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By unanimous consent of directors and attendees present at a meeting of the Hutto Citizens
Group (HCG) on Tuesday, June 29, 2010, the HCG agreed to provide submissions to Williamson
County regarding the Master Site Development Plan and the Master Recycling Plan. These
submissions are in the form of summary modules consisting of several important subjects.
It is important to point out that these modules are summary overviews of the subjects treated and
that detailed elements will be added as they are developed in the context of actual discussions
with Williamson County representatives.
An article by Tricia Rosetty (“Landfill comment period ends Thursday) which appeared in the
July 4, 2010 issue of The Taylor Daily Press contained this statement: “Based on the feedback
received, both plans will be assessed once more by the county and WM before being
implemented. According to the county, the plans are flexible documents with the ability to be
updated as necessary.”
The HCG disagrees with and believes to be untrue the implication in the statement to the effect
that there would be no additional dialogue between citizens and county representatives regarding
these plans prior to their respective adoptions by the county. The implication is that the county
would take the written comments, conduct private discussions among its own representatives
and with Waste Management, and then come back from “on high” with finalized plans to be
adopted and implemented. In fact, at the landfill open house held on June 8, Mr. Bob Daigh, the
Senior Director of Infrastructure for Williamson County, told members of the HCG that county
representatives would be willing to meet with citizens and discuss components of these plans
prior to finalization by the county. It is the HCG's expectation that this commitment will be met.
In addition, neither media nor county officials should draw inaccurate conclusions regarding the
number of individuals providing input to the plans during this specific, 30-day time period
following the landfill open house on June 8. In fact, the submission by the HCG represents a
broad base of citizens providing input. Input regarding the landfill's development has been
ongoing for the last several years. In 2005, some 200 citizens participated in a public meeting in
Hutto convened by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). In 2006, more
than 100 citizens participated in a forum at the old Hutto Middle School on College St. And
again in 2006, some 200 citizens participated in another hearing—this one at the Hutto High
School gymnasium—conducted by TCEQ. In 2008, more than 100 citizens participated in a
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forum convened by the HCG at Hutto Lutheran Church to hear a proposal that the landfill be
sold to the private sector. During the period of 2006 through the present, the HCG has convened
numerous meetings with citizens to discuss the full scope of landfill topics, including the site
plan and recycling issues.
These current comments by the HCG have synthesized the input from literally hundreds of
citizens regarding the landfill. These citizens have worked with the HCG in the public input
process, and thus it is understandable that they may not have individually filed redundant
comments during this 30-day comment period which would duplicate views already expressed in
these modules.
As the contents of the attached modules receive more detailed additions by the HCG, these
major documents will serve as the focal points for discussions for the county in moving toward
finalized master plans for the landfill site and for recycling.
And finally, it is the position of the HCG that the Master Site Development Plan and the Master
Recycling plan, after thorough discussion and review which includes representatives of the
county and citizens, should be finalized and adopted by the county no later than October 31,
2010.
Note that a graphic file accompanies this submission as an illustration for the Beautification
module, and a text file (the Gattis letter) accompanies this submission as an addition to the
Project Management, Financials and Timelines module.
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Module HCG—Project management, financials and timelines
The Master Site Plan and Master Recycling Plan are two important components of general and
overall management of the Williamson County landfill. Both of these plans have specific roles
and are critically important, and other aspects of the landfill operation define and drive how
these plans will be constructed and implemented. Therefore, all elements of the landfill
operation, design and planning must fold together coherently and consistently.
Project management
In order for both of these plans which are under consideration to be maximized referable to
benefit and carried out efficiently, all other aspects of the landfill must be managed
professionally and efficiently. To that end, major upgrades in project management are necessary.
Landfill oversight inspector
The 2009 Landfill Operating Agreement (LOA) provides for the county to hire a landfill
oversight inspector for the landfill, with Waste Management contributing $50,000 annually for
that service. After failing to hire a qualified inspector to perform that service, the county then
changed direction and announced it was seeking to train members of county staff to perform the
inspections. In addition to raising the serious issue regarding whether the changed premise
would cause inspections to be performed in a manner similar to how a professional inspector
would perform them, there is the additional issue of the extensive delay in covering this
function. It has been more than 16 months since the execution of the 2009 LOA, and the landfill
inspection function still has not been achieved.
Third-party landfill audit
The 2009 Landfill Operating Agreement (LOA) also provides that after the first year of
the contract having been in effect (March 3, 2010), the county would subscribe for a third-party
landfill audit of the landfill. To date, no action has been taken by the county to implement this
audit.
Internal landfill audits
The periodic audits of the landfill performed by the county auditor's office are generally
superficial and leave unanswered major questions involving the landfill operation and financials.
For example, these audits do not explain why the county received such meager royalties for
recycling sales proceeds between March 3, 2009 and January 31, 2010 ($149). Further, why is
there is no disclosure regarding the self-charged disposal rate charged by Waste Management to
its own hauling company? Why are the quarterly reports filed by Waste Management as
mandated by the LOA virtually identical while failing to meet the criteria set forth in the LOA?
Why did citizens have to point out that an amendment to the landfill permit had to be procured in
order to make legal the recycling facility? Why there is a lack of transparency referable to the
landfill operation generally?
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If any agreed-upon Master Site Plan and Master Recycling Plan are going to be implemented
forthrightly, then the county must take to a higher level its analysis of the landfill operations and
its level of transparency. A major failing of Williamson County's audits of landfill financials is
that the audits do not produce a credible return-on-investment (ROI) figure relative to Waste
Management's profits from the landfill operation. This number is very important referable to
how much financial support Waste Management should provide for the implementation of the
Master Site Plan and Master Recycling Plan. In this circumstance wherein the county owns the
landfill property and Waste Management pays no property taxes, calculation of Waste
Management's ROI as a function of determining the degree to which Waste Management should
participate in the Master Site Plan and Master Recycling Plan financing is critical. While the
county won't release regarding financials at sufficient granularity for the public to determine a
wholly accurate ROI, industry standards and information available regarding Williamson County
point to an ROI for Waste Management in the range of 35 percent to 45 percent. (The county
has access to sufficient information in order to determine a generally accurate ROI.) Such an
ROI appears to be extraordinarily high, especially in light of the fact, for example, that providers
of transmission services in the Electric Reliability Council of Texas area and regulated by the
Texas Public Utility Commission achieve ROIs in the range of 12 percent to 15 percent under
conditions of comparable, if not higher, risk.
Also, as another factor pertaining to project management, it is pointed out that on May 11, 2010,
Williamson County County Judge Dan Gattis sent a letter to City of Austin Mayor Lee
Leffingwell stating Williamson County's position regarding a major recycling initiative and
specifically endorsing Waste Management as a vendor for Austin, with implications for volume
flows through the Williamson County landfill. This letter was not released to the public and the
offer and viewpoint expressed in it were not disclosed to the public by the county voluntarily.
The letter was procured through an open records request and would not have otherwise been
acquired by the HCG and made available to the public. What is noteworthy about this event is
that Williamson County took a specific position regarding recycling which was not made
available to the public, thus the information would not have been available to be factored into
any comments made by citizens regarding the Master Recycling Plan. This position by the
county should have been (and should be) explained in detail regarding the county's position on
how recycling volumes at the Williamson County landfill impact any recycling program. In
general, the failure of the county to provide detailed explanations regarding its positions on
specific elements of the Master Site Development Plan and the Master Recycling Plan hinder the
opportunity for citizens to be fully informed in making their comments about these plans. (A
copy of the Gattis letter to Leffingwell is found at the end of this document.)
Financials
The central issue involving the implementation of both these plans in a timely manner is that of
funding. Williamson County Precinct 4 Commissioner Ron Morrison acknowledged this issue
when he was interviewed by News 8 Austin during the week prior to the June 8, 2010 open
house regarding landfill input. In that interview, Morrison said, “It's one thing to draw pretty
pictures, it's another to pay for it.”
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Based on the above discussion of Waste Management's ROI, it is obvious that Waste
Management, which collects between $7 million and $9 million per year through landfill tipping
fees, should contribute a major share of the financial support needed to implement a robust
Master Site Plan and Master Recycling Plan on an efficient timeline.
Prior to the approval and execution of the LOA in March of 2009, citizens pointed out repeatedly
that the one percent Master Site Development fee (for that fund) would be inadequate to
implement any serious Master Site Plan, much less achieve restoration of the Almquist-Johnson
house.
Of course, it is obvious that had Waste Management and the county established such a fund
when Waste Management began as contractor for the landfill some 22 years ago, the fund could
have accumulated more than enough financial assets by now to pay for a robust Master Site
Plan, Master Recycling Plan, and renovation of the Almquist-Johnson house. In the absence of
paying into such a fund, Waste Management, in light of the significant profits it has amassed
over the years from the landfill contract, should make a significant contribution to this fund
based on such retroactive consideration.
Beyond revenues which are available from the one percent fee to feed the Master Site
Development Fund, the county should provide specific dollar amounts regarding the funding
which will be available to support both of these plans, and the dates (timelines) across which the
funds will be available in their respective amounts should also be explicated.
Timelines
The specific timelines which apply to all components of both these plans are required by the
2009 Landfill Operating Agreement. In the plans filed by Waste Management in March of 2010,
timelines are not provided with the exception of a graphic which attempts to describe the
landfill height over the contract term. This timeline would change significantly if the height of
the landfill is limited to 70 feet, as described in the Landfill Height module.
The Master Site Plan should require that all design work for renovation of the Almquist-Johnson
house should be completed within one year of the plan's adoption in late 2010, and the final
renovation should be finished no later than late 2014. Similarly, all design work for the
beautification plan should be completed within one year of the plan's adoption in late 2010, and
the initial phase of the plan—site preparation and some planting of trees—should be completed
no later than late 2014. As the landfill matures, further implementation of the plan should
continue with noticeable and demonstrable progress each year.
The Master Recycling Plan should require that the basic strategy for recycling at the landfill
should be identified and approved no later than one year following adoption of the plan in late
2010. At a minimum, the plan should provide specifics regarding the landfill's participation in
single stream recycling and use of a materials recovery facility (MRF), even if a MRF is not
constructed on-site.
In addition, the Master Recycling Plan as approved should contain an objective assessment of
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the current shingle recycling initiative and the current C&D recycling initiative at the landfill
and make a recommendation regarding the continuation of these programs. If, by October 31 of
2010, the efficiencies of these programs have not improved significantly, then consideration
should be given to abandoning the shingle recycling program and re-tasking the C&D program
so that it is elevated to a more effective level.
Module: HCG--Beautification
This section, along with the accompanying drawing, is a basic white paper, a framework to
stimulate ideas and discussions regarding how to improve the esthetics of the landfill over a
defined period of time at a viable cost in light of the several millions of dollars collected each
year from the landfill operation. It is hoped that those interested in the long-term future of the
landfill will analyze the ideas presented here and contribute their own. This specific landscaping
proposal is not the only proposal being submitted by the Hutto Citizens Group. Other proposals
will deal with landfill height, the Master Recycling Plan filed by Waste Management, the
economic impact and the financing of improvements including a timeline.
An effective and well-reasoned Master Site Development Plan is especially important to people
in the greater Hutto area inasmuch as FM 1660 is becoming a major transportation artery for the
Hutto area. Implementing key elements of an effective plan quickly is important because of the
need to mitigate adverse consequences detrimental to Hutto's northern growth corridor and the
development of Chandler Road.
Our starting point is Waste Management’s website: (www.wm.com.) The very first words you
see are: “Think Green: Think Waste Management”.
Under the heading “About Us” we find their mission statement:
The Company’s primary objective is to maximize stockholder value, while adhering to the
laws of the jurisdictions within which it operates and observing the highest ethical standards.
(The underline is HCG).
(This mission statement is very important to keep in mind when considering the various
options.)
Go online and you will find Waste Management representations regarding all the "green"
projects and sites they have all across the country – Texas being the primary exception at this
time. Management has posted more than 36 pages detailing their work on 80 active landfills.
They have reclamation programs, wildlife management, education centers, even butterfly
gardens, so it is clear they have the experience and the expertise to do something similar here in
Williamson County.
In this presentation comments are limited to the esthetics and the practical uses for the setback
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areas. In addition to additional comments filed by the Hutto Citizens Group on several other
aspects of the landfill, people and groups are working on recycling, light industry that may use
reclaimed products, etc. The ponds shown are part of Waste Management’s plans and the
company has stated they could easily service the water needs of our proposal.
There are essentially four sides to the landfill. Here are the main points on each.
North: 50' set back is allowed by the landfill contract. At a minimum, the design should protect
the wet weather creek and the adjacent private property owners from runoff etc, however, except
for the western portion of the north side border (consisting of the 79.9 acres related to the
“quitclaim deed” addition, Waste Management could voluntarily provide a buffer zone
substantially greater than that allowed by the permit—a 200-foot buffer would be appropriate.
South: Again a 50” setback is allowed by the permit. The western portion of the south side
borders county property, including the Williamson County Sheriff’s Department firing range. On
the eastern portion of the south side, farm land between the landfill and Chandler Road is
privately owned. The 2009 Landfill Operating Agreement between the county and Waste
Management calls for a 1,000-foot buffer zone on the south side “where possible,” a condition
should be met. If the event a full, 1,000-foot buffer zone is not available, the buffer zone should
be as large as possible.
West side: The Waste Management maps do not show a setback requirement. From the south
end of the current mountain to the first curve on County Road 130, the grassy slope itself forms
its own barrier at 70 feet. It is from the first curve north that a setback and planting/barrier is
needed. In the first short section where the entrance gate was previously located, there is a huge
collection tank which should be screened. Going north on County Road 130 there is a need to
add to and continue the line of existing Red Tip Photinias to hide the work areas and storage
units which are often in disarray and have blinding lights at night that are a hazard to drivers. A
new short berm was built over a year ago but only about 20 feet from the road. This should be
looked at as well since there is a lot of traffic on this road.
East side: This is the heart of the proposal. FM1660 has about a mile of flat frontage. Here the
setback requirement is approximately 1000 feet, although that number may be a bit smaller in
some areas. We recognize it isn't practical to try and hide the landfill with berms nor or
financially feasible to expect tall buildings will ever be built there. A cost-efficient project
which could be employed quickly and which would enhance the area and provide multiple
benefits to the community quickly involves extensive landscaping. This proposal takes the
standard rectangular ponds proposed by Waste Management and gives them some definition, a
few curves for interest and esthetics. There would be a combination of tree farm, education
center, demonstration gardens and community gardens to create a beautiful and productive area.
.
There would be a combination of tree farm, education center, demonstration gardens and
community gardens which would grow as the landfill grows until we had a beautiful and
productive area. A tree farm would allow Williamson County and cities within the county a place
to grow trees for parks, roadways, and other projects. There could even be, as some
municipalities have done, limited sales to the general public.
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Other governmental and private entities could also participate and benefit. The County
Extension Service and its Master Gardeners program, Temple College, Hutto High School, and
others could help develop the education center and garden areas, and provide a venue for sale of
quality compost, mulch and other materials from the landfill. Keep Hutto Beautiful would have a
place to expand beyond the Peterson property in Hutto and even specialty crops could be grown
in quantity for the Food Bank. Other ideas which might be incorporated into the plans include
xeriscape projects, native plants, and examples of DIY water reclamation units for home or
office. The possibilities are limitless. The education center could also house information on the
area with outdoor exhibits of older farm equipment.
These are but a few of the approaches to deal with the aesthetics of the landfill site. Our main
objective here is to get commitments from the county and Waste Management, including their
levels of financial participation, regarding a practical and achievable plan which can be
implemented without significant delays so we don't find ourselves without one five to ten years
down the road. This will be a gateway to Hutto for years to come and we need to make it the best
one possible.
The Hutto Citizens Group thanks Mark Baker and his group at SEC Planning for their good
work and interpretive drawings.
Module HCG—Landfill height
As a major priority and in the interest of promoting quality economic development along the
important Chandler Road and F.M. 1660 growth corridors in north Hutto, the landfill Master Site
Plan should state that the landfill height will not rise more than 70 feet above the ground.
As the current mound reaches that height, another 70 foot mound or mounds could be started
within the available landfill footprint. Proceeding in this manner, when factoring in the expected
reductions in landfill waste resulting from recycling technologies and single-stream recycling
initiatives, should provide more than enough future capacity for Williamson County and help
avoid the negative local effects of a water-tower-high landfill.
To implement this approach, the landfill permit would not have to be amended. Keeping the
landfill height at 70 feet or under would be allowed under the permit. A permit is a permissive
document, not a mandatory one. That is, the proposed permit just gives the county the ability to
go as high as 140 feet; it doesn’t say the county has to.
Future commissioners courts could, after discussing and weighing alternatives with the local
community, raise the landfill height above 70 feet in the unlikely event more capacity is needed
near the end term of the current, 40-year contract. The extra height would be available if future
conditions demand it. However, by focusing serious efforts on single-stream recycling and
diversion, the volume of waste going into the landfill will be diminished sufficiently enough that
the extra height will likely never be needed.
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Many areas, including the City of Austin, have embraced moving toward a zero-waste program,
in which the goal is to eliminate virtually the entire waste stream that would otherwise go in the
landfill. Williamson County should establish that goal and diligently pursue it. If it does, the
capacity needed at the landfill should be diminished substantially and sufficiently to meet the
height limitation objective.
Wouldn’t it be a shame if the county allows the landfill to be built up to 80’, 90’ or even 140’
high in some places, only to realize in 30 or 40 years that recycling advances ultimately made
those heights, and their damaging effects, unnecessary?
Module: HCG--Recycling and Hazardous Household Waste
Recycling Initiative
In the last 50 years society has evolved from open, fire burning waste disposal “dumps” to
trench disposal and to current use of lined landfill burial without addressing the longevity of the
materials being disposed and the impact on future generations. Developing a comprehensive
Recycling Plan for the citizen-owned Williamson County Recycle and Disposal Facility is vital
to the current operations as well as future generations of Williamson County citizens and
taxpayers. The removal and diversion from disposal of household and regulated commercial
waste which has no decay or organic value and extreme long term residual concerns should be a
top priority to the Recycling Plan. Items such as plastics, glass, and hydrocarbon based waste
including asphalt contaminated construction debris should immediately be removed from the
waste streams using alternative recycling/reuse in lieu of antiquated burial methods. Typical
natural occurring inert materials such as concrete, rock, brick, and other construction debris
which take up a great amount of landfill space should be re-processed for reuse by the county or
others. Ferrous, iron, tin cans and other metal materials contained but removed from the waste
stream are all valuable resources to a substantial recycle program.
As a high priority, Williamson County should immediately join and participate in the zero-waste
and single stream recycling discussions and forums that are already underway in neighboring
areas, with a goal of implementing those projects in Williamson County as soon as possible.
The Recycling Plan should include provisions of training, notifying, and enforcing commercial
waste haulers to develop and incorporate recycling programs in their demographic and service
areas to reduce the amounts of reusable and recyclable materials prior to delivery of waste to the
landfill area. Commercial waste haulers should provide a documented, certified copy of their
Recycle Plan before allowing that hauler to use the landfill facility. Commercial waste haulers
should provide annual documentation of the success and or modification to their respective
Recycle Plans in order to continue to use the landfill. To obtain any comprehensive
recycle/reuse program the Recycling Plan must incorporate a material separation and recovery
area within the permitted boundaries to remove prioritized materials before disposal of those
items which technology has been developed to enable reuse/recycle.
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Household Hazardous Waste Collection Initiative
Serious considerations of materials that have been identified by the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) that are household waste but would have been hazardous waste
had it been generated by a commercial or industrial activity should be incorporated into a vital
Recycling Plan. However, simple diversion from a Type I landfill, such as the Williamson
County landfill, to a hazardous disposal facility does not address the problem or meet goals
mandated by TCEQ; it simply sends the problem to someone else. Industry has been mandated
by regulations to incorporate Source Reduction and Waste Minimization Plan in all waste
disposal activities. A successful Source Reduction and Waste Minimization Plan initiative has
proven to be economically sound and would display a true environmental stewardship to the
citizenry on behalf of the county commissioners through a comprehensive Recycling Plan,
especially concerning HHW.
TCEQ household hazardous waste (HHW) collection regulations have specific mandates to
address final disposition of HHW. TCEQ has set the following priority and order for handling
HHW collected items:
1. Reuse for the product’s intended purpose;
2. Recycling;
3. Recycling for energy recovery;
4. Treatment to destroy hazardous characteristics;
5. Treatment to reduce hazardous characteristics;
6. Underground injection; and,
7. Land disposal (which is the absolute last method to be used for consideration)
The Recycling Plan should heed those regulations by setting specific goals and enforcing those
goals at all HHW collection events. The HHW collection coordinator should first consider reuse
options and incorporate a Williamson County citizen reuse facility for collected items, whether
the collection event occurs at the landfill or another designated area.
Module: HCG—Economic development and Hutto's north growth corridor
It is not disputed that there are disincentives to development and growth of the City of Hutto's
corridor to the north. In addition to the landfill itself being a liability, the recent intrusion of
massive transmission lines along the south and east sides of the landfill is also problematical.
The fact that the development potential associated with Chandler Road and its proximity to SH130 and University Boulevard has been severely compromised by these adverse circumstances is
a case in point.
Just minutes west of the landfill along the Chandler Road/University Boulevard corridor is
perhaps the most vibrant area of ongoing economic development in the county. The western
portion of the corridor is already home to the new Seton Williamson and Scott & White-Round
Rock hospitals, the Texas State/Round Rock Higher Education Center, a new ACC campus, the
new Texas A&M medical school, a new nursing school, an outlet mall, shopping centers, an
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IKEA superstore, and the TeraVista residential subdivision, among other things. Extending
eastward along the corridor, across SH-130 and into the Hutto area, is a vast stretch of land that
is ready-made for further high-quality development, development that will both support and
expand upon the current development. Although already compromised, everything must be done
to ensure that the landfill does not scare away that development before it can ever get close to
the Hutto area.
While the City of Hutto, together with residents of the city and the surrounding area, have
expressed major concerns about the landfill's downside to Hutto's north growth corridor, in
reality there has been no strategy to mitigate these adverse effects. Even now, the proposed
Master Site Plan and Master Recycling Plan filed by Waste Management with the county in
March of this year offer little or nothing with regard to providing the needed mitigation.
In truth, the mitigation strategy should have been part of the process by which the county applied
for and received the 1405-B expansion for the landfill during the period 2003-2009. The failure
of the county to hold a promised charette with the City of Hutto and local residents in 2008 is
but one example of the county's history of moving forward while avoiding the mitigation needs.
Now, as citizens are asked to provide their views and ideas regarding planning which could
involve mitigation components, there needs to be a commitment from the county regarding how
such mitigation (whatever it might be) would be financed and on what time line it would occur.
Already identified by the HCG as mitigation elements are the beautification of the eastern and
southern sides of the landfill, the restoration of the Almquist-Johnson house, capping the landfill
height at 70 feet, adding utilities for buffer-zone development, committing to buffer-zone
development regarding such components as pads for business and commerce and the deployment
of recreational areas, intensifying recycling to divert volumes from the landfill, and limiting the
scope of the landfill to benefit Williamson County primarily in order not to turn the landfill into
a regional facility. The county must be willing to commit to establishing the resources to
achieve such mitigation as well as being willing to commit to specific time lines relative to the
deployment of such mitigation.
Addressing these components effectively is absolutely vital to protecting Hutto's north growth
area. The commitments alone are important now so that those interested in making investments
in the area will have confidence that the landfill will not continue to grow in its present out-ofcontrol mode and thus develop into a wasteland hostile to commercial, residential and
recreational development.

Module: HCG—Almquist-Johnson House
Three family homesteads have been destroyed by the Williamson County landfill: (1) the Dahl
homestead, (2) The Spong homestead, and (3) the Almquist-Johnson homestead. Since the
beginning of the landfill's development and through the present date, the county has never
expressly committed any funding or resources to preserve these structures and their related
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historical value. Some three years ago, the county offered to convey title to the deteriorating
Almquist-Johnson house to the Hutto Heritage Foundation, but in the absence of any supportive
funding, the Foundation could not accept the house.
The Dahl house was located on the west side of the landfill just south of Cottonwood Creek and
adjacent to the northwest section of the area now occupied by the county's shooting range. The
Spong house (below) was located just north of the landfill gatehouse which is at the western end
of Landfill Road. There is no photo of the Dahl house available.

The Spong house, located near the present landfill gatehouse, was a landfill casualty.

The remnants of the Almquist-Johnson house and buildings are located on the southeast corner
of the permitted landfill area and facing FM 1660.
The Almquist-Johnson house was vacated by the Dennis Johnson family in the late 1990s when
the county took ownership of the final parcel of land to expand the landfill area from 202 acres
to 575 acres. During the approximately 13 years that the house was vacant prior to June 19,
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2010, there was no effort on the part of the county to preserve the house or the outbuildings. It
was not until a major, public focus was brought to the landfill Master Site Plan in March of 2010
that the county suddenly discovered it had a newly-found interest in the house.

The deteriorating back door area of the Almquist-Johnson house.

However, the long-term neglect has taken its toll. It appears that the deterioration is so
significant that restoration in the classic sense is impossible. In March of 2010, Waste
Management's Steve Jacobs told Williamson County commissioners court that only “parts of the
house” might be subject to restoration. During the last week in June of 2010, Commissioner
Ron Morrison told a member of the Hutto Citizens Group that the best option might be to “take
detailed pictures” of the house, then tear it down and build a facsimilie. Both statements assert a
conclusion suggesting that deterioration is so significant that any cost-effective restoration is
impossible. On June 19, 2010, either Williamson County or Waste Management nailed plywood
over some of the house's doors and windows in a late-appearing, public-relations effort to show
interest in preserving the house from further deterioration, but after some 13 years and
substantial deterioration of the house, the effort appears to be too little and too late.
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The deteriorating front entrance of the Almquist-Johnson house and rotting joists under the front porch.

The county's negligence in preserving the property has created a major challenge referable to
doing the right thing for the site's history. The destruction of the two other houses on the landfill
property make even more compelling the need to develop a strategic plan and the necessary
resources to preserve the Almquist-Johnson house.
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Unfortunately, the county and Waste Management have not made any commitment whatsoever
to establishing the funding for the renovation of the house. As already pointed out in the Project
Management, Financial and Timelines Module of this presentation, the most critical element for
the implementation of a minimally-adequate Master Site Plan and minimally-adequate Master
Recycling Plan is that of funding. Obviously, the one-percent add-on fee charged at the landfill
for use in the Master Site Development plan is wholly inadequate to implement effective aspects
of these plans in a timely manner. Nonetheless, the county's responsibility in renovating the
Almquist-Johnson House in a timely manner is compelling.
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