

Matthew Shappell - Many confederate memorials and celebrations began to spring up in the
United States in the 1910s, mostly sponsored through organizations such as the United
Daughter of the Confederacy. This particular statue was erected in 1916, around the time the
KKK reformation in 1915, after its original form was smashed by Grant during his presidency.
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These new statues were mass produced and glorified the south as having a righteous cause
in an attempt to re-write history that its war and separation was all about "state's rights." To
which, the follow-up must be, the state's right to do what? Obviously, for the south it was to
own slaves. It was part of the Confederate Constitution, and the Cornerstone of the nation
according to its own Vice President, Alexander H. Stephens. Prominently and proudly
displaying this statue invokes memories of the wicked institution as a reminder and threat to
the black community. This is hurtful and unbecoming of a welcoming community and nation.
The statue belongs in a museum so it can be studied in context of history, rather than
glorifying the lost cause.

Anna Thompson - Please remove the confederate statue from the front of the courthouse. It is
inappropriate to honor traitors to our country in public spaces. I encourage you to use the
space for something for the public good, or to allow for empty green space instead.

Mark Costenbader - Even Robert E. Lee knew it was wrong:

"In this enlightened age, there are few I believe, but what will acknowledge, that slavery as
an institution, is a moral & political evil in any Country. It is useless to expatiate on its
disadvantages. I think it, however, a greater evil to the white man than to the black race, &
while my feelings are strongly enlisted in behalf of the latter, my sympathies are more strong
for the former. The blacks are immeasurably better off here than in Africa, morally, socially &
physically. The painful discipline they are undergoing, is necessary for their instruction as a
race, & I hope will prepare & lead them to better things. How long their subjugation may be
necessary is known & ordered by a wise Merciful Providence."

The statues are there as a point of pride and honor, of which white supremacy and slavery
are neither. It also subconsciously solidifies the superior/inferior doctrine. Read up on what
the Daughters of the Confederacy were doing and why. It's not just symbols, it's the science
of subliminal messages.

Remove the statue.

Kari Darr - I am protesting for the confederate statue to be removed from public. None of the
three options on the agenda actually take it down. The first option to simply add a plaque is
weak and does not take enough action. The option to move it to the cemetery is better than
having it in front of the courthouse, but again it still does not remove it from public. The
proposal to create an art park would be the best option ONLY if it actually included removing
the statue, which it does not. Some people who are against removing confederate monuments
are saying that it erases history and that we need to keep them as a reminder. But statues do
not teach history- schools and books do. If it is a piece of history, why not move it to the
history museum on the square? (assuming the figure on the plinth is separate and removable).
Why not create a monument to historical Black people and people of color who have lived in
Williamson county? This would be a much more positive and inclusive reminder of our
history.

As I final note I'd like to point out that many statues across the country that have been left up
are being vandalized or destroyed by angry protestors. Leaving this statue in public makes it

Page 50 of 406



vulnerable to potential vandalism, so moving it to the museum (if possible) would protect it
from any possible vandals now and in the future.

The following comments were made in person via the City Hall viewing room:

Carleton S. Wilkes — He stated that destroying the statue does nothing and asked that Council
not poison the well. He added that confederates were not convicted of treason. He noted that
the first acts of war were by the North. He stated that people should understand their history
and provided many historical references to support his statement.

Linda Turner — She stated that statues have been erected for years and that 2020 sentiments
are being placed on everyone. She noted the possibility of removing all statues and history is
not for citizens to like or dislike. She added that the past is where you learn the lesson and
the future is where you apply it. She noted that racism doesn’t live in a statue but in the
human heart and proposal be examined. Ms. Turner did not finish her statements as her time
had run out.

Joseph Johnson — He thanked the Council for brining forward this item. He noted his family
history including fighting in the Civil War. He stated that this statue causes pain and noted
the offensive comments he saw on social media and other actions related to this item.

Sally Zaleski — She supported the removal of the statue as it is not a proper representation of
the City. She stated that she supported moving the statue to either the cemetery.

Thomas Hutchison — He noted Alexander Stephen’s Cornerstone Speech and its references to
slavery. He stated the statue should be removed.

The following comments were made during the meeting using the Zoom client:

Kim Denning — She spoke as an advocate and historian. She noted that she is very familiar
with ugly side of racism in Georgetown. She stated that she is writing a book about
Georgetown that will be based around the time when the statue was erected. She referred to
acts of violence against minorities in the area and the KKK trails.

Jonrowe stated that the City has moral obligation to discuss the future of the statue and even
though it lies on County property it is located on the City Square. She added that her
preferred option is the place statue at the IOOF cemetery with a plaque providing information
and move forward with an education plan. Jonrowe wondered why people get passionate
about symbols and added that it is because they matter. She added that symbols do not
represent all of history but do assist in telling the story of history. Jonrowe stated that these
Confederate remnants no longer hold value. She noted the need for action to contextualize
the statue, similar to other action taken across the nation. Jonrowe quoted Robert E. Lee and
stated that his words support the proposed action.
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Calixtro provided a statement from the National Trust for Historic Preservation related to
Confederate monuments. She added when she is on the Square she tries to avoid viewing the
monument because the monument is painful. Calixtro wants everyone to be able to walk the
Square and feel safe and happy. She stated that the young people are organizing and think
differently which is a good thing because they will move the Country forward. Calixtro stated
that the she feels the best place for statue is in the cemetery standing watch over the dead
soldiers. She stated that she wants people to be able to respect one another not matter their
beliefs.

Pitts stated that he has heard many arguments regarding the removal of the statue. He added
that this is not about the statue, but about one governing body telling another one what to do.
Pitts stated that Council has made it a policy to no issue non-legislative Resolutions, not to
bring national politics to the City. He added that this is a County issue and Council should
concentrate on City issues. Pitts stated that he has spoken with his County Commissioner but
does not support the item.

Triggs stated that he’s not quite sure what the Resolutions is attempting to do, and he would
prefer to listen to other Council Members comments.

Fought stated that Council has a long-standing practice of focusing on actionable items. He
added that the last time Council was asked to do something like this was several years ago
by Southwestern students related to beef production, which produced a hearty debate and
Council opted not to pass the Resolution. Fought stated that even if Council has supported
the Resolution it would have been for nothing. He added that Council then decided to stay
within their purview. Fought stated that even tough it is an important topic, but it is not up
to Council. He added that he would support a veteran’s cemetery. Fought stated that this
would have been better suited for a Workshop and this is the wrong process to address the
topic. He added that he has expressed his concerns about the statue, but he will continue to
do so as an individual.

Gonzalez stated that he doesn’t believe in removing historic statues or markers as they
represent snapshots of history. He added that the City should look at the good and learn
from the bad and vow not to repeat the bad. Gonzalez stated that the City doesn’t control the
monument. He then noted that two of the founders of Southwestern University were slave
owners. Gonzalez provided information about racist related event related to Southwestern
University. He added that the City has never address the University and suggested the City
disassociate itself based on its racist history. Gonzalez stated that if the City is going to do
this, then it should start with things the City can control and then suggested putting these
types of issues on a Countywide ballot. He added that history needs to be protected and
learned from.
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Jonrowe stated that she doesn’t shy away from learning the uglier parts of history and she
would be happy to engage Southwestern University students and discuss the history of the
university. She added that she feels Southwestern staff and students would likely embrace
the discussion. Jonrowe noted she finds it ironic that Gonzalez suggest that the City has not
authority over the County and yet proposed working on university related changes where
City also does not have authority. She stated the Civil War is one of the most written about
points of history. Jonrowe stated that the statue is not about teaching history, but about
showing what the community represents. She added that related to when a Council Member
brings about an item for action or workshop is not defined. Jonrowe stated that she feels the
City has an obligation as representatives of the City to work on moving the statue.

Calixtro stated that she does not feel this is about erasing history. She added that the statue
is a divisive symbol and noted that Fought’'s suggestion of a veteran’s cemetery would also
be appropriate.

Pitts stated that this is not a debate about a statue, but instead about process and sending a
Resolutions will do nothing to move the statue.

Triggs stated that he is a product of the Vietham War and there were a lot of soldiers who did
not support the war but had to go fight in it. He added that this statue is not about a famous
general but is a statue about possible poor farmers who got caught up in things. Triggs stated
that he would rather deal with it by discussing with the County which he has already done.

Gonzalez stated that he would also be willing to discuss history with Southwestern and he is
happy that people are talking about history. He added that people can interpret history
differently and it is up to individuals to teach their ancestors what that statue represents to
them. Gonzalez stated that we are a country forgiveness and there is no place for racism. He
noted that teaching and discussing history is the best learning tool. Gonzalez stated that
Southwestern University is a great institution that has a racist past like many universities in
the South. He added that he does not know anyone who honors a Confederate family
member, but still supports slavery.

Mayor Ross provided Jonrowe the last word. She had no additional comments. He then
thanked Council for how they addressed the issue.

Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes
Triggs — No
Fought — No
Pitts — No
Jonrowe - Yes
Gonzalez — No
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Motion failed 4-2 (Triggs, Fought, Pitts, and Gonzalez against; Calixtro and Jonrowe for;
and District 2 vacant).

Public Wishing to Address Council

On a subject that is posted on this agenda: Please fill out a speaker registration form which can be
found on the table at the entrance to the Council Chamber. Clearly print your name and the letter
of the item on which you wish to speak and present it to the City Secretary on the dais, prior to the
start of the meeting. You will be called forward to speak when the Council considers that item.
Only persons who have delivered the speaker form prior to the meeting being called to order may
speak. Speakers will be allowed up to three minutes to speak.

On a subject not posted on the agenda: An individual may address the Council at a regular City
Council meeting by contacting the City Secretary no later than noon on the Wednesday prior to the
Tuesday meeting, with the individual’s name and a brief description of the subject to be addressed.
Only those persons who have submitted a timely request will be allowed to speak. The City
Secretary can be reached at (512) 931-7715 or cs@georgetown.org. Speakers will be allowed up to
three minutes to speak.

M. At the time of posting no one had signed up to speak.

Executive Session

In compliance with the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551, Government Code, Vernon’s Texas Codes,
Annotated, the items listed below will be discussed in closed session and are subject to action in
the regular session.

N. Sec. 551.071: Consultation with Attorney
Advice from attorney about pending or contemplated litigation and other matters on which
the attorney has a duty to advise the City Council, including agenda items
- Litigation Update
Sec. 551.086: Certain Public Power Utilities: Competitive Matters
- Purchase Power Update

Adjournment
Motion by Fought, second by Gonzalez.
Roll Call Vote
Calixtro — Yes

Triggs — Yes
Fought - Yes
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Pitts — Yes
Jonrowe — Yes
Gonzalez — Yes

Approved 6-0 (District 2 vacant).

Meeting adjourned at 8:08 p.m.

Approved by the Georgetown City Council on

Date

Dale Ross, Mayor Attest: City Secretary
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City of Georgetown, Texas
City Council Regular Meeting
July 14, 2020

SUBJECT:
Consideration and possible action to approve the membership of a Bond Citizen Committee to determine a potential
Mobility Bond package targeting the May 2021 election date -- Bridget Hinze Weber, Assistant to the City Manager

ITEM SUMMARY:

At the May 12, 2020, Council Workshop, staff presented a proposed Mobility Bond process to City Council, including:
the purpose, tentative schedule, Citizen Advisory Bond Committee structure, public engagement and education, and
anticipated cost to coordinate the bond program. At the Workshop, Council directed staff to target the election date of
May 1,2021. As part of the bond program, a Citizen Advisory Bond Committee will be formed to oversee the bond
program and provide input to staff. The primary responsibilities of the committee will be to review and rank proposed
projects and to consider the financial feasibility of those projects; provide opportunities for community input; submit a
report to Council with final project recommendations; and finally, to serve a community educators throughout the entire
bond program and election.

The Citizen Advisory Bond Committee will be comprised of 16 members appointed by Mayor and Council. The Mayor
will appoint two co-chairs to serve and each Councilmember will appoint two members to serve. This item is the
consideration of the appointments.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
N/A

SUBMITTED BY:
Shirley Rinn on behalf of Bridget Hinze Weber, Assistant to the City Manager

ATTACHMENTS:

Mobility Bond Citizen Committee Roster
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MOBILITY GEORGETOWN CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

District

Name

Mayor

Mayor
District 1
District 1
District 2
District 2
District 3
District 3
District 4
District 4
District 5
District 5
District 6
District 6
District 7
District 7

Ercel Brashear
Chere Heintzmann
Alison McKee
Bob Smith
Keith Brainard
Bill Dryden
Rich Barbee
Walter Bradley
Kathy Sutphin
Steve Ricks
Steve Bohnenkamp
Kimberly Bronner
Glenn Holzer
Jesse Saunders
Regina Watson

Chris Leon
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City of Georgetown, Texas
City Council Regular Meeting
July 14, 2020

SUBIJECT:

Consideration and possible action to approve a purchase with Stonhard, a division of StonCor Group, for floor
coverings, supplies, and services at the Georgetown Animal Shelter utilizing The Interlocal Purchasing System
(TIPS) RFP 171103 in the amount of $81,961.00 -- Jackson Daly, Community Services Director

ITEM SUMMARY:

In coordination with the City’s Facilities Department, it has been determined the current flooring in the Georgetown
Animal Shelter dog kennels needs to be replaced. The current flooring application is failing and has been highlighted as a
shortcoming at the shelter in the annual State Inspection in the previous two years. The proposed product has a 5-year
warranty and positive references from similar city-owned shelters.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Funding for this project has been appropriated. $35,000 will come from the Facilities Internal Services Fund (ISF).
$55,000 will also come from the Animal Shelter Special Revenue Fund (SRF). Installation will cost $81,961.

The cost for the installation does not include the cost of removing and reinstalling the kennel fences ($5,500), nor does it
include the cost of the 3-phase generators and cords needed for this project ($2,330).

The entire cost of the project is expected to not exceed $90,000.

SUBMITTED BY:
Jackson Daly

ATTACHMENTS:
TIPS RFP 171103 - Floor Covering Supplies Contract with Stonhard

TIPS Pricing
Stonhard Scope of Work and Warranty
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TIPS VENDOR AGREEMENT

Between Stonhard, division of StonCor Group and

(Company Name)

THE INTERLOCAL PURCHASING SYSTEM (TIPS) For
RFP 171103 Floor Coverings, Supplies and Services - Part 1

General Information

The Vendor Agreement (“Agreement”) made and entered into by and between The Interlocal
Purchasing System (hereinafter referred to as “TIPS” respectfully) a government cooperative
purchasing program authorized by the Region 8 Education Service Center, having its principal place
of business at 4845 US Hwy 271 North, Pittsburg, Texas 75686. This Agreement consists of the
provisions set forth below, including provisions of all Attachments referenced herein. In the event of
a conflict between the provisions set forth below and those contained in any Attachment, the
provisions set forth shall control.

The vendor Agreement shall include and incorporate by reference this Agreement, the terms and
conditions, special terms and conditions, any agreed upon amendments, as well as all of the sections
of the solicitation as posted, including any addenda and the awarded vendor’s proposal. Once
signed, if an awarded vendor’s proposal varies or is unclear in any way from the TIPS Agreement,
TIPS, at its sole discretion, will decide which provision will prevail. Other documents to be included
are the awarded vendor’s proposals, task orders, purchase orders and any adjustments which have
been issued. If deviations are submitted to TIPS by the proposing vendor as provided by and within
the solicitation process, this Agreement may be amended to incorporate any agreed deviations.

The following pages will constitute the Agreement between the successful vendors(s) and TIPS.
Bidders shall state, in a separate writing, and include with their proposal response, any required
exceptions or deviations from these terms, conditions, and specifications. If agreed to by TIPS, they
will be incorporated into the final Agreement.

A Purchase Order, Agreement or Contract is the TIPS Member’s approval providing the
authority to proceed with the negotiated delivery order under the Agreement. Special terms
and conditions as agreed to between the vendor and TIPS Member should be added as
addendums to the Purchase Order, Agreement or Contract. ltems such as certificate of
insurance, bonding requirements, small or disadvantaged business goals are some of the
addendums possible.
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Terms and Conditions

Freight

All quotes to members shall provide a line item for cost for freight or shipping regardless if
there is a charge or not. If no charge for freight or shipping, indicate by stating “No Charge” or
“S0” or other similar indication. Otherwise, all shipping, freight or delivery changes shall be
passed through to the TIPS Member at cost with no markup and said charges shall be agreed by
the TIPS Member.

Warranty Conditions

All new supplies equipment and services shall include manufacturer's minimum