
 
 

NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING 
THE BRENHAM CITY COUNCIL 

THURSDAY, MAY 5, 2016 AT 1:00 P.M. 
SECOND FLOOR CITY HALL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
200 W. VULCAN 

BRENHAM, TEXAS 
 
 

1. Call Meeting to Order 
 
2. Invocation and Pledges to the US and Texas Flags – Councilmember Williams 
 
3. Service Recognition 

 Wanda Kramer, Utility Department - 40 Years 
 
4. a. Special Recognition 

 GFOA Distinguished Budget Presentation Award 
 
 b. Proclamation  

 Motorcycle Awareness Month 
 National Preservation Month & Local History Days  Pages 1-2 

 
5. Citizens Comments 
 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
6. Statutory Consent Agenda 

The Statutory Consent Agenda includes non-controversial and routine items that Council may act on with one 
single vote.  A councilmember may pull any item from the Consent Agenda in order that the Council discuss 
and act upon it individually as part of the Regular Agenda. 
 
6-a. Ordinance No. O-16-009 on Its Second Reading Amending the Official Zoning 

Map of the City of Brenham, to Change the Zoning District From a Single Family 
Residential Use (R-1) District to a Mixed Residential Use (R-2) District on a Tract 
of Land Described as 4.293 Acres Out of the Phillip Coe Survey, A-31, Located on 
the North Side of Old Mill Creek Road in Brenham, Washington County, Texas  

           Pages 3-5 



6-b. Ordinance No. O-16-010 on Its Second Reading Amending Appendix A – 
“Zoning” of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Brenham Granting a Specific 
Use Permit to Allow a Multifamily Development on a Site of Two (2) or More 
Acres of Land Being Described as 4.293 Acres Out of the Phillip Coe Survey, A-
31, Located on the North Side of Old Mill Creek Road in Brenham, Washington 
County, Texas        Pages 6-9 

 
6-c. Ordinance No. O-16-011 on Its Second Reading Amending the Official Zoning 

Map of the City of Brenham, to Change the Zoning District from a Single Family 
Residential Use (R-1) District to a Local Business/Residential Mixed Use (B-1) 
District on a Tract of Land Described as 2.119 Acres Out of the Phillip Coe 
Survey, Located on the Northwest Corner of the Intersection of Old Mill Creek 
Road and S. Saeger Street in Brenham, Washington County, Texas  Pages10-12 

 
6-d. Ordinance No. O-16-012 on Its Second Reading Amending the Official Zoning 

Map of the City of Brenham, to Change the Zoning District From a Single Family 
Residential Use (R-1) District to a Local Business/Residential Mixed Use (B-1) 
District on a Tract of Land Described as Lot 7A and Lot 11A, Block 9, 
Washington Terrace Addition, Out of the A. Harrington Survey, A-55, Located at 
the Southeast Intersection of Ewing Street and Rucker Street in Brenham, 
Washington County, Texas      Pages 13-15 

 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
7. Presentation and Discussion Regarding Digital Billboards within the City of 

Brenham’s City Limits and Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ)  Pages 16-40 
 
 
REGULAR SESSION 
 
8. Discuss and Possibly Act Upon Bid No. 16-007 Related to Concrete for the Library 

Parking Lot Project and Authorize the Mayor to Execute Any Necessary 
Documentation         Pages 41-45 

 
9. Discuss and Possibly Act Upon a Contract with Ricoh USA, Inc. for Leased Office 

Automation Equipment and Authorize the Mayor to Execute Any Necessary 
Documentation         Pages 46-50 

 
10. Discuss and Possibly Act Upon Resolution No. R-16-016 Authorizing the Acceptance 

of Public Improvements in the Ralston Creek Subdivision, Phases 2 and 3, and 
Authorize the Mayor to Execute Any Necessary Documentation  Pages 51-74 

  



11. Discuss and Possibly Act Upon an Ordinance on Its First Reading Authorizing a 
Variance to Residential Lot Requirements, as Outlined in Section 23-22(5)(a) of the 
City of Brenham’s Code of Ordinances, on a Tract of Land Being Described as 
Tract 95, 19.94 Acres, Out of the Phillip Coe Survey, A-31, Located at 940 Farmers 
Road, in Brenham, Washington County, Texas     Pages 75-87 

 
12. Discuss and Possibly Act Upon a Ground Space Lease Agreement with David 

Loendorf for Hangar Space at the Brenham Municipal Airport and Authorize the 
Mayor to Execute Any Necessary Documentation    Pages 88-97 

 
13. Discuss and Possibly Act Upon a Request for a Noise Variance from Washington 

County Historical Juneteenth Association for a Juneteenth Celebration at 
Fireman’s Park to be Held on June 17, 2016 from 7:00 p.m. – 11:00 p.m. and June 
18, 2016 from 12:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. and Authorize the Mayor to Execute Any 
Necessary Documentation        Pages 98-99 

 
14. Administrative/Elected Officials Report 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
15. Section 551.074 - Texas Government Code – Deliberation Regarding Personnel 

Matters – Discussion Regarding the Contract for City Prosecutor  Page 100 
 
 
Administrative/Elected Officials Reports:  Reports from City Officials or City staff regarding items of community interest, 
including expression of thanks, congratulations or condolences; information regarding holiday schedules; honorary or salutary 
recognitions of public officials, public employees or other citizens; reminders about upcoming events organized or sponsored by 
the City; information regarding social, ceremonial, or community events organized or sponsored by a non-City entity that is 
scheduled to be attended by City officials or employees; and announcements involving imminent threats to the public health and 
safety of people in the City that have arisen after the posting of the agenda. 

 
 
Adjourn 
 
 
 
Executive Sessions: The City Council for the City of Brenham reserves the right to convene into executive session at any time 
during the course of this meeting to discuss any of the matters listed, as authorized by Texas Government Code, Chapter 551, 
including but not limited to §551.071 – Consultation with Attorney, §551.072 – Real Property, §551.073 – Prospective Gifts, 
§551.074 - Personnel Matters, §551.076 – Security Devices, §551.086 -  Utility Competitive Matters, and §551.087 – Economic 
Development Negotiation 

 
 
 
 
 

  



CERTIFICATION 
 
 

I certify that a copy of the May 5, 2016 agenda of items to be considered by the City of Brenham City 
Council was posted to the City Hall bulletin board at 200 W. Vulcan, Brenham, Texas on May 2, 2016 at 
12:30 PM. 
 
 

Kacey A. Weiss 
Deputy City Secretary 
 
 
Disability Access Statement:  This meeting is wheelchair accessible.  The accessible entrance is located at the 
Vulcan Street entrance to the City Administration Building.  Accessible parking spaces are located adjoining the 
entrance.  Auxiliary aids and services are available upon request (interpreters for the deaf must be requested twenty-
four (24) hours before the meeting) by calling (979) 337-7567 for assistance. 
 
 
I certify that the attached notice and agenda of items to be considered by the City Council was removed by me from 
the City Hall bulletin board on the ________ day of ___________________, 2016 at __________ AM PM. 
 
___________________________________ ___________________________________ 
Signature Title 
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ORDINANCE NO. O-16-009 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE 
OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, CHANGING 
THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP FROM A RESIDENTIAL (R-1) DISTRICT 
TO A MIXED RESIDENTIAL (R-2) DISTRICT ON 4.293 ACRES OF LAND 
LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF OLD MILL CREEK ROAD OUT 
OF THE PHILLIP COE SURVEY, A-31, IN BRENHAM, WASHINGTON 
COUNTY, TEXAS. 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Brenham has adopted Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of 
Brenham Code of Ordinances, as amended, which divides the City of Brenham into various 
zoning districts; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of Brenham Code of Ordinance 
authorizes the City Council to grant zoning amendments within the various zoning districts; and 
  

WHEREAS, this amendment was recommended for approval by the City of Brenham 
Planning and Zoning Commission during its regular meeting on March 7, 2016; and 

 
WHEREAS, this amendment is in compliance with the City of Brenham’s “Envision 

2020” Comprehensive Plan; and 
 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF BRENHAM, 
TEXAS, THAT APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE 
CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, AND THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP BE AMENDED IN 
THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 
 
 

SECTION 1. That Appendix A - "Zoning" of the Code of Ordinances of the City of 
Brenham, Texas, and the Official Zoning Map of the City of Brenham is 
hereby amended by changing the zoning from a Residential (R-1) District to 
Mixed Residential (R-2) District on 4.293 acres of land on the north side of 
Old Mill Creek Road out of the Phillip Coe Survey, A-31, in Brenham, 
Washington County, Texas, said 4.239 acres of land being more particularly 
described on Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein for all 
purposes. 
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SECTION 2. This Ordinance shall take effect as provided by the Charter of the City of 
Brenham, Texas. 

 
PASSED and APPROVED on its first reading this the 21st April, 2016. 
 
 
PASSED and APPROVED on its second reading this the 5th day of May, 2016. 

 
 
 
 
       _________________________________ 
       Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
             Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
________________________________  
Jeana Bellinger, TRMC 
City Secretary 
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ORDINANCE NO. O-16-010 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE 
OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, AMENDING 
THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP TO GRANT A SPECIFIC USE PERMIT 
TO MILL CREEK SAEGER LLC ON BEHALF OF L&E BOETTCHER 
FAMILY PARTNERSHIP, LTD, BOETTCHER BUILDING CENTER OF 
BRENHAM, LAND OWNER, FOR A MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENT 
THAT MEETS THE STANDARD DENSITY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
R-2 DISTRICT, AND THAT IS PROPOSED FOR A DEVELOPMENT SITE 
OF TWO (2) ACRES OR MORE IN AN R-2 (MIXED RESIDENTIAL) 
ZONING DISTRICT, BEING LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF OLD 
MILL CREEK ROAD, AND BEING FURTHER DESCRIBED AS 4.293 
ACRES OUT OF THE PHILIP COE SURVEY, A-31, IN BRENHAM, 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, TEXAS.   
 

WHEREAS, the City of Brenham has adopted Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of 
Brenham Code of Ordinances, as amended, which divides the City of Brenham into various 
zoning districts; and 

 
WHEREAS, Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of Brenham Code of Ordinance 

authorizes the City Council to grant specific use permits for specific uses within the various 
zoning districts; and 

 
WHEREAS, this amendment was recommended for approval by the Brenham Planning 

and Zoning Commission during its regular meeting on March 7, 2016 with a condition requiring 
trees to remain or be replaced in the 20’ buffer yard requirement between the 4.293 acre tract and 
any abutting property zoned as R-1 Single Family Residential; and 

 
WHEREAS, this amendment will include a condition to require a .33 acre open space 

area be preserved in the southwestern-most corner of the 4.293 acre tract of land, and mandating 
that the open space area will remain as a vegetative area to be left as an undeveloped and 
undisturbed open space area; and   

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to approve this Ordinance granting the specific use 

permit, with conditions, as described herein below; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF BRENHAM, 

TEXAS, THAT APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE 
CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, AND THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP BE AMENDED IN 
THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 
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SECTION 1. That Appendix A - "Zoning" of the Code of Ordinances of the City of 

Brenham, Texas, and the Official Zoning Map of the City of Brenham is 
hereby amended to grant a specific use permit to Mill Creek Saeger, LLC on 
behalf of L&E Boettcher Family Partnership, LTD, Boettcher Building Center 
of Brenham, land owner, its successors and assigns, for a Multifamily 
development that meets the standard density requirements for the R-2 District, 
and that is proposed for a development site of two (2) acres or more in an R-2 
(Mixed Residential) zoning district, being located on the north side of Old 
Mill Creek Road and being further described as 4.293 acres out of the Philip 
Coe Survey, A-31, in Brenham, Washington County, Texas (the “Property”), 
said 4.293 acres of land being more particularly described on Exhibit “A” 
attached hereto and incorporated herein for all purposes. 

 
SECTION 2. The development of the Property shall be in accordance with the following 

special conditions, restrictions and regulations: 

1. Mill Creek Saeger, LLC shall prepare a tree survey and submit said tree 
survey to the City of Brenham Development Services Manager prior to 
removal of any trees on site showing the tree caliper size, locations of the 
trees, and the type of tree.  Tree survey shall only be required for the 
twenty foot (20’) buffer yard adjacent to property zoned as R-1 Single 
Family Residential. 

2. Replacement trees shall be required if existing trees are removed during 
construction, unless the tree caliper size is less than 3.00 inches. Trees 
with a caliper size of less than 3.00 inches will not be required to be 
replaced. 

3. A tree with a caliper size of 3.00 inches to 8.00 inches shall remain in 
place or be replaced with a tree having a caliper size within the same size 
range if removed during construction. 

4. A tree with a caliper size of more than 8.00 inches to 12.00 inches shall 
remain in place, or if removed: 1) be replaced with a tree having a caliper 
size within the same size range; or 2) be replaced with two (2) trees having 
a caliper size of 3.00 inches to 8.00 inches. 

5. A tree with a caliper size of more than 12.00 inches and above shall 
remain in place, or if removed: 1) be replaced with a tree having a caliper 
size within the same size range; 2) be replaced with two (2) trees having a 
caliper size of more than 8.00 inches to 12.00 inches; or 3) be replaced 
with three (3) trees having a caliper size of 3.00 inches to 8.00 inches. 

6. Penalties and fines shall be assessed in accordance with those set forth in 
the City of Brenham Appendix – A, Zoning Ordinance. 
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7. City staff will do an inspection of the Property prior to a Certificate of 
Occupancy being issued in order to verify the trees have remained in 
place, or have been replaced, in accordance with this Ordinance. The City 
will not issue a Certificate of Occupancy for any improvement on the 
Property unless and until Mill Creek Saeger, LLC is able to demonstrate 
its full compliance with this Ordinance. 

8. A .33 acre open space area is required to be preserved in the southwestern-
most corner of the 4.293 acre tract of land, and the open space area will 
remain as a vegetative area to be left as an undeveloped and undisturbed 
open space area.   

 
SECTION 3. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon the occurrence of all of the 

following: 1) compliance with the requirements of the Charter of the City of 
Brenham, Texas; and 2) the City of Brenham Planning and Zoning 
Commission’s approval of a final plat of this property into (1) single lot, and 
the recording of said final plat in the official records of Washington County, 
Texas. 

 
SECTION 4. Upon holding a properly notified public hearing, the City Council may amend, 

change, or rescind the Specific Use Permit granted by this Ordinance if: 

a. There is a violation and conviction of any of the provisions of this 
Ordinance, or any ordinance of the City of Brenham, that occurs on the 
Property; 

b. The premises, or Property, used pursuant to the Specific Use Permit 
granted by this Ordinance are enlarged, modified, structurally altered, or 
otherwise significantly changed unless a separate Specific Use Permit is 
granted for such enlargement, modification, structural alteration, or 
change; 

c. As otherwise permitted by law and/or Brenham’s Zoning Ordinance, as it 
exists or may be amended.  

 
PASSED and APPROVED on its first reading this the 21st day of April, 2016. 
 
PASSED and APPROVED on its second reading this the 5th day of May, 2016.  

 
 

     ___________________________________ 
       Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
           Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________  
Jeana Bellinger, TRMC 
City Secretary 
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ORDINANCE NO. O-16-011 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE 
OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, CHANGING 
THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP FROM A RESIDENTIAL (R-1) DISTRICT 
TO A LOCAL BUSINESS/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE (B-1) DISTRICT 
ON 2.119 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED ON THE NORTHWEST CORNER 
OF THE INTERSECTION OF OLD MILL CREEK ROAD AND SOUTH 
SAEGER STREET OUT OF THE PHILLIP COE SURVEY, A-31, IN 
BRENHAM, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TEXAS. 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Brenham has adopted Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of 
Brenham Code of Ordinances, as amended, which divides the City of Brenham into various 
zoning districts; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of Brenham Code of Ordinance 
authorizes the City Council to grant zoning amendments within the various zoning districts; and 
  

WHEREAS, this amendment was recommended for approval by the City of Brenham 
Planning and Zoning Commission during its regular meeting on March 7, 2016; and 

 
WHEREAS, this amendment is in compliance with the City of Brenham’s “Envision 

2020” Comprehensive Plan; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF BRENHAM, 
TEXAS, THAT APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE 
CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, AND THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP BE AMENDED IN 
THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 
 

SECTION 1. That Appendix A - "Zoning" of the Code of Ordinances of the City of 
Brenham, Texas, and the Official Zoning Map of the City of Brenham is 
hereby amended by changing the zoning from a Residential (R-1) District 
Local/Residential Mixed Use (B-1) District on 2.119 acres of land on the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Old Mill Creek Road and Saeger Street 
out of the Phillip Coe Survey, A-31, in Brenham, Washington County, Texas, 
said 2.119 acres of land being more particularly described on Exhibit “A” 
attached hereto and incorporated herein for all purposes. 
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SECTION 2. This Ordinance shall take effect as provided by the Charter of the City of 
Brenham, Texas. 

 
PASSED and APPROVED on its first reading this the 21st day of April, 2016. 
 
 
PASSED and APPROVED on its second reading this the 5th day of May, 2016.  

 
 
 
 
       _________________________________ 
       Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
             Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
________________________________  
Jeana Bellinger, TRMC 
City Secretary 
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ORDINANCE NO. O-16-012 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE 
OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, CHANGING 
THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP FROM A RESIDENTIAL (R-1) DISTRICT 
TO A LOCAL BUSINESS/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE (B-1) DISTRICT 
FOR LOT 7A AND LOT 11A, BLOCK 9, WASHINGTON TERRACE 
ADDITION REPLAT OF LOTS 3, 5, 7, 9, & 11, OUT OF THE A. 
HARRINGTON SURVEY, A-55, IN BRENHAM, WASHINGTON 
COUNTY, TEXAS. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Brenham has adopted Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of 
Brenham Code of Ordinances, as amended, which divides the City of Brenham into various 
zoning districts; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Appendix A – “Zoning” of the City of Brenham Code of Ordinance 
authorizes the City Council to grant zoning amendments within the various zoning districts; and 
  

WHEREAS, this amendment was recommended for approval by the City of Brenham 
Planning and Zoning Commission during its regular meeting on March 28, 2016; and 

 
WHEREAS, this amendment is in compliance with the City of Brenham’s “Envision 

2020” Comprehensive Plan; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF BRENHAM, 
TEXAS, THAT APPENDIX A - "ZONING" OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE 
CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, AND THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP BE AMENDED IN 
THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 
 
 

SECTION 1. That Appendix A - "Zoning" of the Code of Ordinances of the City of 
Brenham, Texas, and the Official Zoning Map of the City of Brenham is 
hereby amended by changing the zoning from a Residential (R-1) District to a 
Local/Residential Mixed Use (B-1) District for Lot 7A and Lot 11A, Block 9, 
Washington Terrance Addition Replat of Lots 3, 5, 7, 9 & 11, out of the A. 
Harrington Survey, A-55, in Brenham, Washington County, Texas, said land 
being more particularly described on Exhibit “A” attached hereto and 
incorporated herein for all purposes. 
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SECTION 2. This Ordinance shall take effect as provided by the Charter of the City of 
Brenham, Texas. 

 
 

PASSED and APPROVED on its first reading this the 21st day of April, 2016. 
 
 
PASSED and APPROVED on its second reading this the 5th day of May, 2016.  

 
 
 
 
       ___________________________________ 
       Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
             Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
________________________________  
Jeana Bellinger, TRMC 
City Secretary 
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AGENDA ITEM 7 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Development Services 

DATE SUBMITTED: April 28, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Erik Smith 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  Presentation and Discussion Regarding Digital Billboards within the City of 
Brenham’s City Limits and Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT:  City staff was approached by Thomas Whisnant who works for SignAD Outdoor a 
few months back about installing digital billboards within the City of Brenham city limits and the City’s extra 
territorial jurisdiction “ETJ”.  Staff at that time explained to this individual that currently there are three sections 
of ordinance which would prohibit staff from permitting these types of signs.  Those three items are 1) Billboards 
are prohibited 2) Off premise signs are prohibited 3) Spectacular signs are prohibited.  Mr. Whisnant inquired as 
to what he might need to do to request an amendment to the City’s ordinances to allow digital billboards.  I 
explained to Mr. Whisnant this would be a policy direction that would need to come from our City Council.  I 
have also explained to Mr. Whisnant that I have not had any complaints of note regarding our regulation on 
digital billboards within the City limits and ETJ.  I also explained to Mr. Whisnant there is no reason for me to 
believe, as a staff member, I should explore amending this specific ordinance without City Councils direction. 
 
Mr. Whisnant would still like to have an opportunity to express his desire to have the ordinance amended.  He has 
brought up a couple things he has done in the past to be allowed to install digital billboards in cities that have 
historically not allowed digital billboards or billboards in general.  One of those things is removing a certain 
number of face plates on a pole and replacing a digital billboard at a ratio that will reduce the overall number of 
billboard faces inside the city limits.  Keep in mind that some billboards have one face and some have up to four 
so if a billboard with four faces is removed one face being a digital billboard could be installed in its place, for 
example.  Another thing SignAD Outdoor has done is allow the city 40 hours of free advertising space each year. 
These are items I expect he will offer up to Council in his presentation.   
 
After the workshop staff will be looking for direction from City Council on how to proceed with this request.  
This item did go to the April 11th Board of Adjustments for discussion only.  The comments staff received at this 
meeting were generally negative toward digital signs in general.  The general public believed the discussion was 
more for individual on premise business signs that are typically LED as opposed to the actual request of a digital 
billboard ordinance amendment.  If City Council informs staff they are happy with the current ordinance we will 
let Mr. Whisnant know we will not spend any further time with discussions to amend this particular ordinance.   
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STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 

A. PROS:  

B. CONS:  
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):  
 
ATTACHMENTS: (1) Information from Thomas Whisnant with SignAd Outdoor Advertising 
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable):   
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: No action required – discussion only 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts 
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1010 NORTH LOOP • P.O BOX 8626 HOUSTON, TX 77249 • (713) 861-6013 • FAX (713) 861-2107 • TOLL FREE 1(888) 821-1999 
THOMAS WHISNANT • LED ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE •  281-714-0301 • THOMAS@SIGNAD.COM 

City Council 
Brenham, TX 

Thomas Whisnant 
Digital Billboard Representative 

SignAd Outdoor Advertising 
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1010 NORTH LOOP • P.O BOX 8626 HOUSTON, TX 77249 • (713) 861-6013 • FAX (713) 861-2107 • TOLL FREE 1(888) 821-1999 
THOMAS WHISNANT • LED ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE •  281-714-0301 • THOMAS@SIGNAD.COM 

Good Afternoon, esteemed members of the City Council for Brenham, TX.  My name is 
Thomas Whisnant; I am employed by SignAd Outdoor Advertising. My home address is 2301 
S. Mopac Expy, Austin, Texas. I’d like to thank you for this opportunity to share with you, 
SignAd’s desire to convert our existing sign located on Highway 290 in Brenham Texas, to a 
Digital/LED billboard. I have taken the liberty to prepare a document packet for your review 
which includes various aerials, photos, studies and informational pieces. 

1. SignAd Outdoor Advertising is a family owned small business created in 1964 with just
a handful of billboard signs. Our Current inventory consists of approximately 2,000 signs
throughout Texas and Louisiana. Our company’s success has been built on maintaining
unmatched family values coupled with a strong work ethic.

2.. The all steel sign is located on the north side of Highway 290, .75 miles west of Highway 
36 (See Aerial and Site Photos, page 3 and 4).  The proposed LED sign will be facing 
the eastbound traffic and will have a static board on the opposite side facing westbound 
traffic coming into and exiting the City of Brenham respectively. (See Rendition 1-
Pg.5).  Per guidance issued by the Federal Highway  Administration allowing Electronic 
signs to be permitted; the State must  exercise regulatory controls for Off-Premise 
Changeable Electronic Signs by regulating the size, spacing, light intensity, movement 
and animation, message duration, height, maintenance and placement of Electronic 
Signs. (See Texas Administrative Code Page 6-7). The proposed sign would definitively 
meet all of TxDot’s requirements for obtaining a permit should the City approve and 
grant our request.

3. Benefits - Outdoor advertising is the most effective low-cost means of reaching customers
for small businesses when compared to TV or Radio which makes it the best choice for
many small businesses interested in affordable, high-impact advertising. Well placed ads
help drive sales and support the local economy.

Additionally, the City of Brenham and Washington County will experience increased tax 
revenues based on a higher valuation placed on the sign itself as a real estate fixture.

And lastly, state regulations require LED Sign operators to provide emergency messages 
important to the travelling public such as Amber Alerts and information regarding natural 
or man-made disasters.  Additionally, we would want to extend the scope of these 
messages to include 40 hours worth of PSA's that promote city sponsored events 
important to the City on a space available basis.

It is our hope that you see the merits in granting our request for the LED permit as we ask for 
your approval. I sincerely thank you for your time and if there are any questions I will do my best 
to provide you with an answer. 

2
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1010 NORTH LOOP • P.O BOX 8626 HOUSTON, TX 77249 • (713) 861-6013 • FAX (713) 861-2107 • TOLL FREE 1(888) 821-1999 
THOMAS WHISNANT • LED ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE •  281-714-0301 • THOMAS@SIGNAD.COM 

There are rules which govern implementation of a converting a static billboard to a digital billboard as well as 
operating a digital billboard.  This one speaks to requirements for operation of a digital billboard.  We will be in 

compliance with all state regulations.  
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1010 NORTH LOOP • P.O BOX 8626 HOUSTON, TX 77249 • (713) 861-6013 • FAX (713) 861-2107 • TOLL FREE 1(888) 821-1999 
THOMAS WHISNANT • LED ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE •  281-714-0301 • THOMAS@SIGNAD.COM 

Here is the TXDot rule for spacing of digital boards. We will be in compliance with all state regulations. 
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1010 NORTH LOOP • P.O BOX 8626 HOUSTON, TX 77249 • (713) 861-6013 • FAX (713) 861-2107 • TOLL FREE 1(888) 821-1999 
THOMAS WHISNANT • LED ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE •  281-714-0301 • THOMAS@SIGNAD.COM 

Abilene
Alvin
Amarillo
Andrews
Arcola
Arlington
Austin
Balcones Heights 
Beaumont
Brenham 
Brownsville 
Burleson
Carrizo Springs 
Carrollton
Conroe
Converse
Copperas Cove
Corpus Christi 
Corral City
Corsicana
Dallas
Del Rio
Devine
Dilley
Duncanville
Eagle Pass
Edinburg 
Edna
El Paso
Euless
Floresville
Gainesville
Graham
Granbury

Grand Prarie
Greenville
Groves
Haltom City
Harker Heights
Harlingen
Henderson
Hollywood Park
Humble
Irving
Jacinto City
Jarrell
Kenedy
Kilgore
Killeen
Kyle
LaMarque
LaPorte
Lake Dallas
Laredo
League City
Levelland
Lewisville
Liberty Hill
Lindale
Little Elm
Longview 
Lubbock
Lufkin
Lumberton
Lytle
Marshall
McAllen
McGregor

Mercedes
Midland 
Nederland
New Deal
New Summerfield
Noonday
North Richland Hills
Northlake
Odessa
Orange
Palmview
Paris 
Pasadena
Pharr
Pinehurst
Pleasanton
Rose City
Round Rock
San Angelo 
San Antonio
San Felipe
Sherman
Stamford
Sulfur Springs
Temple
Texarkana
Texas City
Victoria
Waco
Waskom
Weslaco
White Settlement
Windcrest
Wolfforth

This is a current list of Texas Cities with Permitted Digital Billboards
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Lighting Sciences Inc. 
7826 East Evans Road 

Scottsdale, Arizona  85260 U.S.A. 
Tel: 480-991-9260   Fax: 480-991-0375 

www.lightingsciences.com

February 21, 2008 

Report to: Outdoor Advertising Association of America 

Subject: Digital Billboard Recommendations 

Abstract 

Lighting Sciences, Inc., has undertaken research to develop a method for specification of 
luminance (brightness) limits for digital billboards based on accepted practice by the 
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA). The recommendation is extremely 
simple to implement and requires only a footcandle (fc) meter to be used.  

The research establishes criteria for billboard luminance limits based on billboard-to-viewer 
measurements for standardized billboard categories.  For example, research supports using a 
standard sign-to-viewer distance of 250 feet to establish the sign luminance limits for a 14’ x 48’ 
foot (672 sq.ft.) bulletin.   

The recommended technique is based on accepted IESNA practice for “light trespass.”  Previous 
outdoor lighting research has documented an established limit on the amount of light arriving at 
a person’s eyes to ensure that the source of the light is not offensive, or worse, potentially 
dangerous. The technique is simple:  the light level at the eye is measured in footcandles and has 
an upper limit. The limit is low for areas that are generally quite dark, but considerably higher in 
well lit urban areas.  

A recommended specification for digital billboards is to use a limit of 0.3 fc over ambient light 
conditions. To check if the level is acceptable, a footcandle meter would be held at a height of 5 
ft. (which is approximately eye height) and aimed towards the sign consistent with the sign-to-
viewer distance.  A reading of 0.3 fc above ambient light conditions would indicate compliance.  

The standards set forth in the report are based on the worst-case scenario of a driver or pedestrian 
viewing the display head-on (directly at a 90-degree angle), while most displays are viewed at an 
angle. Since displays are generally viewed at an angle, the luminance (glare) is substantially 
reduced.   

Furthermore, the report provides values for billboard luminance of different color images and 
notes that brightness levels are based on a worst-case scenario of an all-white display, which is 
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unlikely to happen, save for a malfunction. Knowing these values, and having established a 
billboard luminance limit for a particular billboard, the allowable percentage of dimming setting 
is also easily calculated and can be programmed to produce the same average luminance as a 
conventional billboard.  

1. Introduction

This report has been prepared for OAAA under the contract issued to Lighting Sciences Inc. for 
the development of luminance (brightness) recommendations for digital billboards under 
nighttime conditions.  Extensive investigations have been conducted into methodologies that 
could be used to develop such recommendations, specifically addressing environmental impact 
and possible visibility effects on drivers. 

The following approaches can be used: 

1. Develop billboard recommendations based on the control of possible glare to which
drivers may be subjected.

or        2. Produce recommendations founded on environmental impact, addressing the subject
known as light trespass.

Either of these methods can be used as a viable approach to providing an acceptable practice for 
the control of digital billboard appearance, though the first method has disadvantages.  In 
analyzing these methods, strict attention has been paid to satisfying the following: 

1. The needs of the general public, including drivers.

2. The requirements of local government personnel, who may wish to incorporate
language into ordinances related to the use of digital billboards.  For this, the
procedures must be straight forward and enforceable.

3. The needs of OAAA members, who require effective use of digital billboards, which
in turn requires adequate brightness for clear visibility.

The two approaches are addressed below. 

2. Method 1, Specifications Based on Driver Glare

Drivers on roadways at night where virtually any form of lighting is provided are inevitably 
subjected to glare.  Glare may be, for example, from oncoming headlights, street lights, or 
commercial lighting, including billboards.  There are recommended limits to the amount of glare 
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that can be produced by vehicle headlights (from the U.S. Department of Transportation) and by 
roadway lighting (from the American National Standards Institute and the Illuminating 
Engineering Society of North America –IESNA.)  In particular, the extensive procedures that 
have been developed by IESNA can, in theory, be used to produce limitations on digital 
billboard luminance that will ensure that any glare problems created for drivers will be relatively 
minor, in the order of glare often produced by a street lighting installation. 

Lighting Sciences has conducted detailed investigations into this approach, based upon 
publication ANSI IESNA RP-8-00, “American National Standard Practice for Roadway 
Lighting.”  The basic procedures for such a method would be to specify an allowable average 
billboard luminance level that would ensure that the glare it produces does not exceed certain 
limits.  These limits would be based on the level of highway lighting that is present.  For 
example, higher billboard luminances would be allowed where a high level of street lighting is 
provided.  Publication RP-8-00 classifies highways into many different types, and there is a set 
of recommendations for the lighting of each type.  Thus using these principles for digital 
billboard specifications, there would be many different recommended billboard luminance limits, 
dependent upon the form of roadway lighting provided in the area. 

After much consideration, Lighting Sciences does not recommend this approach for establishing 
digital billboard luminance limits.  The reasons include the following: 

1. Publication RP-8-00 describes 14 different roadway classifications.  These are based on
different roadway types (for example, freeways, major roadways, local roadways).  There is a
further breakdown based on the level of pedestrian activity, which may be high, medium or
low.  Basing billboard luminaces on this wide range would produce a complex system of
specifications that would lack the simplicity and clarity that is our goal.

2. Digital billboards are frequently visible from numerous vantage points.  This creates an issue
of deciding which of the 14 different categories would be applicable if different levels of
roadway lighting exist in a general area.

3. There is further complexity in determining the amount of glare produced by a digital
billboard using the methodology of publication RP-8-00.  The amount of glare if affected not
only by luminance of a digital billboard, but by its distance from the driver.  What distance
would be selected to perform the necessary calculations when the driver might view the
billboard from a wide range of distances?

4. The amount of glare is affected also by the location of the billboard with respect to the
driver’s line of sight.  This changes as the driver looks in different directions and as his
location changes.  What billboard position would be used?
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5. The extent of any glare produced is dependent upon the billboard size.  Recommended limits
of luminance, if based on glare control, would be different for each billboard size.

Thus it can be seen that, because of all the variables involved, the establishing of realistic 
billboard luminance limits based on the RP-8-00 methodology would be exceedingly complex.  
Even if simplifications were introduced, there would be problems in deciding which luminance 
limit would be applicable to a given billboard.  Checking and enforcement similarly would be 
highly problematic.  For these reasons, Lighting Sciences Inc. is not recommending a billboard 
luminance specification system based upon glare limitations.  However, in conducting the 
detailed study of this method and the second method that follows below, it has been determined 
that if the method provided below is adopted, billboard luminances will be such that producing a 
billboard significant amount of glare to drivers from a single digital billboard is unlikely, 
(although a multiplicity of such billboards appearing in the driver’s field of view simultaneously 
may possibly create a problem.)      

3. Method 2, Specification Based on Light Trespass

3.1 Method Overview 

“Light trespass” is a term used in the outdoor lighting industry to describe light that falls outside 
of an area that is primarily intended to be lighted.  For example, if the lighting system for a 
shopping center parking lot causes light to spill over into an adjacent residential neighborhood, 
this would be considered to be light trespass.  High levels of light trespass, as well as being 
wasteful of energy, may have an appearance that is objectionable.  Publication TM-11-00 of the 
IESNA provides a table of limits of light trespass for various “lighting zones.”  Theses zones 
range from “no ambient electric light” (dark rural areas) to “high ambient electric light” 
(typically high use urban areas.)  The limits are expressed in terms of the illuminance in 
footcandles that the light source in question can produce at a person’s eyes, measured above the 
ambient lighting that is produced by all other sources of light.  The limitation values were 
determined from an extensive human factors research project into the levels of light trespass that 
may or may not be considered objectionable in the various zones.  Application of the limits keep 
light trespass to a low level that is unlikely to be considered objectionable to most persons.   

Digital billboards are not the form of lighting that TM-11-00 was developed to limit.  In fact, 
digital billboards are specifically intended to be seen over a wide area, much of which may be 
remote from the billboard itself.  Nevertheless, the principles of TM-11-00, in terms of the 
calculation method and the limits it provides, can be examined to determine whether the 
methodology can form a useful method of specifying billboard luminance limits. 

Numerous calculations have been performed to evaluate billboard luminance in terms of the TM-
11-00 procedures.  The calculations involved are simpler than those discussed above for RP-8-00 
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procedures, as they simply involve determining the illuminance in footcandles (fc) at the location 
of the eyes of a viewer.  (Referred to as “eye illuminance.”)  TM-11-00 provides four different 
eye illuminance limits depending on the lighting zone, E1 to E4, ranging from very low ambient 
electric light to high ambient electric light.  See table 1.  (A description of each type of ambient 
electric light zone is included in Appendix A.) 

Table 1 
Eye Illuminance Limits (Light Produced by Billboard, above Ambient) 

Zone Eye Illuminance Limit (fc)

E1 Very low ambient electric light 0.1 
E2 Low ambient electric light 0.3 
E3 Medium ambient electric light 0.8 
E4 High ambient electric light 1.5 

To simplify billboard luminance specifications, it is proposed that all billboard luminance limits, 
no matter where a billboard is located, are governed by the values given in the above table for 
zone E2.  This will then produce a uniform method that does not require the lighting zone to be 
known.  The logic for choosing zone E2 is based on two considerations.  Firstly, it is highly 
unlikely that digital billboards will ever be used in areas described as zone E1.  E1 applies to 
inherently very dark rural areas where there is almost no electric lighting, such as national parks.  
Digital billboards are likely to be used in zones E2 through E4.  By using the limitations 
specified by IESNA for zone E2, the specifications are very stringent; any billboard meeting the 
E2 limits will be satisfactory for the higher ambient light conditions of zones E3 and E4.  On this 
basis, while this report allows any eye illuminance value to be used, it recommends using only 
that provided for zone E2. 

Providing that a method is available to calculate the billboard luminance that will generate a 
certain illuminance at the eye of a viewer, the illuminance limits of TM-11-00 can be converted 
to billboard luminance limits.  The conversion formula is provided below.  It must be noted, 
however, that this method is not totally straightforward, for there are variables that must be 
considered for any given billboard, also discussed below. 

3.2 Determining the Maximum Allowable Billboard Luminance. 

Billboard luminance (which refers to the average luminance or brightness of billboard) is 
expressed in candelas per square meter, cd/sq.m., sometimes termed “nits.”  The illuminance 
produced at the eye, considered as landing on a vertical plane at the eye, is designated Ev and is 
measured in footcandles.   
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To determine the maximum billboard average luminance, L, that can be allowed so as to meet a 
given illuminance limit at the viewer’s eye, Ev, the following must be know:  

• Area of billboard = S sq. ft.

• Distance from billboard center to observation point = D feet (as measured from a plan
view.  Differences in height of the billboard and viewer normally can be disregarded,
as can lateral angle effects from the billboard face.)

Allowable maximum billboard average luminance, L = 
S

E D 10.76 v
2

 cd./sq.m. 

_ _ _ _ _ 1 

For example, to determine whether a billboard meets a particular limit for the IESNA publication 
TM-11-00, the following steps are taken: 

1. Select the applicable lighting zone.  It is proposed that E2, an area with a low level of electric
lighting, be selected as a standard.

2. Find the applicable eye illuminance limit from table 1.  If zone E2 is assumed, this will be
0.3 fc.

3. Determine the billboard size.  Assume for example a billboard measuring 10 ft. 6 ins. x 36 ft.,
giving an area of 378 sq. ft.

4. Assume a distance to the viewer.  Use 200 ft. (See discussion below).

These values are entered into formula 1 above. 

Allowable maximum billboard average luminance = 
378

0.3  200  10.76 2 ⋅⋅

=  342 cd/sq.m. 

Viewer Distance 

The distance from the billboard to the viewer, D in the above formula, has a significant effect on 
the calculated allowable maximum billboard luminance.  Billboards are typically viewed over a 
range of distances, and so the choice of the value of D will be somewhat arbitrary.  A short 
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distance such as 100 ft. is probably too small for normal situations, and can produce a very low 
luminance limit.  On the other hand, a very large distance such as 1000 ft. will rarely be 
applicable because viewers will normally be closer when reading the billboard.     

It may be questioned whether a short distance should be used as a standard to guard against glare 
effects produced at the eyes of a person driving past a digital billboard.  Considering this, as a 
driver moves closer to a billboard that is positioned to the side of the roadway and the driver is 
viewing the road ahead, the lateral angle from the driver’s line of sight to the billboard increases.  
This angular effect causes any glare that the billboard may produce to reduce significantly.  
(Reference: American National Standard for Roadway Lighting, publication ANSI/IESNA RP-8-
00, section A7.  Glare reduces as the square of the angle from the line of sight.)  Further, as this 
angle increases, the light intensity (candelas) directed toward the driver’s eye decreases, as 
shown by photometric testing of a sample billboard.  (Lighting Sciences Inc. test report no. LSI 
21628).  This effect also contributes to the reduction in glare as the driver approaches and then 
passes the billboard.  These two effects more than offset other factors in determining the glare 
produced at the driver’s changing location: that is, glare actually reduces as the driver’s distance 
to a billboard that is off the side of the road becomes smaller, assuming attention is on the road 
ahead.   

In discussions with members of the advertising industry, it is apparent that billboard size and 
viewing distance are related.  Larger billboards are used to attract viewers at a greater distance, 
while small billboards are provided where the observer is fairly close.  On this basis, the viewing 
distances, D, provided below are suggested for use with the formula, based on four prevalent 
standard billboard sizes:   

Table 2 
Proposed Viewer Distance Values, D 

Billboard Size Billboard 
Dimensions (ft) 

D 
ft. 

Small 11 x 22 150 
Medium 10.5 x 36 200 

Large 14 x 48 250 
Very large 20 x 60 350 

If there is a specific reason why a value of D other than as given above should be applied for a 
particular billboard installation, this different value may be substituted accordingly in the 
formula.  It should be noted, however, that use of the above distances for the various billboard 
sizes, and the billboard luminance values so produced, have been field evaluated and appear to 
be reasonable.   
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3.3 Determining the Allowable Dimmer Setting 

If a billboard luminance limit has been established by the above methodology, this can also 
provide the dimming setting to be used. 

In previous work evaluating digital billboard luminances, it was determined that currently 
manufactured billboards (Young Electric Billboard Co., November 2006) produce a maximum 
average luminance of approximately 7000 cd/sq.m. when displaying a completely white image at 
full power.  In the above example, to limit the luminance to 342 cd/sq.m., the dimmer setting can 
be computed as follows: 

100 x 
7000

 luminance Allowable  settingdimmer  % =

100 x 
7000
342 =  

= 4.9% 

This example is for a medium billboard size measuring 10.5 x 36’.   The dimmer setting will be 
different for other billboard sizes.   

3.4 Non-white Billboards 

If the digital image will never be totally white, higher % dimming settings can be used while 
still meeting the luminance limit.  The actual measured luminances for the sample billboard 
measured in 2006 for a 100% luminance setting for different colors are: 

 White 7000 cd/sq.m. 
 Red 1500 cd/sq.m. 
 Green 5100 cd/sq.m. 

Blue   700 cd/sq.m. 

For a normal image that includes multiple colors, the average luminance for a 100% setting will 
depend on the proportion of colors in the mix.  Software and instrumentation is available to 
analyze billboard luminance when the billboard is being programmed.  

3.5 Adoption of the Method 

This method uses the established and recommended procedures of IESNA to develop billboard 
luminance limits.  The procedure can be adopted by referring to the limits of IESNA publication 
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TM-11-00 as provided in table 1 above, with the suggestion that lighting zone E2 values be 
used as a standard.   Billboard to viewer distances are proposed to be as provided in table 2 
above.  

Table 3 summarizes the recommended maximum billboard luminance values based on tables 1 
and 2.  These can be adopted directly into an ordinance or set of guidelines.   

The limitations of TM-11-00 were established through research conducted by Lighting Sciences 
Inc. under a contract from the Lighting Research Office of EPRI (Electrical Producers’ 
Research Institute).  The basis of TM-11-00 was subsequently provided to IESNA to form the 
publication.  Field use of the values for various forms of outdoor lighting confirm that the 
values are realistic and prevent undue annoyance to a majority of viewers, and thus appear to 
have formed a satisfactory basis for specifying such lighting limits.   

The procedures outlined in this section of this report, method 2, specifications based on light 
trespass, are recommended by Lighting Sciences Inc. for evaluation and possible subsequent 
adoption by OAAA. 

3.6 Enforcement 

After a billboard is installed, there will be cases where it is desired to evaluate the billboard 
luminance to ensure that it does not exceed the specified value.  This procedure is extremely 
simple and requires only a footcandle meter. 

The billboard luminance specification is based on ensuring that a certain footcandle level 
created by the billboard is not exceeded at a chosen distance.  Thus all that is needed to check 
compliance is the measurement of the footcandles level at that distance with the billboard on 
and off.  The footcandle meter would be held at a height of 5 ft. (which is approximately eye 
height) and aimed towards the billboard, from a distance as selected from table 2.  If the 
difference in illuminance between the billboard-on and billboard-off conditions is 0.3 fc, then 
the billboard luminance is in compliance.  When conducting this check, the meter should be at a 
location perpendicular to the billboard center (as seen in plan view) as this angle has the highest 
luminance.   

This check should include the measurement of an all white image displayed by the billboard to 
evaluate the worst case condition.   

5. Summary of Proposed Method

Specification based on the light trespass limits adopted by IESNA in publication TM-11-00 
appears to provide a manageable and technically viable technique.   
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It is proposed to use the IESNA recommended limits for environmental lighting zone E2, low 
level electric lighting, as a standard.  This limits the maximum illuminance produced by the 
billboard and measured at the eye of a viewer to 0.3 footcandles over ambient.  It is further 
proposed that the viewer be positioned from the billboard at ground level and facing in a 
direction perpendicular to the billboard.  The distance will be dependent upon the billboard size.   

Under these conditions, to meet the 0.3 fc limitations, the maximum allowable billboard average 
luminance will be as given in table 3 for various standard billboard sizes.  The percentage 
dimmer setting, expressed as a percentage of the billboard maximum luminance, can be 
calculated from the table 3 luminance value, based on the maximum luminance of a billboard 
being 7000 cd/sq.m. or some other known value. 

Because these values have been derived from IESNA publication TM-11-00, which in turn is 
based on an extensive human factors research project, adoption of such values should satisfy the 
requirement that most persons will not find these billboard luminances to be objectionable.   

Ian Lewin Ph.D., FIES, L.C. 
February 21, 2008 
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Table 3 

Maximum Level of Digital Billboard Average Luminance 
Candelas per Sq.M. (Nits) 

Proposed Standard 
(Based on IESNA Lighting Zone E2) 

Billboard 
Dimensions (ft.) 

D** 
ft. 

Luminance 
(Cd./sq.m.) 

11 x 22 150 300 
10.5 x 36 200 342 
14 x 48 250 300 
20 x 60 350 330 

*Based on an illuminance produced at the viewer’s eye of 0.3 footcandles.

** Distance measured at ground level to observer facing the billboard perpendicularly.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study examines where drivers look when driving past commercial electronic variable 
message signs (CEVMS), standard billboards, or no off-premise advertising. The results and 
conclusions are presented in response to the three research questions listed below: 

I. Do CEVMS attract drivers ' attention away from the forward roadway and other driving
relevant stimuli? 

2. Do glances to CE VMS occur that would suggest a decrease in safety? 

3. Do drivers look at CEVMS more than at standard billboards? 

This study follows a Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) review of the literature on the 
possible distracting and safety effects of off-premise advertising and CEVMS in particular. The 
review considered laboratory studies, driving simulator studies, field research vehicle studies, 
and crash studies. The published literature indicated that there was no consistent evidence 
showing a safety or distraction effect due to off-premise advertising. However, the review also 
enumerated potential limitations in the previous research that may have resulted in the finding of 
no distraction effects for off-premise advertising. The study team recommended that additional 
research be conducted using instrumented vehicle research methods with eye tracking 
technology. 

The eyes are constantly moving and they fixate (focus on a specific object or area), perform 
saccades (eye movements to change the point of fixation), and engage in pursuit movements 
(track moving objects). It is during fixations that we take in detailed information about the 
environment. Eye tracking allows one to determine to what degree off-premise advertising may 
divert attention away from the forward roadway. A finding that areas containing CEVMS result 
in significantly more gazes to the billboards at a cost of not gazing toward the forward roadway 
would suggest a potential safety risk. ln addition to measuring the degree to which CEVMS may 
distract from the forward roadway, an eye tracking device would allow an examination of the 
duration of fixations and dwell times (multiple sequential fixations) to CEVMS and standard 
billboards. Previous research conducted by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
(NHTSA) led to the conclusion that taking your eyes off the road for 2 seconds or more presents 
a safety risk. Measuring fixations and dwell times to CEVMS and standard billboards would also 
allow a determination as to the degree to which these advertising signs lead to potentially unsafe 
gaze behavior. 

Most of the literature concerning eye gaze behavior in dynamic environments suggests that task 
demands tend to override visual salience (an object that stands out because of its physical 
properties) in determining attention allocation. When extended to driving, it would be expected 
that visual attention will be directed toward task-relevant areas and objects (e.g., the roadway, 
other vehicles, speed limit signs) and that other salient objects, such as billboards, would not 
necessarily capture attention. However, driving is a somewhat automatic process and conditions 
generally do not require constant, undivided attention. As a result, salient stimuli, such as 
CEVMS, might capture driver attention and produce an unwanted increase in driver distraction. 
The present study addresses this concern. 
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This study used an instrumented vehicle with an eye tracking system to measure where drivers 
were looking when driving past CEVMS and standard billboards. The CEVMS and standard 
billboards were measured with respect to luminance, location, size, and other relevant variables 
to characterize these visual stimuli extensively. Unlike previous studies on digital billboards, the 
present study examined CEVMS as deployed in two United States cities. These billboards did 
not contain dynamic video or other dynamic elements, but changed content approximately every 
8 to 10 seconds. The eye tracking system had nearly a 2-degree level of resolution that provided 
significantly more accuracy in determining what objects the drivers were looking at compared to 
an earlier naturalistic driving study. This study assessed two data collection efforts that employed 
the same methodology in two cities. 

In each city, the study examined eye glance behavior to four CE VMS, two on arterials and two 
on freeways. There were an equal number of signs on the left and right side of the road for 
arterials and freeways. The standard billboards were selected for comparison with CEVMS such 
that one standard billboard environment matched as closely as possible that of each of the 
CEVMS. Two control locations were selected that did not contain off-premise advertising, one 
on an arterial and the other on a freeway. This resulted in I 0 data collection zones in each city 
that were approximately 1,000 feet in length (the distance from the start of the data co11ection 
zone to the point that the CEVMS or standard billboard disappeared from the data collection 
video). 

In Reading, Pennsylvania, 14 participants drove at night and 17 drove during the day. In 
Richmond, Virginia, 10 participants drove at night and 14 drove during the day. Calibration of 
the eye tracking system, practice drive, and the data collection drive took approximately 2 hours 
per participant to accomplish. 

The following is a summary of the study results and conclusions presented in reference to the 
three research questions the study aimed to address. 

Do CEVMS attract drivers' attention away from the forward roadway and other driving 
relevant stimuli? 

• On average, the drivers in this study devoted between 73 and 85 percent of their visual 
attention to the road ahead for both CEVMS and standard billboards. This range is 
consistent with earlier field research studies. In the present study, the presence of 
CE VMS did not appear to be related to a decrease in looking toward the road ahead. 

Do glances to CEVMS occur that would suggest a decrease in safety? 

• The average fixation duration to CEVMS was 379 ms and to standard billboards it was 
335 ms across the two cities. The average fixation durations to CEVMS and standard 
billboards were similar to the average fixation duration to the road ahead. 

• The longest fixation to a CEVMS was l,335 ms and to a standard billboard it was 
1,284 ms. The current widely accepted threshold for durations of glances away from the 
road ahead that result in higher crash risk is 2,000 ms. This value comes from a NHTSA 
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naturalistic driving study that showed a significant increase in crash odds when glances 
away from the road ahead were 2,000 ms or longer. 

• Four dwell times (aggregate of consecutive fixations to the same object) greater than 
2,000 ms were observed across the two studies. Three were to standard billboards and 
one was to a CEVMS. The long dwell time to the CEVMS occurred in the daytime to a 
billboard viewable from a freeway. Review of the video data for these four long dwell 
times showed that the signs were not far from the forward view while participant's gaze 
dwelled on them. Therefore, the drivers still had access to information about what was in 
front of them through peripheral vision. 

• The results did not provide evidence indicating that CEVMS, as deployed and tested in 
the two selected cities, were associated with unacceptably long glances away from the 
road. When dwell times longer than the currently accepted threshold of 2,000 ms 
occurred, the road ahead was still in the driver' s field of view. This was the case for both 
CEVMS and standard billboards. 

Do drivers look at CEVMS more than at standard billboards? 

• When comparing the probability of a gaze at a CEVMS versus a standard billboard, the 
drivers in this study were generally more likely to gaze at CEVMS than at standard 
billboards. However, some variability occurred between the two locations and between 
the types of roadway (arterial or freeway). 

• In Reading, when considering the proportion ohime spent looking at billboards, the 
participants looked more often at CEVMS than at standard billboards when on arterials 
(63 percent to CEVMS and 37 percent to a standard billboard), whereas they looked more 
often at standard billboards when on freeways (33 percent to CEVMS and 67 percent to a 
standard billboard). In Richmond, the drivers looked at CEVMS more than standard 
billboards no matter the type of road they were on, but as in Reading, the preference for 
gazing at CEVMS was greater on arterials (68 percent to CEVMS and 32 percent to 
standard billboards) than on freeways (55 percent to CEVMS and 45 percent to standard 
billboards). When a gaze was to an off-premise advertising sign, the drivers were 
generally more likely to gaze at a CEVMS than at a standard billboard. 

• In Richmond, the drivers showed a preference for gazing at CEVMS versus standard 
billboards at night, but in Reading the time of day did not affect gaze behavior. In 
Richmond, drivers gazed at CEVMS 71 percent and at standard billboards 29 percent at 
night. On the other hand, in the day the drivers gazed at CEVMS 52 percent and at 
standard billboards 48 percent. 

• In Reading, the average gaze dwell time for CEVMS was 981 ms and for standard 
billboards it was 1,386 ms. The difference in these average dwell times was not 
statistically significant. In contrast, the average dwell times to CEVMS and standard 
billboards were significantly different in Richmond (1 ,096 ms and 674 ms, respectively). 
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AGENDA ITEM 8 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Public Works 

DATE SUBMITTED: April 29, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Dane Rau 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  Discuss and Possibly Act Upon Bid # 16-007 Related to Concrete for the 
Library Parking Lot Project and Authorize the Mayor to Execute any Necessary Documentation 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT:  On March 31, 2016 the Purchasing Dept. opened bids related to the Library 
parking lot concrete work.  There were 3 bid packets sent out with 2 bids received.   
 
The work bid out consisted of concrete curb and gutter, concrete flat work, and a sidewalk. Based off of the bids, 
Collier Construction submitted the lowest bid for the proposed work. 
 
The bid was broken out in a base bid and had an alternate option as well.  The plans originally called for concrete 
on both parking areas but early in the project it was estimated that asphalt would be used on the main parking lot 
and installed by city forces in order to save on construction costs. Therefore, we had a base bid and alternate bid 
which provided staff with the options of concrete versus asphalt on the main parking lot.    
 
Since the bid, there were minor adjustments made to the elevation and size of the library parking lot that helped 
on the elevations leading to the Owsley Playground area which ultimately changed the quantities of the main 
parking lot slightly.  With these adjustments and Collier Construction honoring the unit price bids it was 
determined that there would be a difference of $34,007.08 to go with concrete on the main parking lot versus 
asphalt.  The employee parking lot has never deviated from concrete since this was where the dumpster pad would 
be.   
 
After evaluating our options we feel that this option of going with concrete on the main parking area rather than 
asphalt will be justified.  The old library parking lot was concrete, the current parking lots of the Animal Shelter, 
PD Facility, Aquatic Center and City Hall all have concrete parking areas and we would like to stay consistent 
with that approach on new facilities.  This will also provide less maintenance for the life of the parking lot and 
will not buckle, crack or shift as asphalt will.   
 
Based off of the bids, staff recommends awarding the bid to Collier Construction for the base bid Section I and 
the Alternate Bid Section III based off the unit prices.  Due to the quantities changing, Collier has agreed to honor 
the unit prices which will remain the same.      
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STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 

A. PROS:  Very good price on concrete versus asphalt which will provide less maintenance and make the new 
modernization project look complete.  

B. CONS:  $34,007.08 difference 
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):  
 
ATTACHMENTS: (1) Bid Information Sheet; and (2) Library Parking Lot Comparison  
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable):  218-5-100-816.46 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Award Bid No. 16-007 for concrete for the Library Parking Lot Project to Collier 
Construction for the Base Bid Section I and Alternate Bid Section III for a total of $167,951. 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts 
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AGENDA ITEM 9 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN:  Purchasing 

DATE SUBMITTED: April 28, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY:  Sara Parker 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION: Discuss and Possibly Act Upon a Contract with Ricoh USA, Inc. for Leased 
Automation Equipment and Authorize the Mayor to Execute Any Necessary Documentation 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: In 2013, the City leased fifteen photocopiers from Ricoh USA, Inc.  That lease 
expires in 2016 and provides a $1.00 Buyout option for City ownership of the copiers; therefore, a survey was 
performed concerning condition and fitness of the current fleet to determine feasibility of keeping these machines 
in service.  It was found that: 
 

• 12 are in good condition and suitable for their current location. 
• 1 (Library) is in good condition but was not suitable for ongoing needs. 
• 1 (Communications) will be returned in good condition by the County to the City. 
• 1 (Administration) is not in good condition and needs to be replaced. 

 
Based on this data Staff arrived at the following plan: 
 

• Exercise $1.00 Buyout option on all current machines except Administration. 
• Keep 12 machines in current location. 
• Replace Library machine with new machine to meet ongoing needs.  Move current machine to Fleet 

where there currently is no copier. 
• Place Communications copier at the new Animal Shelter along with their current smaller model for 

ongoing needs. 
• Replace Administration copier with a new model selected to meet ongoing needs. 
• Obtain a one-year maintenance contract for City owned machines.   

 
To accomplish this plan, Purchasing examined lease pricing and maintenance costs for copiers of various 
manufacturers and models.  All pricing was provided under one of the co-operative purchasing programs available 
to the city.  The best value was found to be a 3-year lease for two copiers from Ricoh USA, Inc.  Pricing is from 
Buyboard Contract No 453-14.  Ricoh will also provide a one-year maintenance contract for the remaining city-
owned copiers from the expiring lease.   
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By retaining fourteen copiers from the expiring lease, the City will realize savings over the next twelve months of 
approximately $23,385.00 based on information from 2015.  Cost in ensuing years will increase as more machines 
are replaced but should stabilize in three to five years as leases expire and roll over to maintenance only for the 
remaining useful life of each machine.   
 
Base costs for the new leased copiers are: 
 

• Library    $240.00/mo     48,000 B/W yearly allowance    Color .0504 ea     B/W Overage .0084 ea 
• Admin     $575.00/mo     96,000 B/W yearly allowance    Color .0504 ea     B/W Overage .0063 ea 
• Total yearly base cost: $9,780.00    
• Total 3-Year Lease Base Cost: $29,340.00 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 

A. PROS: Cost savings; best utilization of current and new machines 

B. CONS: 
 
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):  
 
ATTACHMENTS: (1) Quotes from Ricoh USA, Inc. 
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable): Budget. Various departments 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve a 3 year lease contract with Ricoh USA, Inc. for office automation 
equipment in the amount of $29,340.00 and authorize the Mayor to execute any necessary documentation 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts 
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AGENDA ITEM 10 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Development Services 

DATE SUBMITTED:  April 15, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Lori Lakatos 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
   REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION                         REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION: Discuss and Possibly Act Upon Resolution No. R-16-016 Authorizing the 
Acceptance of Public Improvements in the Ralston Creek Subdivision, Phases 2 and 3, and Authorize the Mayor 
to Execute Any Necessary Documentation 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: BCS Development Company has completed infrastructure improvements (water, 
sanitary, storm, and streets) related to the development of Phase 2 & 3 of Ralston Creek Estates, a 99 lot 
residential subdivision bounded by Stone Street, Blue Bell Road (FM 577), and Gun and Rod Road.  The 
infrastructure improvements have been constructed and inspected according to the City of Brenham ordinances 
and regulations and are ready to be accepted by the City of Brenham.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 
 

A. PROS: 
B. CONS: 

 

ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference): N/A 
 
ATTACHMENTS: (1) Resolution No. R-16-016; (2) Subdivision Agreement dated June 5, 2015; (3) Letter from 
Engineering Department for the Acceptance of Streets and Storm Sewer Lines – Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 
3; (4) Letter from the Engineering Department for the Acceptance of Water and Wastewater Lines – Ralston 
Creek Estates, Phases 2 & 3; (5) Final Plat Ralston Creek Estates Phase 2; and (6) Letter of One Year Guarantee 
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable): N/A 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve Resolution No. R-16-106 authorizing the acceptance of public 
improvements in the Ralston Creek Estates, Phases 2 and 3, and authorize the Mayor to execute any necessary 
documentation 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts  
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RESOLUTION NO. R-16-016 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM, 
TEXAS, AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF PUBLIC 
IMPROVEMENTS IN THE RALSTON CREEK ESTATES, PHASE 2 & 3; 
AND AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE ANY NECESSARY 
DOCUMENTATION 
 

 
WHEREAS, Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 3, is an approximately 35.384 acres, 99 lot 

subdivision developed by BCS Development Company; 
 

WHEREAS, water, sewer, street, drainage improvements, and public infrastructure 
improvements were constructed by the developer;  

 
WHEREAS, these public infrastructure improvements have been inspected by the City and 

found to be constructed in accordance with the City’s Standards and Specifications;  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Brenham desires to formally accept the water, sewer, street, 

drainage improvements, and public infrastructure improvements within Ralston Creek Estates, 
Phase 2 & 3 Subdivision. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF BRENHAM, TEXAS: 
 
 The City of Brenham hereby accepts the water, sewer, street and drainage improvements in 
Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 and 3, in the City of Brenham, Texas and authorizes the Mayor to 
execute any necessary documentation. 
 
 

RESOLVED this 5th day of May, 2016. 
 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Jeana Bellinger, TRMC 
City Secretary 
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Engineering Department 
 

 
 

May 5, 2016 
 
Legacy Concrete Works, LLC 
P.O. Box 678 
Brenham, Texas 77834 
 
ATTN:  Skylar Schultz 
 
RE: ACCEPTANCE OF STREETS AND STORM SEWER LINES 

Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 3 
 
Dear Skylar Schultz: 
 
Please be advised that the streets and storm sewer in Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 3 have been 
accepted by the City of Brenham as shown below: 
 
Streets 
 

Street Traveling 
Direction  

Beginning Ending Length 
(ft.) 

Pavement 
Width   
(ft.) 

Pavement 
SF Dollar Value 

Lat. Long. Lat. Long. 

Basin Trail NE N030.151362 W096.374878 N030.152795 W096.372526 912 27 24631 $270,641.41 

Basin Trail SE N030.152795 W096.372526 N030.152035 W096.371976 335 27 9038 $99,308.07 

Basin Trail NE N030.152035 W096.371976 N030.152180 W096.371074 294 27 7938 $87,221.45 

Basin Trail NW N030.151996 W096.371654 N030.153291 W096.371672 449 27 12123 $133,205.55 

Infield Court SE N030.152338 W096.373268 N030.151853 W096.372939 205 27 5535 $60,817.68 

Lodge Drive SE N030.152086 W096.371530 N030.151583 W096.371392 188 40 7520 $82,628.53 

Maize Court NE N030.155445 W096.373392 N030.155767 W096.371935 476 27 12852 $141,215.68 

Arable Court SE N030.155585 W096.372797 N030.154776 W096.372544 305 27 8235 $90,484.84 

Arable Court NE N030.154776 W096.372544 N030.154984 W096.371656 291 27 7857 $86,331.44 

Arable Court W N030.154984 W096.371656 N030.154636 W096.371548 132 27 3564 $39,160.65 

 
 
 
 
 
 

200 W. Vulcan Street 
P.O. Box 1059 

Brenham, TX 77834-1059 
Ph: 979.337.7200 

www.cityofbrenham.org 

P.O. Box 1059 200 W. Vulcan Street Brenham, Texas 77834     979.337.7200 www.ci.brenham.tx.us 
68

http://www.ci.brenham.tx.us/


Storm Sewers 
 

Associated Street Side of Street 
(N/S/E/W) 

Beginning Ending Length 
(ft.) 

Pipe Size 
(in.) Dollar Value 

Lat. Long. Lat. Long. 

Gun & Rod Road N N030.151351 W096.372806 N030.151322 W096.373172 113 24 $15,316.00 

Basin Trail S N030.151322 W096.373172 N030.152039 W096.373659 301 24 $40,797.49 

Basin Trail Across N030.152039 W096.373659 N030.152103 W096.373758 37 24 $5,014.97 

Basin Trail N N030.152103 W096.373758 N030.152593 W096.374134 213 24 $28,869.99 

Basin Trail Across N030.152589 W096.372773 N030.152665 W096.372850 35 24 $4,743.89 

Basin Trail N N030.152665 W096.372850 N030.153233 W096.373278 246 24 $33,342.80 

Basin Trail Across N030.152979 W096.371399 N030.152928 W096.371500 35 24 $4,743.89 

Basin Trail W N030.152928 W096.371500 N030.153383 W096.371756 181 24 $24,532.71 

Basin Trail N N030.153383 W096.371756 N030.153709 W096.372081 155 24 $21,008.68 

Basin Trail N N030.153709 W096.372081 N030.153918 W096.372093 75 24 $10,165.49 

Arable Court S N030.154540 W096.371476 N030.154085 W096.371319 172 24 $23,312.85 

Arable Court Across N030.154888 W096.372509 N030.154762 W096.372613 54 18 $7,319.15 

Arable Court SW N030.154762 W096.372613 N030.154632 W096.372687 52 24 $7,048.07 

 
Date of Acceptance:  May 5, 2016 

 
One year warranty period begins on May 5, 2016 and ends on May 4, 2017 for the infrastructure listed above.  
[One year surface correction warranty period begins on that end date and extends the warranty for surface 
corrections to streets one additional year.] 
 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
 
        Lori Lakatos, P.E. CFM 
        City Engineer 
 
 
c:    Matt Childers, Stylecraft Builders 
 J. Dale Browne, Jr., P.E., McClure & Browne Engineering/Surveying, Inc. 
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Engineering Department 
 

May 5, 2016 
 
Legacy Concrete Works, LLC 
P.O. Box 678 
Brenham, Texas 77834 
 
ATTN:  Skylar Schultz 
 
RE: ACCEPTANCE OF WATER AND WASTEWATER LINES 

Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 3 
 
Dear Skylar Schultz: 
 
Please be advised that the water and wastewater lines in Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 3 have been 
accepted by the City of Brenham as shown below: 
 
Water Lines 
 

Associated Street 
Side of 
Street 

(N/S/E/W) 

Beginning Ending Length 
(ft.) 

Pipe 
Size 
(in.) 

Dollar 
Value Lat. Long. Lat. Long. 

Basin Trail S N030.151287 W096.374876 N030.152726 W096.372543 909 8 $47,386.39 

Basin Trail W N030.152726 W096.372543 N030.152000 W096.372000 329 8 $17,150.85 

Basin Trail S N030.152000 W096.372000 N030.151996 W096.371654 117 8 $6,099.24 

Basin Trail S N030.151996 W096.371654 N030.152150 W096.371006 216 6 $9,383.44 

Basin Trail E N030.152150 W096.371006 N030.152425 W096.371075 105 6 $4,561.40 

Basin Trail E N030.152425 W096.371075 N030.153429 W096.371681 414 4 $14,387.95 

Infield Court W N030.152232 W096.373318 N030.151716 W096.372928 230 4 $7,993.30 

Lodge Drive W N030.151996 W096.371654 N030.151515 W096.371487 188 8 $9,800.49 

Maize Court S N030.155385 W096.373374 N030.155760 W096.371778 523 6 $22,720.10 

Arable Court E N030.155546 W096.372692 N030.154889 W096.372467 255 4 $8,862.14 

Arable Court N N030.154889 W096.372467 N030.154991 W096.371895 189 4 $6,568.41 

Arable Court W N030.154991 W096.371895 N030.154512 W096.371542 217 4 $7,541.51 
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Wastewater Lines 
 

Associated 
Street 

Side of 
Street 

(N/S/E/W) 

Beginning Ending Length 
(ft.) 

Pipe 
Size 
(in.) 

Dollar Value 
Lat. Long. Lat. Long. 

Basin Trail N N030.151591 W096.374641 N030.152431 W096.373256 534 6 $30,417.28 

Basin Trail N N030.152431 W096.373256 N030.152891 W096.372523 286 6 $16,290.90 

Basin Trail E N030.152891 W096.372523 N030.152775 W096.372355 68 6 $3,873.36 

Basin Trail E N030.152775 W096.372355 N030.151946 W096.371830 345 6 $19,651.62 

Infield Court E N030.152431 W096.373256 N030.151765 W096.372804 282 6 $16,063.06 

Basin Trail W N030.152053 W096.371136 N030.152548 W096.371264 185 6 $10,537.82 

Basin Trail W N030.152548 W096.371264 N030.153149 W096.371660 252 6 $14,354.22 

Basin Trail W N030.153149 W096.371660 N030.153255 W096.371730 45 6 $2,563.25 

None N N030.153255 W096.371730 N030.153585 W096.371384 163 6 $9,284.68 

None N N030.153585 W096.371384 N030.153726 W096.371384 51 6 $2,905.02 

None N N030.153726 W096.371384 N030.153806 W096.371118 90 6 $5,126.51 

Basin Trail N N030.152775 W096.372355 N030.153149 W096.371660 259 6 $14,752.95 

Arable Court W N030.155628 W096.372886 N030.154714 W096.372560 348 6 $19,822.50 

Arable Court S N030.154714 W096.372560 N030.154963 W096.371599 317 6 $18,056.70 

Arable Court E N030.154963 W096.371599 N030.154183 W096.371309 299 6 $17,031.40 

Maize Court N N030.155515 W096.373366 N030.155628 W096.372886 158 6 $8,999.87 

Maize Court N N030.155628 W096.372886 N030.155871 W096.371852 339 6 $19,309.85 

 
Date of Acceptance:  May 5, 2016 

 
One year warranty period begins on May 5, 2016 and ends on May 4, 2017 for the infrastructure listed above.  
[One year surface correction warranty period begins on that end date and extends the warranty for surface 
restoration of water and wastewater lines work one additional year.]  
 
        Sincerely, 
 
 
 
        Lori Lakatos, P.E., CFM 
        City Engineer 
 
c:   Matt Childers, Stylecraft Builders 

J. Dale Browe, Jr., P.E., McClure & Browne Engineering/Surveying, Inc. 
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ONE YEAR GUARANTEE 
OF MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP 

 
 

 
Date: April 27, 2016 
 
To: City of Brenham 

 
 
Re: Ralston Creek Estates, Phase 2 & 3 
 
 
The Developer shall well, truly, and faithfully maintain and keep in good repair the work 
performed and all public improvements installed for a period of one (1) year from the 
date of acceptance in writing by the City of Brenham, and Developer shall do all 
necessary work and repair of any defective conditions, known or unknown, at any time 
during the period which the city engineer, whose judgment shall be final and conclusive, 
determines to be the result of defective work, materials or labor, including but not limited 
to streets, water lines, sewer lines, drainage improvements, vegetative cover, and erosion 
control measures. 
 
 

SIGNED 
 

 __________________________________  ________________________ 
Developer  Date 
 
__________________________________ 
Principal Contact 
 
__________________________________ 
Printed Name of Contact 
  
__________________________________ 
Contact Number   
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AGENDA ITEM 11 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Development Services 

DATE SUBMITTED: April 28, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Erik Smith 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:  Discuss and Possibly Act Upon an Ordinance on Its First Reading 
Authorizing a Variance to Residential Lot Requirements, as Outlined in Section 23-22(5)(a) of the City of 
Brenham’s Code of Ordinances, on a Tract of Land Being Described as Tract 95, 19.94 Acres, Out of the Phillip 
Coe Survey, A-31, Located at 940 Farmers Road, in Brenham, Washington County, Texas 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT:  Donald Lampe has submitted a variance, on behalf of, H. A. and Judy Smith who 
own a 19.94 acre tract of land located within the City of Brenham Extra Territorial Jurisdiction that is addressed 
as 940 Farmers Road.   The City of Brenham is allowed to enforce the subdivision ordinance within the ETJ.  The 
subject property does not have road frontage but has an access easement to Farmers Road. The applicant wishes to 
subdivide this property into two tracts.  However, after reviewing the proposed site plan in accordance with the 
City’s subdivision ordinance, staff realized they would not be able to submit a plat that was not in compliance 
with the city’s ordinances.  Chapter 23-22(5)(a) Article III – Design Standards, (1) states:  

 
(5)  Lot facing: 

a.   Street frontage.  Each lot shall be provided with adequate access to an existing or 
proposed public street by frontage on such street. 

 
The applicant is specifically asking for a variance to remove the requirement to have property frontage on a City 
right-of-way.    
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended unanimous approval of this request. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 

A. PROS: Allows resident to access their private property through existing access easement. 

B. CONS: Variance request is in direct conflict with the ordinance. 
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):  
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ATTACHMENTS: (1) Ordinance; (2) General Application for variance; (3) Cover Letter; (4) Site Plan; and (5) 
Unofficial Metes and Bounds  
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable):   
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve an Ordinance on its first reading authorzing a variance to residential lot 
requirements, as outlined in Section 23-22(5)(a) of the City of Brenham’s Code of Ordinances, on a tract of land 
being described as Tract 95, 19.94 Acres, out of the Phillip Coe Survey, A-31, located at 940 Farmers Road, in 
Brenham, Washington County, Texas 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts 
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ORDINANCE NO.__________ 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS, GRANTING A 
VARIANCE TO SECTION 23-22(5)(a) OF THE CITY OF BRENHAM 
CODE OF ORDINANCES, CHAPTER 23, REGULATING SUBDIVISIONS, 
PROVIDING FOR A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE; AND PROVIDING FOR PROPER NOTICE AND 
MEETING. 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Brenham Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Subdivisions, 
provides for standards and regulations regarding subdivisions within the corporate boundaries of 
the City of Brenham and the extraterritorial jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Brenham; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 23, Section 23-22(5)(a) Street Frontage states that “[e]ach lot shall 

be provided with adequate access to an existing or proposed public street by frontage on such 
street;” and 
  

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission recommended unanimous approval of this 
variance request at the April 25th, 2016 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting; and 

 
WHEREAS, as the legislative body of the City of Brenham, the City Council of the City 

of Brenham, Texas has the authority to grant variances from the terms of the City of Brenham 
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23,  Subdivisions, pursuant to Section 23-34 of said Code of 
Ordinances; and 

 
WHEREAS, the property described as Tract 95 being one lot on 19.94 acres, out of the 

Phillip Coe Survey, A-31 (hereinafter “Property”), is currently accessed by private access 
easement; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Property is in compliance with the City of Brenham Comprehensive 

Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that by granting the variance, the spirit of the City of 

Brenham Code of Ordinances, Chapter 23, Subdivisions is observed; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council further finds that granting the variance is not contrary to 

the public interest; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF BRENHAM, TEXAS: 
 

1.  Findings of Fact:  All of the above premises are hereby found to be true and correct 
findings of the City Council of the City of Brenham and are hereby approved and 
incorporated into the body of this Ordinance as if copied in their entirety. 
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2.  Variance Granted: The City Council, with regard to the Property, hereby grants the 

request for a variance from the provisions of the City of Brenham Code of 
Ordinances, Chapter 23, Section 22(5)(a) which requires each lot be provided with 
adequate access to an existing or proposed public street by frontage on such street, 
and the City Council hereby finds: 1) that such variance is in accord with the City of 
Brenham Comprehensive Plan; and 2) that the probable effect of such variance will 
not create adverse impacts in the vicinity. 

 
3. Conflict with Prior Ordinances: In the case of a conflict between this Ordinance and 

any provision or clause of previous Ordinances adopted by the City of Brenham, the 
provisions of this Ordinance shall prevail. 

 
4.  Severability:  Should any part, sentence or phrase of this Ordinance be determined to 

be unlawful, void or unenforceable, the validity of the remaining portions of this 
Ordinance shall not be adversely affected.  No portion of this Ordinance shall fail or 
become inoperative by reason of the invalidity of any other part.  All provisions of 
this Ordinance are severable. 

 
5.  Effective Date:  This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon and after 

its passage and publication as may be required by governing law. 
 
6.  Proper Notice and Meeting: It is hereby officially found and determined that the 

meeting at which this Ordinance was passed was open to the public and that public 
notice of the time, place and purpose of said meeting was given as required by the 
Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code.   

 
 

PASSED and APPROVED on its first reading this the 5th day of May, 2016. 
 
PASSED and APPROVED on its second reading this the 19th day of May, 2016. 

 
 
       _______________________________ 
       Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
               Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________  
Jeana Bellinger, TRMC 
City Secretary 
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AGENDA ITEM 12 

 
DATE OF MEETING:  May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN:  Development Services  

DATE SUBMITTED: April 26, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY:  Kim Hodde 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION:   Discuss and Possibly Act Upon a Ground Space Lease Agreement with 
David Loendorf for Hangar Space at the Brenham Municipal Airport and Authorize the Mayor to Execute Any 
Necessary Documentation 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT:  JC Umland owned the hangar addressed as 3175 Aviation Way.  Mr. Umland 
passed away and his hangar was left to David Loendorf; therefore a new lease agreement needs to be executed 
Mr. Loendorf.  Execution of this lease agreement with Mr. Loendorf will cancel the previous agreement with Mr. 
J.C. Umland.  This lease agreement is our standard ground space lease for .08 cents per square foot.   
 
STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 
 
A. PROS:         
 
B. CONS:    
 
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):       
 
ATTACHMENTS:  (1) Ground Space Lease Agreement with Exhibit “A” 
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable):       
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Approve a ground space lease agreement with David Loendorf for hangar space 
at the Brenham Municipal Airport and authorize the Mayor to execute any necessary documentation 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts 
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AGENDA ITEM 13 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN: Administration 

DATE SUBMITTED: April 28, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Kacey Weiss 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION: Discuss and Possibly Act Upon a Request for a Noise Variance from 
Washington County Historical Juneteenth Association for a Juneteenth Celebration at Fireman’s Park to be Held 
on June 17, 2016 from 7:00 p.m. – 11:00 p.m. and June 18, 2016 from 12:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. and Authorize the 
Mayor to Execute Any Necessary Documentation 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: The Washington County Historical Juneteenth Association is requesting a Noise 
Variance for the Juneteenth Celebration at Fireman’s Park on Friday, June 17, 2016 from 7:00 p.m – 11:00 p.m. 
and Saturday, June 18, 2016 from 12:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.  They will have a band Friday night and a DJ using 
speakers on Saturday, which requires a Noise Variance.  The Brenham Police Department and the Brenham Fire 
Department have approved the noise variance request; therefore, I ask the City Council to approve the noise 
variance request.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 

A. PROS:  

B. CONS:  

 
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):  
 
ATTACHMENTS: (1) Noise Variance Request form 
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable):  
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve a request for a noise variance from Washington County Historical 
Juneteenth Association for a Juneteenth Celebration at Fireman’s Park to be held on June 17, 2016 from 7:00 p.m. 
– 11:00 p.m and June 18, 2016 from 12:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. and authorize the Mayor to execute any necessary 
documentation. 
 
APPROVALS: Terry K. Roberts 
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AGENDA ITEM 15 

 
DATE OF MEETING: May 5, 2016 
 
DEPT. OF ORIGIN:  Administration 

DATE SUBMITTED: April 28, 2016 
 
SUBMITTED BY:  Terry K. Roberts 

MEETING TYPE:                                      CLASSIFICATION:                                        ORDINANCE: 
 
    REGULAR   PUBLIC HEARING   1ST READING 
 
   SPECIAL   CONSENT   2ND READING 
 
   EXECUTIVE SESSION   REGULAR   RESOLUTION 
 
    WORK SESSION 
 
AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION: Section 551.074 – Texas Government Code – Deliberation Regarding 
Personnel Matters – Discussion Regarding the Contract for City Prosecutor 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: To be discussed in Executive Session. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS (For Ordinances or Regular Agenda Items): 

A. PROS:  

B. CONS:  
 
ALTERNATIVES (In Suggested Order of Staff Preference):  
 
ATTACHMENTS:  None 
 
FUNDING SOURCE (Where Applicable):  
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  
 
APPROVALS: Milton Y. Tate, Jr. 
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