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May 30, 2002 

Introduction 

The Panhandle Water Planning Group, in compliance with the requirements of Senate 
Bill 2 (2001), has prepared a draft Infrastructure Finance Report for submission to the 
Texas Water Development Board. The report was prepared by the Panhandle Regional 
Planning Commission acting as the designated political subdivision and was approved by 
the Panhandle Water Planning Group (PWPG) in a duly posted meeting on April ] 6, 
2002. The report was reviewed and approved in its final fonnat in a duly posted meeting 
on May 30, 2002 following review and incorporation of Texas Water Development 
Board staff costs. The PWPG appreciates the opportunity to present this report as the 
final deliverable product under the required Infrastructure Finance Report contract. 

The Panhandle Water Planning Group is the regional water planning group established 
pursuant to Senate Bill] (1997). This Group consists of 2] voting members and 6 non­
voting members for a total membership of 26. The regional water planning area of 
responsibility for this Group is Region A, or the Panhandle Water Planning Area. Region 
A consists of 2] counties in the Texas Panhandle. Two major river basins cover the area, 
the Canadian in the northern portion of the area and the Red in the southern portion. The 
primary water user in the region is irrigated agriculture, which accounts for 
approximately 89% of all water consumed. Municipal use is the second largest water 
user category at 5% and livestock use comes in third with approximately 3% of the total 
water use. For the base year of 2000, total projected water use in the region was 
approximately] .7 million acre-feet. 

Amarillo is the largest popUlation center in the region, followed by the cities of Pampa, 
Borger, Dumas, Perryton, and Dalhart. Total regional population according to the 2000 
census is 355,832. Percent population growth in the region for the period from] 990 to 
2000 is approximately 10%. Projections in the original Regional Water Plan show an 
estimated population in the region of 552,072 by the year 2050 which represents a 
potential popUlation growth of 55% over the next 50 years. 

Methodo]ogy 

Surveys 
The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission conducted the required surveys for the 
Infrastructure Finance Report in accordance with requirements of TWDB Contract 
#2002-483-428. Each municipal entity with an identified need and subsequent water 
management strategy was directly surveyed. The survey included the required survey 
sheet as prepared by the Texas Water Development Board as well as excerpts from 
approved Regional Water Plan. Each survey was followed up with a minimum of two 
telephone calls to the responsible party to ensure a high survey response rate. In addition 
to the municipal entities with identified needs, surveys were sent to the Judges of the four 
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counties with identified County-Other needs. Again, these surveys were followed up 
with a minimum of two telephone calls to ensure a high survey response rate. 

In accordance with conversations between the PRPC and TWDB staff, and after review 
of the IFR requirements, non-governmental entities with needs such as those in the water 
use groups of mining, manufacturing, irrigation, steam-electric power generation, and 
livestock were not surveyed. This appears to be the appropriate response as the entities 
or individuals with needs in these water use groups do not represent political subdivisions 
or public water supply systems. As private entities or individuals, implementation or 
financing of water management strategies in these areas is not within the realm of this 
task. Although the County Judges were surveyed in those counties with County Other 
needs, those needs will most often fit into this category as well. This is due to the fact 
that in the PWP A, there are no counties that currently provide water for or operate public 
water supply systems. Most county-other needs in the PWPA will be met through private 
wells or small water supply systems that are either non-profit or investor owned. In 
addition, most of these systems fall well under the planning minimums in terms of 
customers served or total volumes of water supplied. 

County Other Aggregate Uses 
To address the user groups of Mining, Manufacturing, Steam Electric Power Generation, 
Irrigation, and Livestock, the Panhandle Water Planning Group developed summary 
statements on a per-category basis. These statements are included in the report and 
describe the probable funding sources for each user category. 

Policy Response - Financing 
The second required element of the Infrastructure Finance Report is the development of a 
policy statement that answers the question "What is the proper role(s) for the State in 
financing water supply projects identified in the approved regional water plans?" To 
develop the required response, the PWPG appointed a committee to formulate a 
preliminary response for the Group's use and discussion. This committee met on March 
2], 2002 to prepare the preliminary response. The PWPG considered, discussed and 
modified the preliminary response in open session on April ] 6, 2002. The result of this 
deliberation produced the final response as listed under the Policy Response section on 
page 7 of this report. 

Policy Response -Irrigation 
In addition to the required survey and the policy response statement on the proper role for 
the State in financing water supply projects, the PWPG chose to also develop a policy 
question and response that directly dealt with the implementation of approved irrigation 
demand reduction strategies. To accomplish this, the PWPG charged the standing 
Agricultural Demands and Projections Committee with developing both a preliminary 
question and response. This committee met on March ] 2, 2002 and formulated the 
preliminary question and response. The PWPG reviewed, discussed and adopted a final 
Policy Response for Agriculture at the March 2], 2002 meeting. The final response to 
this question is on page 8 ofthis report. 
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Findings 

Surveys 
The required surveys for the Infrastructure Finance Report yielded a 74 percent response 
rate for the municipal surveys and a 75% response rate for the county surveys. The 
following table summarizes the results of the surveys for those entities that responded: 

City Capital Cost Amount Entity Can Amount Entity Amount 
Pay wi revenues Can Pay wi State Entif)' Can 

Participation Not Pay 
Amarillo $] 54,829,940 $]54,829,940 N/A N/A 
Amarillo $208,] 24,865 $154,829,940 $208,] 24,865 $53,294,925 
Canadian $2,467,508 $980,000 £980,000 $],487,508 
Canyon £2,728,454 $550,000 $550,000 $2,] 78,454 
Claude $1,585,990 $504,000 $504,000 $] ,08] ,990 
Groom $299,207 $50,000 $60,000 $240,000 
Gruver $768,82 ] $76,882 $76,882 $69],939 
Gruver $] ,872,376 $93,618 $93,6] 8 $],778,758 
McLean $1,277,140 $0 $0 SO 
Panhandle $888,170 $0 $90,000 $798,170 
Perryton $5,462,979 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 $3,000,000 
Shamrock $3,177,861 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $1,577,861 
Sunray $2,587,114 $600,000 $600,000 $1,987,1 ]4 
Sunray $4,680,941 $600,000 $600,000 $4,080,941 
Wheeler $3,700,590 $100,000 $100,000 $3,600,590 
White Deer $714,206 $100,000 $100,000 $614,206 
TOTALS $395,166,162 $316,414,380 $215,479,365 $76,412,456 

As evidenced by this table, it appears as though approximately 80% of the capital cost 
necessary for the water management strategies listed above will be borne by the local 
entities. When considering this, it must be acknowledged that the City of Amarillo's 
ability to fully fund their first management strategy and to predominantly fund their 
second management strategy skews the evaluation somewhat. Discounting Amarillo's 
ability fund their projects, the smaller cities in the region show the ability to only fund 
21 % of the necessary capital costs through revenues alone «Total Pay wi revenues -
Amarillo) I (Total Cap Costs - 2 Amarillo Strategies)). As a second consideration, 
please note that the City of Amarillo is shown with two separate capital costs in the above 
tabulation and the attached template. The two strategies that created the separate costs 
are in all aspects one strategy, with two different levels of implementation. The City of 
Amarillo will in reality only implement one of these strategies, which will change the 
results listed above. The table on the next page provides a theoretical example of how 
the municipal IFR would look with only the larger of the two Amarillo projects included. 
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Theoretical Table - One Amarillo Strategy Oilly 

City Capital Cost Amount Entity Can Amount Entity Amount 
Pay wI revenues Can Pa)' wI State Entity Can 

Participation Not Pay 
Amarillo $208,124,865 $154,829,940 $208,124,865 $53,294,925 
Canadian $2,467,508 $980,000 $980,000 $1,487,508 
Canyon $2,728,454 $550,000 $550,000 $2,178,454 
Claude $1,585,990 $504,000 $504,000 $1,081,990 
Groom $299,207 $50,000 $60,000 $240,000 
Gruver $768,821 $76,882 $76,882 $691,939 
Gruver $1,872,376 $93,618 $93,618 $1,778,758 
McLean $1,277,140 $0 $0 $1,277,140 
Panhandle $888,170 $0 $90,000 $798,170 
Perryton $5,462,979 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 $3,000,000 
Shamrock $3,177,861 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $1,577,861 
Sumay $2,587,114 $600,000 $600,000 $1,987,114 
Sumay $4,680,941 $600,000 $600,000 $4,080,941 
Wheeler $3,700,590 $100,000 $100,000 $3,600,590 
White Deer $714,206 $100,000 $100,000 $614,206 
TOTALS $240,336,222 $161,584,440 $215,479,365 $77 ,689,596 

Using the above table, it appears as though approximately 67% of the total capital costs 
necessary to implement the approved water management strategies can be borne with 
local revenues. To ensure that future needs can adequately be met, the table was 
developed using the larger of the two approved strategies for the city of Amarillo. Again, 
a note of caution is necessary that with the City of Amarillo removed from the 
calculation, only 21 % of the necessary capital costs will be borne with local revenues. 

Two additional items bear discussion under the municipal surveys. First, the need shown 
for Lake Tanglewood in the Regional Water Plan and the IFR template is proposed to be 
met entirely with local funds as the public water supply system is corporately owned and 
is not a political subdivision. At their request, no data is entered for this water 
management strategy. Second, the City of Lefors shows a need in the approved Regional 
Water Plan but is not listed on the above table. This is due to the fact that since the 
completion of the plan, the City of Lefors has completed their identified water 
management strategy and no longer has a potential need. 

Four of the four county surveys for county-other needs were returned by the respective 
County Judges. No summary table is included in this report due to the fact that none of 
the respondents indicated that they had any financial capacity to implement county-other 
water management strategies. 
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County Aggregated water Uses 

County Aggregate Water Users with needs in the Region A Water Planning Area consist 
of irrigated agriculture, livestock, mining, manufacturing, and steam electric power 
generation. Irrigated agriculture is by far the largest category of water user groups with 
identified needs in the region. To address the needs of these user groups and ensure their 
inclusion in the report, the PWPG followed the methodology outlined in Exhibit B, which 
states that "for the water user groups based on county aggregates, such as livestock or 
mining, were no political subdivision is responsible for the provision of water supplies, 
no survey will be necessary." In these cases, the PWPG is including summary 
discussions on possible funding mechanisms. Listed below, please find the results of 
these discussions on a per category basis: 

Manufacturing: 
As manufacturing entities are typically for-profit entities, no identified means of funding 
from public sources were discussed. Probable funding mechanisms for entities in this 
category include commercial loans and other private market debt instruments. For those 
needs requiring a lower capitalization cost, it is presumed that the responsible entities will 
meet those needs through proper long-range planning and budgeting. 

Mining: 
Mining activities in this Region are typically sand and gravel quarries as well as some oil 
and gas operations (i.e.: water flood). The identified need for this category is relatively 
small and is again composed of for-profit entities. Typical funding mechanisms for 
affected entities include commercial loans and other private market debt instruments. For 
those needs that are relatively minor, operational adjustments or development of existing 
yet unutilized rights may suffice to meet the needs. 

Steam Electric Power Generation: 
Steam Electric Power Generation in this region is conducted in two counties. To meet 
the needs, it is assumed that the owner of the generation facility will privately fund the 
needed projects. Direct reuse has been proposed for a portion of the need and additional 
water rights purchase will address the remainder. As with the mining and manufacturing 
categories, private market debt instruments, long-range planning and forward budgeting 
are the most likely methods to fund the needed improvements. 

Livestock: 
Livestock needs in the Region A planning area can be comprised of both individual 
owner operations and corporate operations as in the case of larger confined animal 
feeding operations. For corporate operations, the funding mechanisms identified above 
will most likely be used to address the needs. For individual operations, other options 
such as the NRCS - Cost Share programs may be available to assist in partially funding 
needed water management strategies. Direct individual funding through local banks will 
also be appropriate. Additional cost-share type programs may be available and if so, they 
should be appropriately utilized. 
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I rrigatioD: 
Irrigation needs account for the single largest category of need for aggregate water users. 
In most cases, these needs are directly applicable to individually owned and operated 
farming operations. As noted in the previous discussion under the Introduction section, 
irrigation is by far the single largest water user group in the entire region. Improvements 
in this area will produce the greatest overall benefit to the total water resource picture of 
the region. In terms of funding, several options are available. Direct individual funding 
through local banks is one option, as are the NRCS-Cost Share program and the programs 
offered through local groundwater conservation districts for low-interest irrigation 
improvement loans. 

To address the magnitude of this need, the PWPG chose to develop a policy statement 
targeted specifically towards the implementation of irrigation demand reduction 
strategies. This policy statement is included on Page 8 of this report and should be 
reviewed for further details. The general consensus regarding this need is that existing 
programs that may be available to fund irrigation demand reduction strategies should be 
maintained, and if necessary and appropriate, additional programs added. 
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Policy Response Statement 

Governmental Entities 
The Panhandle Water Planning Group, at their April 16, 2002 meeting, developed a pan 
ofresponses to the following question: 

"What is the proper role(s) for the State in financing water supply projects identified in 
the approved regional water plans?" 

The following response is proposed: 

Regional water planning has proven to be an informative process of assessing and 
quantifying the water needs for the region and the state. Although many needs have been 
identified, it still remains the water provider's responsibility to plan and finance those 
improvements necessary to meet their future water demands. In order to finance these 
anticipated needs, the water suppliers should adjust their rates accordingly. 

The State should have two roles concerning water supply projects: 

First, it should be a facilitator. In this role, it should help bring various water suppliers 
together to solve common problems. 11 should eliminate or reduce various tedious and 
time-consuming requirements that result in very little enhancement of the project. 

Second, the State should develop a loan guarantee fund for those occasions when water 
suppliers experience conditions beyond the scope of prudent planning. Failure to plan or 
poor planning should not be an excuse for fund eligibility. Revenues for this program 
should come from a tax on bottled water and a percentage of revenue from the state 
lottery. A second possible source of revenue is a fee that could be assessed against retail 
water accounts dedicated to funding water supply projects. In addition, presently 
available financing programs provided by the State should be maintained. 

One area where current state financial assistance programs could be improved which 
would benefit the Panhandle area is the State Participation Program. This program has 
often been used to assure that surface water reservoirs are constructed to the optimum 
capacity, when the local sponsor can not afford to do so as part of the initial construction. 
However, Texas Water Development Board personnel have advised that it can be used to 
assist with the acquisition of groundwater supplies only for the purpose of providing for 
future increased capacity, not to reserve groundwater supplies for future use. In addition, 
the project must include construction of a supply pipeline. 

There are currently many water users in the Panhandle which will face shortages in the 
future. Groundwater resources to meet those long-range needs are subject to export or 
exhaustion without regard to future needs of the region. Expanded and less restrictive 
use of the State Participation Program could make funding available to reserve those 
resources which will be needed in the future while satisfying the demand of the water 
owners for economic benefit. 
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Irrigation Demand Reduction Strategies 

The Panhandle Water Planning Group has long recognized that irrigation water use in 
this region is much greater than all other use categories combined. The Group has also 
acknowledged that the Infrastructure Finance Report is directed primarily at municipal 
water needs. When the original application to conduct the Infrastructure Finance Report 
was submitted, the Planning Group opted to add an additional requirement in order to try 
and address the implementation of irrigation demand reduction strategies. As irrigation is 
the largest water use, any success in this area will have a much greater impact on the 
overall water resources of the region. 
To address this issue, the Agricultural Committee was charged with discussing the issue 
and attempting to develop an initial policy statement regarding irrigation demand 
reduction strategies. The Committee has subsequently developed both a policy question 
and an answer regarding irrigation water use. 

The question reads as follows: 
"Irrigation is the largest water user group in the state. What financial role should 
the State assume in enabling and assisting the implementation of approved 
Irrigation Demand Reduction Strategies?" 

The proposed answer developed by the Committee is: 
"The State Legislature should fund existing agencies and subdivisions of the state 
charged with the conservation and preservation of water to enable the 
implementation of approved irrigation demand reduction strategies such as those 
identified in Sections 5.5 and 6.2 of the state approved Panhandle Regional Water 
Plan." 
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Conclusion 

Overall response to the Infrastructure Finance Report project has been favorable 
throughout the region. As a Regional Water Planning Group, the PWPG has several 
comments to provide for the Board's consideration in this matter. The first comment is 
that it seems as though the county-other category is very difficult to quantify, both in 
terms of solutions and in terms of finding an appropriate political subdivision to address 
the issue. Counties in the planning region do not provide water supplies or operate public 
water supply systems. Surveying these entities for the county-other needs is a good 
starting point, but it did not yield positive, quantifiable results during the preparation of 
this report. We trust that when the IFR reports are re-considered in Round II regional 
water planning, several of the county-other needs may be more accurately identified due 
to the changes in the rules lowering the planning requirements to entities of 500 or more 
population. A second comment involves the survey instruments themselves. Many of 
the respondents expressed confusion over the questions regarding how much could an 
entity afford with system and tax revenues and how much could an entity afford with the 
State Participation Program. Most entities considered the answers to be equal. One 
possible clarification that might be helpful would be to ask what the approximate annual 
debt service capacity of the entity would be at a certain point in time (keyed to the 
implementation date of the strategy). 

A third comment for consideration is the magnitude of irrigation use within several of the 
regions. Irrigation accounts for approximately 89% of the total water consumed within 
the Panhandle Water Planning Area. The PWPG recognizes that it was not the intent of 
Senate Bill 2 or the Infrastructure Finance Report to account for the capital cost needs of 
this use sector. However, it must be acknowledged that reduction of demands in this 
sector will have the most positive benefit to the overall water use scheme of this region. 
As an example, a 1 % total reduction in the irrigation demand produces a savings of 
approximately 15,229 acre-feet per year within the region. This 1 % savings equals 
approximately 17% of the annual municipal use. The Panhandle Water Planning Group 
has developed irrigation demand reduction strategies which, if implemented, could have a 
very positive effect on the overall water use scheme within the region. Acknowledging 
that the Infrastructure Finance Report is not the appropriate vehicle to address these 
considerations, we would ask the Board's favorable consideration of future methods to 
address the funding and implementation of these strategies. 

Included as attachments to this draft report please find the following supporting 
documentation: 

Attachment A - Copy of sample survey transmittal 
Attachment B - Copies ofretumed surveys 
Attachment C - Copy of telephone log showing follow-up contact attempts 
Attachment D - TWDB Comments & Responses 
Attachment E - Electronic Copy ofIFR survey template with appropriate data 

Entered (separate cover) 
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Attachment A - Infrastructure Finance Report 

Attachment A 
Sample Survey Transmittal 
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" . PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

C.E. \\rilliams 
Clwirman 
Waler DistriclS 

Judge Vernon Cook 
'--icc-Chairman 
Counties 

Don Coffey. P.E. 
SecrCWf] 

,1i.1unicipaiilies 

Dr. Nolan Clark. PE 
ExeclItive C0ll111!1ffCe 

EIJI.'il'OlIm€nral 

Jol1n \VilI1Jms. P E 
Executive Comnlluef' 
WalerDL\tr/cts 

Dean Loape) 
PI/blie 

Richard BCl\ver5 
Writer DI,HnclS 

Charles Cooke 
H'nrer Ulililies 

Jim Derington 
Ri\'er Dis/nos 

8 A. DoneLson 
Agricuiwre 

Rusty Gilmore 
Small Business 

Bill Hallerberg 
industries 

Gale Henslee 
Elec. Generatmg Utility 

Grady Skaggs 
En\'ironmel1w/ 

Bobbie Kidd 
Waler Districts 

David Landis 
Municipalilles 

Denise Jen 
Jndllsrries 

Inge Brady 
£nvironmemai 

Frank Simms 
AgriclIiwre 

Jane! Tregellas 
Agncu/lure 

Rudie Tate 
Agriculture 

Dr. John Sweeten 
Higher Education 

January 21, 2002 

Courtney Sharp, City Manager 
City of Canyon 
301 16 th Street 
Canyon, TX 79015-2899 

RE: Infrastructure Financing Report 

Dear Mr. Sharp: 

The Panhandle Water Planning Group is beginning the development of a document 
known as an Infrastructure Finance Report. This report is required by Senate Bill 2 
(2001), and is designed to provide information to the State on how various water providers 
will attempt to finance necessary water improvements over the next 50 years and how 
much financial assistance the State may be expected to provide for water system 
improvements that can not be funded entirely on the local level. You are receiving this 
letter and the attached survey because your entity was identified in the recently completed 
Panhandle Regional Water Plan as needing additional development of water supplies at 
some point in the next 50 years. 

To assist you in completing this survey, I am enclosing the following documents: Water 
Infrastructure Financing Survey (3 pages); excerpt from Chapter 5, Panhandle Regional 
Water Plan (1 page); and an excerpt from Appendix N, Panhandle Regional Water Plan (1 
page). The two excerpts contain the detailed information regarding your entity and the 
identified water management strategy(ies) and costs to meet potential water supply needs 
in the future. Please remember that this is a survey only, and is not committing your entity 
to any specific future acts. The purpose is to develop a state-wide picture of how local 
entities will fund water improvements in the future and how much available funding the 
State might need to assist local entities in meeting water needs. 

To comply with the requirements of Senate Bill 2 and to stay within our contractual 
time lines, we are requesting that the survey be completed and returned by February 8, 
2002. A self-addressed and stamped envelope is included for your convenience. If you 
would like assistance in completing this surveyor have any questions on the water 
management strategy(ies) and costs for your entity, please do not hesitate to contact me 
directly. 

Thank you for your assistance and attention to this survey. If I can help in any way, 
please feel free to contact me at 806/372-3381. 

ENC: Survey, Chapter 5 excerpt, Appendix N excerpt 

www.panhandlewater.org 



PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-338] 

Amarillo, Texas 79] 05 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Panhandle Water Planning Area - Region A 

-
Name of Political Subdivision: Panhandle Regional Planning Commission 

-",C-",oc...;n-,-,ta::..::co:.:.t ...:..P-"e,-,-rs,,",o,,-,n-'.::-...::.J:::.a:..:rr-.::e~tt:..:A:...:t.:.:k~i :.:ns::.o::.:.:n ____ Title: L G S 0 i rec to r 

Telephone: 806/372-3381 E-mail: jatkinson@prpc.cog.tx.us 

Background: On January 5, 2001, Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) 
all across the State of Texas formally submitted 16 adopted regional water plans 
to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) per requirements of Senate Bill 
1 (75th Texas Legislature). The adopted regional water plans examined and 
analyzed the water supply needs for all water users in the State. Based on the 
analysis, the RWPGs identified water management strategies necessary to 
ensure a sufficient supply of water for the 50-year planning period. The RWPGs 
also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77th Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate 
Bill 2 charges the RWPGs with examining what financial assistance. if any. is 
needed to implement the water management strategies and projects 
recommended in the most recently approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 specifically requires that the RWPG report to the TWDB how 
political subdivisions all across Texas propose to pay for future water 
infrastructure needs. 

The purpose of this survey is to complete this charge with your input. 

Please return the completed survey by February 8, 2002 to: 

PRPC 
AnN: JarrettAtkinson 

PO Box 9257 
Amarillo, TX 79105 

(806) 372-3381 facsimile 
E-mail address: jatkinson@orpc.cog.tx.us 

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: 
Jarrett Atkinson Telephone Number 806/372-3381 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Politica I Subdivision: _C_i~tY,-o_f _C_a_n.LY_o_n ___________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name~ Develop new groundwater rights 

Capital Cost: -"=$.=2.>-:.,7-=2:.=8-'-,4:..=5c..:4 __________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources. including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases. how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources. including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

Recommended Water Management Strategies for City of Canyon 

Political Subdivision Strategy Strategy Total Capital 
Implementation Cost 

Date 
City of Canyon Develop new groundwater rights 2040 $2,728,454 
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· , , 

deplete the storage in the aquifer. To prolong the life of this water resource. other users may need 
to reduce their demands. 

Impact on A2riculture and Natural Resources 
This strategy may reduce the irrigated acreage for farming as additional water rights acreage is 
purchased. This acreage could be used for dry land farming if needed. but may require crop 
changes. 

Other Relevant Factors 
Since there was little available information on the groundwater rights for Vega. there may be 
sufficient existing supply through the planning period. The supply from Deaf Smith County is 
from the Llano Estacado Region (Region 0). which is a potential source of interregional conflict. 
However. that is unlikely since the City already obtains groundwater from this county. 

5.4.12 Canyon 
The city of Canyon is located in Randall County roughly ten miles south of Amarillo. Its water 
supply is a combination of groundwater from the Ogallala and purchased water from the city of 
Amarillo. The currently developed supply will last the City until 2040. At this time. the City will 
need to develop the groundwater rights it already owns. Three more wells will need to be 
installed to meet the demands until 2050 (100 to 770 acre-feet/year). As an alternative, the City 
may also be able to purchase additional water from the city of Amarillo. The City'S needs can be 
met with the existing water supply contract in place with the city of Amarillo. 

Ouantitv. Reliabilitv and Cost 
There is sufficient groundwater to provide the City'S needs until 2050. The reliability IS 
moderate. The cost would be $313 per acre-foot ($0.96/1 000 gallons). 

Environmental Factors 
The installation of new wells and a new transmission system has an impact on the environment. 
Routing the pipeline around environmentally sensitive areas and following existing roads when 
possible can lessen the impact and a detailed review should be performed to identify potential 
sensitive areas. 

Impact on Water Resources and Other Mana2ement Strate2ies 
The increased demands on the Ogallala will continue to deplete the storage in the aquifer. To 
prolong the life of this water resource, other users may need to reduce their demands. 

Impact on A2riculture and Natural Resources 
This strategy may reduce the irrigated acreage for farming as additional water rights acreage is 
purchased. This acreage could be used for dry land farming if needed, but may require crop 
changes. 

Other Relevant Factors 
There are no other relevant factors. 
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· . . 
WUGNAME: 

STRATEGY: 

AMOUNT (ac-ftlyr): 

Construction Costs 

Water Wells (3) 
Connection to Existing System 

Connection to New System 

10-in Pipeline to Canyon 
Pumpstation, building and appurtenances 

Ground Storage (.5 MG) 

Subtotal - Construction Costs 

Engineering and Contingencies 

Mitigation and Permitting 

ROW Land Acquisition 

Water Rights Purchase 

Subtotal 

Interest During Construction 

Total Capital Project Costs 

Annual Costs 
Debt Service - Total Capital 

Operation and Maintenance 

Pipelines 

Pumpstations/Wells 

Surface Water Treatment 

Pumping Costs 
Total Annual Costs 

Annual Cost ($ per acre-foot) 
Annual Cost ($ per 1000 gallons) 

Canyon 

Develop new groundwater rights 

772 

Cost 

S189,900 
$250,000 

5200,000 

5739.200 

5519,200 

5156,000 

$2,054,300 

$616,290 

$2,670,590 

$57,864 

$2,728,454 

5198,219 

$7,592 

517,728 

$0 

$17,933 

$241,472 

$312.79 
$0.96 



Attachment B - Infrastructure Finance Report 

Attachment B 
Returned Surveys 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-338] 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: -,C::...:i..::.,t},-' ..::.o-,--f -'--A:.::IT':.::.3:::.:r:...:.i:.::llc:::..· ___________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop existing rights (city & existing 
customer needs) 

2..c7~/Z~/S 
Capital Cost: $169,181,280 (city & existing customer needs) 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ LS1j £Z't7'M. 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political ~.ubdi\lision can afford to pay $ 2&;5' /24.~/S. 
:7 ;; 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ S3.2'14 9z5 . 
;; I 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

:5T/}TF ;f'$Vh V.7/U .!c.#1V )i>t'e";.M;1A 

CbiMIT y ;;tfTP:;.T//l~/V 
tJ/#H M.·~7.?'#.£ ~ TI,...r?41TIC7'V 

;1?rY/Jr": !?IR 7TCJ-7~;a:cW 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-338] 

Amarillo, Texas 79]05 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

FEB 0 62002 
Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: -'C:....:i..::.,tYL·..::.o..:...f..:...A:..:.:mc:.,.3:::.:r:...:.iI:..:.lo=--__________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop existing groundwater rights 

Capital Cost: $154,829,940 (City needs only) 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 154; £20 ?M . 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ______ _ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ______ _ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 
t-'HI.JIV 

JAN 3 (I ?002 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: ~ of C~adiaJ! ________________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop new water rights 

Capital Cost: -",$-=2L.:,4,-=6~71-::,5,-=O-=-8 __________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 91'''' Q "" 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 2r"J D DC> 

3. Hovv much of the capita! cost !s the pC'lit~cal cubdj\/i~icn unable to pay fer the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ II 'I$"4 r" f-. 
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 

What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) .5 fie a. ,*"A"..,~ Mo-t;. 
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4. The project is proposed to begin in the year 2020, or shortly after. The city will set aside 
approximately 25%-30% of the total cost in the interim. The chart above shows a 
proposed schedule for accumulating about $900,000 for the project. Some money may be 
used along the way to secure water rights as the opportunity arises. 

The city will seek grant funding and/or low interest loans from the state for the completion 
of well drilling and transmission lines to existing ground storage tanks. Other than 
TWDB, it is not known what funding sources will be available at that time. 



PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: _C_i~tv,--o_f_C_a_n~y_o_n ___________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name~ Develop new groundwater rights 

Capital Cost: ""'$.=2.!..:,7...=2:.=8,L,4:...:5-.:4 ___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 5~oo~ . 
i 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ .550, 000 . , 

3. H0\fI! much of the cap!ta~ cost !s the politica! subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ?; 17i!, 4;;4 . 
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 

What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

6H1Q1Mw7 fJtp~~/I1W ~d 6/Pn~ 
Jig, ;diu fJt~//1f~ ~dY/ 1r;j,;,1 

/#f tP~ ~/Jt jPMc!~ d't/t:J/;9jt!. 

Page 2 of3 



Feb 2~ 02 08:45a PRPC 806 373 3268 

PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Claude 
--~--------------------

Water Management Strategy Name: Install 2 new wells 

Capita I Cost: -,,$:..;1~,5:..:8:..:5Cl.:,9:..:9:..:0~ ___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 504, 000 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ SOL, ,000 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $1 ,081 ,990 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

TCDP Grants and Texas Water Developement loans 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: _C-,-ic:..tY,--,-o-,-f -"G_r_o--'-o_me-__________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Install 1 new well in City 

Capital Cost: -'-$_2_99-',-'-2_07 ___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ :SCI VeL 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ~D/ 0[90 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ;J, t..(.D, c~f' 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 60;' J ~ IO&1.1.{" G /(iJ..IJJ:., 

() 

PRPC 

JAN 2 5 Z002 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: ~C=-:i~ty,--=-o-,-f-=:G=-=-r~u-=-v~e=--r ___________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Palo Duro River Authority Project 

Capital Cost: $1,872,376 
~~~------------------------

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _9_'-.::3'-,11-' ~~/-,=t3,-:_ 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 9 3/ & /8 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ if 77 8) r; 58 . 
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 

What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

Gf{A-n i 5 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: -,C,-,i""tYL....:'-0.:..-f -=G-=-r.:.cu-=...ve~r ___________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Deveiop existing & new GW rights 

Capital Cost: $-,--7.=:.:68::..l'c.=.8=-21~ __________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ,7 L. se;) , 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ r; r..s. 8 €3 :J-

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The poiiticai subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

r C teJ'n -;--.c Gn I I j 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP JAN 2 9 2002 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: _C_it--"y'---o_f_M_c_L_e_a_n ___________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Install 2 new wells wlin 1.5 miles 

Capital Cost: --'-$_1'---,2_7_7'---,1_4_0 ___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _----"0'-·· _.-___ _ 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ -_C_' _. __ _ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ i I ). (') I '-i [l . (J c.) 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY PRPe 
JAN 2 92002 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Panhandle 
--~--------------------------------

Water Management Strategy Name: Install 2 new wells ---------------------------------

Capital Cost: --'.-$_88_8---','-1_70 ____________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ z e.ro 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $9D100Q"''= 

3. How much of the capital cost is the politica! subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 1 Cf 8 .IJl:J 
I 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

AJJ, ~"'D All ~i f\R.t. A.U~~lAb4. Ai ~ 4;",,~ 

pC' ... ~. (; '" tL~",,~I~ T wb ~ ~€)NC 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 
PRPC 

FEB 0 7 2002 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Perryton 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop Existing and New water rights 

Capital Cost: $5,462,979 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /' -5""1 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 2,0 M 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ '3,0 '" 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

Page 2 of3 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP JAN 2 5 2002 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-338] 

Amarillo, Texas 79] 05 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: _C_it ..... y'---o_f_S_h_a_m_r_o_c_k __________ _ 

Watei Management Strategy Name: Install 2 new wells, 12 mi. transmission 

Capital Cost: -"-$_3-'---,1_7_7-'---,8_6_1 __________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ k~ e; Iy er,u.lJ lay a/rI'o '( Inla-k I:i 
1> 2>O.OOD CLl1rtual(j +0 ,~..f,',c. 10#1") tb,.., dr:.h-f- irlc.JA..rre.d 10 p~ fhe-

2. If you could access the State Participation Fl'fogram, how much of the capital c.a..;;; fa/ /.v;Lk 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy ~sl-:5 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Garrl(' a.5 Mt')v~ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ I-Ae C-I:fz wou..IJ nof he Ci.ble-
~ po.y a.~ or: -f'1-.e C!..a.;/~I ,"1....a-hb 'l LO'> Vl.j[} Ion.} -/e,;o-,Jd ~ . 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

.1--. bUieraJ ~6/ ja..j,Orl htJ n-cJs if! fJaS5ed ~ \/O+U5 

2.. Low /l]fUl5J-- ro..fe ("a.I1S D.va,·/ah/c. +-t,rol..L1J, 

Ie)( as \,A./o .. :i-o'· OC:\lr' IOf",ul f fJr,rarYJ \/U/f-Y( ZO J,/" 
~_{)cLf 

3. ~ :ya.ds f1v,.f 11\1< ~~hf 1ua.l!J. h,. , 
Y-. ~,'!:J_ ~':!,f/oJ1-t~" I- t/.~()U~!~ .lJ.f-/!f~;,c:::{/ ;:[;;:~- ~~rJ 



PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Sunray 

Water Management Strategy Name: Palo Duro River Authority Project 

Capital Cost: $4,680,941 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Lta::: ttJ()D 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /,1)0 PLJO 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ '-I, (}tjftJ, '1 tj I 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

7AX/;;?evt!H~ i]~f 
;woiJ /V;tdt':y ;/f,rCt'"S 
t!b&I/~/alM-
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

FEB 2 82002 
Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy._Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Sunray 

Water Management Strategy Name:_ Install 2 new wells wlin 5 miles 

Capital Cost: $2,587,114 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ~ tJl~ ~t)O 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /,,9tJ. ItJtJ 
I 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strat~ identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ (,1 ~7, tJ L{ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

YAt /RiNenu~ /3;~.s 
(wi) {3 rv"dj ,47/i:lm,S 
t OB& jJr~l'"affl. 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 PRPC 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY JAN 3 02002 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: ---'Cc-i-'-'tY'----"-o_f -=..W,,--h-=..e_ec-I-=-e,,--r __________ _ 

Water Management Strategy Name: Install 2 new wells, 15 mi. transmission 

Capital Cost: --'-$_3'-,7_0_0'-,5_9_0 __________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ J 00.000.00 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 100,000 00 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 3,600,590.00. 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) Bonds, State Participation Program, 

TWDC Water System Bonds, Community Development. 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. PRPc 
Name of Political Subdivision: ._C_it.L.Y_O_f_W_h_ite_D_e_e_r __________ FE8 0 6 2002 

Water Management Strategy Name: Install 2 new wells in city , _____ _ 

Capital Cost: ..:!:$-:...7-:...14..:1,c=2-=-06=--___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ I~ oOiJ. 00 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ IO{),OOO. 0
0

. 

3. How much of the capitai cost is the poiiticai subdivision unabie to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

stJe )v~f ~~11 bov.c1 ~eGhOllL I eJc. 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY p[=»C 

APR 1 0 2002 
Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: Moore County - Other Needs-Domestic 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop new water rights 

Capital Cost: $Included in Muni. Surveys (Dumas, Catcus, Fritch, Sunray 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _-+N--'-'.f±--'"-__ _ 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _..LN-'...:.Jt-,· ___ _ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision I,!nable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ _.L..!V..r....:...f+-->--__ _ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) . . ._ 1>-11)' LA 
J;t i:y vtlOt ~))/(/li;yJ-4 -tfu (!ffiJ1~ ~1J~(J 
-te.. "d.Q LtXJ-t L (U)'L L/.} th.t-'l-€ ~ ~'LcL'LJ~ 

,J}6Vl c. _ JJ 

JWLn:utl ~ UA-" cjRu ~ 1YL ()UL h. {A (]J"tt ytt:A7 . 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-338] 

Amarillo, Texas 79] 05 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: Oldham County - Other Needs-Domestic 

Wate r Man ~geme nt St rategy ,N am e: ""AC-s"7"s-=u,-m-ce,--S..,..tr_a=t_e",g_ie....,s""i_n_e-Cr,-r"70_r ..,..d_u--,e..,..t_o~~_ 
:z. ""1RH.. '{d/J ~I,~ "'JJi.·n;~r,vN' Cal Farley's Boys Ranch Irrigation Use 
-I"/}",-/' c..? I .. Ad!-y.' ,5 "''- ).//,,tfo/C 

Capital Cost: ...:.$...:.U...:.n.:.:.k...:.n_o.....:w..:...n'-'--___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

t • -' !. .J-

Th I't' I bd'" ff dt $" I -,; /"-<LI7-J- ,4v/;7.7/1//!' e po I Ica su IVISlon can a or 0 pay ("VJ(IV.YiVA.-- .. U //f. i .... 
.> 

2.. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (,~ //"")i.-VP 5/'f/;1{:5 .-4,b,}vi , 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ t ';'$'Jw.A;' .( .. hlJ£ ./ J A IN.;£... , 
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 

What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: Potter County - Other Needs-Domestic 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop new water rights 

Capital Cost: ..:.$-=.3.:..:,0-=.5..:..72...:,1-=.3-=.3 __________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ -_D_-__ _ 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ ....-_0_-__ _ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 

I...Jw Oft ...... ' " J.~\:L.J - tc~-/7 jJr.>_:J •• rv.:::. PvJo • </_: .... 

4.J-
s/li/ .... 
~{ •. '/0)jL 

v-'~<-
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 Amarillo, Texas 79] 05 
Phone: 806-372-338] Fax: 806-373-3268.. .. 
==============================::::e~ <;.r::::-.'"' I" v 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY MAR 0 7 2002 

Instructions: For each of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan 
to meet your water needs, please fill in the water management strategy name 
and cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific projects recommended 
for your political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). Answers to the 
following questions should be provided for each strategy. Use a new sheet for 
each water management strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: Randal! County - Other Needs-Domestic 

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop new water rights 

Capital Cost: -=$-=-7~,6:....:4,--,4~,2:...:9,--,4 ___________________ _ 

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate 
and tax increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision 
able to pay for the water management strategy identified above? Ru .. J<tl c.,._~ d", ... , ".1 
c:.V:'I(~#7 "oi.?ls:i;,,, ""7 1.'+;/:+, V",'<KV-< . .I J""., ;e" +1,.1 <."~J'''' 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ -=l._e,,-,--\"'-~ '-' __ _ 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital 
cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identified above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing 
necessary rate and tax increases? 1::;',,- :).~", ,Cc'.,,, ·f •. k.· .... , 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ -----.Z-:e::..>v'-'"c........ __ _ 

3. How much of the capital cost is the poiiticai subdivision unaj::lJ~ to pay for the 
water management strategy identified above? 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ---'(.,,:4..:.""";'1'--__ _ 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? 
What, if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? 
(use additional sheets, if necessary) 'T/1 k' cd7 Ii)(. f 'f'-hv~ Itv •• I.J t", 'f,;, II'v'" • k'Aj 

Ill.d" '-I<, V~J'" -}i,;1' < ...... - ... r.j I'k ... _,. 

1. "W' 11.1 k .... ...."I<.lr' /../~ ~ L~T 
-+ f- 1 ' -S. ...... I """J '''y 5 •. ~., <,-, 
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Attachment C - Infrastructure Finance Report 

Attachment C 
Follow-Up Telephone Log 
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= entities with no response 
-Overall Response Rates Counties 100% 

Infrastructure Finance Report 
Survey and Follow Up Tracking Log 

Cities 81% 
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PANHANDLE WATER PLANNING GROUP 

P.O. Box 9257 
Phone: 806-372-3381 

Memorandum 

To: PWPG Members 

From: Jarrett Atkinson 

Date: May 31, 2002 

Re: IFR & Comment Responses 

Amarillo, Texas 79105 
Fax: 806-373-3268 

Attached please find a copy of the comments submitted by the Texas Water Development Board 
regarding the Infrastructure Finance Report The comments have been addressed as follows: 

Comment 1 - Cost Summary - Information from WUG Shamrock was entered incorrectly, this has 
been addressed in the Excel template and updated on pages 3 and 4 of the report. 

Comment 2- Water User Groups with Needs - Telephone Log - this has been completed and will be 
included in Attachment C 

Comment 3 - County Aggregate Users - Completed, see pages 3 and 6-7 of the report. 

Comment 4 - Water User Groups with Needs - Telephone Log - this has been completed and will be 
included in Attachment C 

To reduce the amount of copying and the size of the mailing, the attachments are not included in this 
print-out. They will be available for review at the meeting next Thursday. 

Thank you, 
Jarrett Atkinson 

www.panhandlewater.org 



Wale, H. Madden. Jr.. Chairman 
Wilham W. Meadow,. Mem!JeI 

Dari0 Vidal Guerra. Jr.. Membl'l 

May 14, 2002 

Mr. Gary Pitner 

J. Kevin \>"ard 
E\.(:cwive Administrator 

Panhandle Regional Planning Commission 
PO Box 9257 
Amarillo, Texas 79105 

Jack Hunt. \lIce Chairman 
Thoma, WeIr Laban ilL Member 

E: ~p:enT:Membe} 

MAY 2.82002 

RE Regional Water Planning Grant Contract Between the Panhandle Regional Planning 
Commission (PRPC) and the Texas Water Development Board (Board), Contract No. 
2002-483-426, Re-v'iew of Draft ~iila: Reports Entitled '!nfrostriJctuie Fi,~oncing Repcrt, 
Region A" 

Dear Mr. Pitner: 

Staff members of the Texas Water Development Board have completed a review of the draft 
report under TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-428. As stated in the above referenced contract, 
the PRPC will consider incorporating comments from the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR 
shown in Attachment 1 and other com mentors on the draft final report into a final report. The 
PRPC must include a copy of the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR's comments in the final 
report. In addition, please submit a copy of the notice or agenda for the meeting which will 
include adoption of the IFR by the Regional Water Planning Group. 

The Board looks forward to receiving one (1) electronic copy, one (1) unbound single-sided 
camera-ready original. and nine (9) bound double-sided copies of the final report on this 
planning project 

Please contact Mr. Stefan Schuster at (512) 936-2344 if you have any questions about the 
Board's comments. 

Sincerely, 

William F. Mullican, III 
Deputy Executive Administrator 
Office of Planning 

Cc: Stefan Schuster, TWDB 

Our Mission 
Prm'ide leadership, Iechnicai services andfuumcial assisl011Ct' 10 support plannin[!.. con.~en·ariol1, and responsible development of wafer/or 1('xm. 

. PO. Box 132.31 • 1700 N. Congress Avenue· Austin. Texas 78711-3231-­
Telephone (512) 46~·7847· Fa, (512) 475·205, 

1·80(]·RELAYTX (lor the heanng impaired) 
URL Address: http://ww\'\'.twdb.state.lx.m 

E-Mail Address:info@twdh.state.tJl..m 
TNRIS - The TeJ\.as Information Gateway· www.tnris.state.tx.u~ 
A Member of the Texas Geographic b~f()rmaTion Council (TGICI 
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REPORT COMMENTS 

ATTACHMENT 1 
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-428 

----._-----_._-----------

1. Cost summary data is contradictory and confusing in some cases. For example, the 
WUG 'Shamrock' (see below) IS characterized in the IFR draft as being both able and 
unable to pay the full cost amount ($3.177 ,861). The share of capital costs that WUGs 
are 'able' and 'unable' to pay should add up to the full capital cost listed in the 1WDB 
template. For the WUG 'Shamrock', these costs are both equal to the total template 
capital cost and, in any case, should add up to the total $3,177,861 cost. 

! Capital Cost I How much can PS If Accessing State Participation i 

utility revenue from current utility revenue 

How much is PS. 
unable to pay for 

WMS? I I 

afford from current Program, how much can PS afford II! 

L- sources? sources? -----+'I----c--- ___ -----' 
L~7:~-6-1-.0-0-+--$-2--=-,4-"-'0:::.:.0--=-,9_=-c0~0~.0~0_-_--1 $2,400,000.00 $3,177,861.00 

2. Water User Groups with Needs. Documentation of follow-up (minimum of two efforts.) 
Must include date of contact, method of contact, person contacted, and name of political 
subdivision. 

3. County Aggregated Water Uses. Summary discussions were not included which detail 
probable funding mechanisms Documentation of the process used for the responses 
was not included. 

4. County-Other Water User Groups with Needs. Documentation of follow-up (minimum of 
two efforts.) Must include date of contact, method of contact, person contacted, and 
name of political subdivision. 



Attachment E - Infrastructure Finance Report 

Attachment E 
IFR - Template - Printout Version 
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Attachment E - Infrastructure Finance Report 

Attachment E 
IFR - Template - Printout Version 
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$154,829,94000 

$154.829.940.00 

$980,000.00 
$550,000.00 

$504,000.00 

$50,00000 
$76,882.00 
$93.61800 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$1.500,000.00 
$1,600,000.00 

$600,000.00 
$600,00000 

$100,000.00 
$100,000.00 









$208,124,86500 

$980,000,00 
$550,000,00 

$504,000,00 

$60,000,00 
$76,88200 
$93,61800 

nJa 

NJA 
N/A 

$000 
$90,000,00 

$2,000,000,00 
$1,600,00000 

$600,000,00 
$600,000,00 

$100,00000 
$100,000,00 

$53,294,925.00 SRF, County participation, private participation, other 
being submitted 
being submitted 

$1.487,508.00 will budget 25% during interim and accumulate $900,000. use grants, low interest state 
$2,178,454,00 cdbg, twdb, othe,s 

$1,081.990,00 TCDP Grants, TWOB loans 
being submitted 
being submitted 

$240.000.00 bonds, loans, grants 
$691,939,00 G,ants 

$1,778.758,00 G,ants 

$1,277,140,00 

N/A private for profit· no state funds used or accepted 

Stralegy completed 

$798.170.00 any available such as TWOB bond program 
$3,000,000,00 unknown 
$1,577.861.00 NOTE: based on 80,000 annual debt payment for 20 year bonds (see survey instrument) 

$1.987,114.00 laX/revenue bonds, Iwdb, cdbg 
$4.080.941.00 lax/revenue bonds, twdb, cdbg 

being submitted 

$3.600,590.00 bonds.state participation program, twdb. cdbg 
$614.206.00 state grant funding. local bonds 



$0.00 $3,057,13300 

$000 $7,644,294.00 







WUG NAME J 

'Please diHiot alte 
AMARILLO 
AMARILLO 

AMARILLO 

AMARILLO 
AMARILLO 

AMARILLO 

CACTUS 

CACTUS 
CANADIAN oans for balance 
CANYON 

CANYON 

CLAUDE 
DUMAS 

QlJ~ ___ ~ 
GROOM 
GRUVER --
GRUVER 
LAKE TANGLEWOOD 

LEFORS 
MCLEAN 
PANHANDLE 

PERRYTON 
SHAMROCK 

SKELLYTOWN 

SUNRAY 
SUNRAY 

VEGA 

VEGA 

WHEELER 

WHITE DEER 
WHITE DEER 



WUG NAME 

; Please dci not alte 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY -OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 

COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
COUNTY-OTHER 
MANUFACTURING 
MANUFACTURING 
MANUFACTURING 
MANUF ACTURING 
MANUFACTURING 

MANUFACTURING 
MANUFACTURING 
MANUFACTURING 
MANUFACTURING 
/iII\NUII RIOIRRlC 
B~ELECTRIC 

POWER 
MINING 
MINING 
MINING 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION _ 



WUG NAME 

Please do riot alte 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 

IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 

- -



WUG NAME -I 

! Please do riot alte 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 
IRRIGATION 1 

IRRIGATION 
LIVESTOCK 
LIVESTOCK 
LIVESTOCK 
LIVESTOCK 
MANUFACTURING 
MINING 
MINING 
MININ~ ______ l 


