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The information in this document was garnered from actual City documents from 2007. This paper only 

uses that information to base conclusions on the business case presented at the time. There were other 

documents and data that could have been used had the City management been able to find them. There 

are still outstanding Freedom of Information Act requests that might shed more light on this subject.    

Any corrections submitted to LlanoWatch.org will be immediately applied. 
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Abstract 
 

On February 21, 2013, the City of Llano mailed an “In the Know” newsletter, written by Lynda Kuder, 

which distorts the history of our sewer plant and our “plans” for necessary upgrades.  

This paper will attempt to provide a more accurate picture of our sewer plant’s past and future. Only 

available documents and numbers available from 2007 and from the newsletter are used and presented 

here. 

The hypothesis of this paper is that if Hejl, Lee and Associates’ and Lynda Kuder’s business case had been 

complete, then the City would not be facing millions of dollars of upgrades now. We are still on a path to 

make more bad decisions unless we change players and process. 

The best available City documents lead to the following conclusion: the actual total cost for the 2007 plan 

of renovating the old sewer plant is $16.5 million. The total cost of switching to state-of-the-art GE 

technology would have been $2.6 million. This is in stark contrast to the business case presented by the 

City at the time. 

The intent of this effort is to prevent the City from repeating the same mistakes made in 2007. 

 

 

“Those who do not learn from history are doomed to repeat it” 
                                                                                        George Santayana 
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Final Plant Cost Comparison from May 30, 2007 Special Council Meeting  

 
This is the business case presented at a Special Council Meeting on May 30, 2007. There were two 

options being considered – Activated Sludge and MBR. This is the business case presented at that 

meeting. As shown below, the focus of the discussion at the time was a price comparison of $4,653,620 

for Activated Sludge vs. $7,864,267 for MBR.  
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Plant Cost Comparison from February 27, 2007 Council Meeting 

 
This chart shows that similar cost comparisons were being presented as early as February 27, 2007. 
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Lynda Kuder’s 2013 Newsletter on the Sewer Plant History 
The City’s newsletter from this year reinforces that the comparison was based on a cost comparison of 

about $4,335,000 and $8,000,000. 
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Final Plant Cost Comparison Issues 

 
The major problem with the May, 2007 comparison is that significant costs/benefits were presented in 

textual form but their dollar values were not enumerated or included in the cost analysis. Text is 

normally used for intangible costs/benefits such as “no smell.” But, for example, a major $2 million 

benefit of MBR - no new pond liners – should not have been buried in the text as “Phase II,” rather it 

should have been numerically included in the cost analysis.  
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Real Sewer Plant Comparison Using Omitted Costs 

 
Below is a simple business case using the exact data available at the time the City’s business case was 

presented at the May 30, 2007 decision meeting. This spreadsheet uses the City’s own quantified 

“benefit” information in place of the textual “benefit” information used in the Lynda Kuder prepared 

business case. This clearly shows the full cost of the Activated Sludge Plant.  

My hypothesis is that, had this business case been presented, the vote would have been in favor of MBR 

and the City would not now be faced with multi-million dollar expenses.  

The City has not been able to locate the documentation on Phase II so the $6,688,050 comes from a City 

Manger spreadsheet. From Lynda Kuder’s Newsletter, Phase II would at least be $6,000,000, but she 

can’t find the documentation, either, and her numbers are flawed – see below. Either way, the difference 

is so lopsided; the decision would have been obvious – even without including the millions in interest. 
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- not included: interest, electricity(same for both),benefit of reuse of water

- 40 year life

Activated Sludge and MBR Sewer Plant Comparison

Activated Sludge Plant

Construction cost estimate $4,653,620

Annual pond repair $800,000

Irrigation system expansion $1,200,000

Annual sludge removal $2,000,000

Phase II $6,688,050

Tertiary treatment $1,200,000

Total $16,541,670

MBR Plant w/Hejl Costs

Construction cost estimate $7,864,267

Sell unneeded farm land -$1,125,000

Total $6,739,267
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Real Sewer Plant Comparison Based on GE Zenon Quote 
 

But, it gets worse. GE Zenon provided a packaged quote that was even more attractive - $1.3 million plus 

local expenses. The City cannot or won’t locate the detail of this proposal but we show in the following 

pages of the evidence that it existed and was well known at the time. So, if we take the $1.3M cost of the 

GE Zenon package plus the articulated construction costs from the Hejl Lee Exhibit 2, the choice is 

obvious: $16.5 million plus interest vs. $2.6M paid for via a grant. There are no intangible concerns like 

“new technology” that would divert this choice – especially with the backing of GE.  
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Activated Sludge Plant Cost Estimate from May 30, 2007 
 

This exhibit from the May 30, 2007 business case shows the detailed cost breakdown for the Activated 

Sludge plant. The same numbers were used in the MBR plant costing. 
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MBR Plant Cost Estimate from May 30, 2007 
 

Exhibit 2 shows the project cost estimate for the MBR Plant used in the May 30, 2007 business case. It is 

a gross estimate based on a per gallon cost.  This is a “ball park” type of estimate used for initial 

discussion but should never be used in a final business case used for decision making. Contrast this with 

the details in the Active Sludge project cost estimate on page 10. There were more detailed estimates 

available at the time but Lynda Kuder and Hejl Lee chose this approach instead. Mr. Hejl, Mr. Lee, and 

Lynda Kuder all refused to meet to discuss this. 
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GE Zenon MBR Package Proposal from March 2, 2007 
 

Below is the cover page and proposal number from the nineteen-page GE Zenon quote. The GE quote 

was $1.3 Million for equipment and included 10 days of field service for setup and startup. The work to 

be done by local contractors such as foundation, HVAC, UPS, tanks, piping, and electrical was to be priced 

by Hejl, Lee and Associates as shown in agenda item #4 on the next page. The city cannot find this 

estimate. Hejl Lee refuses to meet to discuss this. The complete proposal is available at LlanoWatch.org 
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GE Zenon MBR Total Cost based on Hejl Lee 
 

This agenda item shows that there was an active effort to get a complete, detailed, final quote for the GE 

Packaged MBR plant. Why would Hejl lee and Lynda Kuder use a ball park estimate when accurate costs 

were apparently available? The City cannot find or will not produce any of this documentation – despite a 

Freedom of Information Act request. Hejl, Lee, and Lynda Kuder refuse to meet to discuss this. 
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Current Plans for Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade 
 

Thus, we are now faced with the Phase II costs, or the costs of a similar solution to MBR not chosen 6 

years ago. The quality of the information available to us now is far worse than in 2007. There are the 

minutes from a November 29, 2012 City Council Workshop, Lynda Kuder’s “In the Know” newsletter, and 

her terse responses to a few questions - below. No proposal, no detail, no financial analysis, no impact 

analysis, and no real discussion of possible options.  

The City can’t even find the descriptions of Phase II or III from the previous implementation. A $4M to 

$8M expense and the documentation is lost. Lynda Kuder presented a $4M cost of Phase II but that 

didn’t even include the cost of liners. 

The alternative to finishing the 2007 project is stated as a “permit amendment” to dump into the river. 

The cost estimate for this is $500,000 (Mike Reagor) or upwards of $1,000,000 (Lynda Kuder) but there is 

no breakdown of these estimates or the equipment that is being proposed. And what about valve 

replacement and lift station work? Is that a part of this and was it anticipated 6 years ago? 

We have already started down the path of dumping into the river. No other solution is being considered. 

Are you confident that we are on the correct path and that the price is known? 

You might also be concerned that Mr. Hejl, Mr Lee, and Lynda Kuder refuse to discuss any aspect of the 

wastewater plant.  

A request was made to present this paper at a City Council meeting but it was rejected by Mayor Reagor, 

Sherry Simpson, Lynda Kuder, as well as the other council members. Hejl, Lee will get all the time they 

want to present their views but concerned citizens are not allowed to present an alternative view. 

Wouldn’t you think that the City Council would be anxious to hear alternate views? 

Lynda Kuder can send out a misleading “In the Know” newsletter, but won’t do the same for an 

alternative view. 

When citizens hear both sides of an argument,  that is information. When the City silences alternative 

views, that is propaganda.  

  

prop·a·gan·da  [ pròppə gándə ]    

1. publicity to promote something: information put out by an organization or government to 
promote a policy, idea, or cause 

2. misleading publicity: deceptive or distorted information that is systematically spread 
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Lynda Kuder Response to Newsletter Questions 
 

Lynda Kuder refused to meet to discuss her newsletter and 2007 business case, but did provide the terse 

answers to questions below.  
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November 20012 Wasterwater Workshop Minutes 
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Conclusion and Recommendation 

 

CONCLUSION 

1. The conclusion of this study is that the business case presented at the 

May 30, 2007 Special Council Meeting Workshop on Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Options was seriously flawed and misled the council members who voted against 

the GE MBR Solution. 

 

2. There was incomplete information presented to Council in 2007 and again in 2012. 

 

3. The same engineering company (Hejl, Lee) and business case preparer (Lynda 

Kuder) are now planning the upgrade to the Wastewater Treatment Plant from 

2007. 

 

4. We are on a path to making the same mistakes from 6 years ago. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. I suggest that a new engineering firm be hired. 

 

2. I suggest that a skilled Citizen Task Force be formed on Wastewater Treatment to 

take over the study and plan and then report to Council. 

 

3.  I suggest that a new “In the Know” City newsletter be mailed to inform citizens of 

the real history and new direction. 

 

“Those who do not learn from history are doomed to repeat it” 
                                                                                        George Santayana 


