








APPENDIX 7 

FINANCIAL CAPABILITY ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this analysis is to determine the capability of 
the city of Wichita Falls, Texas, to finance the non-Federal 
portion of the Plum Creek flood protection project. The selected 
plan is an upstream detention reservoir designed to provide 
100-year sediment storage and flood control protection somewhere 
between the 25- and the 50-year events. The total non-Federal 
costs for the detention reservoir are about $600,000 based on costs 
estimated in the feasibility phase of the Plum Creek study. 

A number of interrelated economic, fiscal, and management 
factors support a local government's capacity to finance desired 
capital improvement projects. Those factors include the health of 
the local economy, the structure of its revenue base, the 
management of the community's operations, and the debt history of 
the community. The Municipal Fiscal Officers Association with 
Peat, Marwick, and Mitchell Company has developed a number of 
financial warning indicators useful in determining the financial 
health of a community. These indicators are helpful in determining 
the sponsor's current debt position and financial condition. 
Financial indicator ratings, as discussed in subsequent sections, 
are calculated for the city of Wichita Falls and are compared to 
national averages as outlined in the Environmental Protection 
Agency's Financial Capability Guidebook, dated March 1984. The 
financial data used to calculate these ratings were obtained from 
The City of Wichita Falls. Texas. Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report. For The Year Ended september 30. 1990. 

DEBT HISTORY 

A review of the city's debt history is useful in calculating 
certain financial indicators. Bond ratings, outstanding debt, and 
debt repayment are used in determining whether the community can 
incur additional debt. 

Bond Ratings 

The city of Wichita Falls received the following bond ratings 
for the 1989-90 fiscal year: 

General Obligation Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 

Moody's Investors 
Service 
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A1 
A1 

Standard & 
Poor's 

AA 
A+ 



Moody's Al rating is defined as the highest A rating and it 
possesses many favorable investment attributes. Bonds with this 
rating are considered to be upper medium grade obligations. 
Interest and principal are considered secure, but could be 
susceptible to future conditions. Standard & Poor's AA rating only 
differs from their highest rating by a small degree and indicates 
a very strong capacity to pay interest and repay principal. A+ is 
the highest A rating and is somewhat more susceptible to adverse 
effects of changes in circumstances and economic conditions. These 
ratings are reasonable and healthy for cities the size of Wichita 
Falls. 

Existing Debt 

Wichita Falls has outstanding general obligation (GO) bonds 
dating back to 1986. These bonds are backed by the full faith and 
credit of the city, and are serviced by the Debt Service Fund which 
is secured with real property taxes. Revenue bonds were issued in 
1986 and in 1990 for the purpose of improving the city's water and 
sewer systems. The revenue bonds are serviced by the net revenues 
of the Water and Sewer Fund. Because these revenue bonds are 
self-supporting, they are not counted as a part of the city's total 
indebtedness. As of September 30, 1990, the city had $20,325,000 
in GO bonds and $24,826,401 in revenue bonds outstanding. The city 
of Wichita Falls reduced its total long-term debt by $1,356,074 
during the 1990 fiscal year. Table 7-1 outlines the long-term debt 
obligations of the city for the year ended september 30, 1990. 

Source 

GO Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Vacation & Sick Leave 
Capital Leases 
Claims & Judgements 
u.S. Government 

Total 

TABLE 7-1 

LONG-TERM DEBT 

Obligations 
Outstanding 
October 1, 

1989 
( $ I 

20,995,000 
22,835,000 
3,084,558 

86,455 
97,664 

1, 093, 040 

48,191,717 

New 
Obligations 

Incurred 
I $ I 

2,631,401 
162,187 

2,793,588 

Obligations 
Retired 

or Refunded 
( S I 

670,000 
640,000 

19,829 
9,828 

16,417 

1,356,074 

vacation & sick leave, capital leases, claims & 
and obligations to the U.S. Government fall under the 
other debt Which will be discussed further in 
paragraphs. 
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Obligations 
Outstanding 

September 30, 
1990 
($1 

20,325,000 
24,826,401 
3,246,745 

66,626 
87,836 

1,076,623 

49,629,231 

judgements, 
category of 
subsequent 



Bonds outstanding as of September 30, 1990, are shown in 
Table 7-2. 

TABLE 7-2 

BONDS PAYABLE 

Bonds 
Final Annual Outstanding 

Interest Range of Serial Bonds September 30, 
Rates Maturity Payments Authorized 1989 

Bonds ('II ) Date ( S) (S) ( S) 

1986 GO Bonds 5-8.15 9/01/06 305,000- 22,540,000 20,325,000 
2,115,000 

1986 Revenue Bonds 5-8.30 8/01/07 395,000- 24,405,000 22,195,000 
2,265,000 

1990 Revenue Bonds 5-7.72 8/01/00 146,401- 26,210,000 2,631,401 
415,000 

Total All Bonds 73,155,000 45,151,401 

Debt Repayment 

The annual repayment schedule for GO serial bonds as of 
September 30, 1990, is listed in Table 7-3. 

TABLE 7-3 

REPAYMENT SCHEDULE 

General Obligation 
Year Ending Principal Interest Total 

September 30 ($) ($) ($) 

1991 710,000 1,575,615 2,285,615 
1992 755,000 1,531,240 2,286,240 
1993 805,000 1,482,165 2,287,165 
1994 860,000 1,427,827 2,287,827 
1995 920,000 1,367.627 2.287.627 

Total 4,050,000 7,384,474 11,434,474 

Thirty percent of the city's GO bonds outstanding are due 
within the next 5 years. The percentage of debt coming due during 
the next 5 years indicates that the city has already committed a 
large portion of future revenues for debt service, but has room for 
future financial growth. The city's debt limit is governed by the 
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city's ability to levy and collect taxes to service outstanding 
indebtedness. The city's maximum legal tax rate established under 
its charter is $2.25 per $100 assessed valuation. The 1989 tax 
rate was $.6479 per $100 assessed valuation. Wichita Falls is 
using 29% of its debt limit. 

Table 7-4 shows the city's overlapping net debt. The 
overlapping net debt shows the tax-supported debt of local 
governmental units located wholly or partially within the Wichita 
Falls city limits for which the city is responsible. 

Taxing 
Jurisdiction 

Wichita Falls Independent 
School District 
Wichita County 
City View Independent 
School District 
Burkburnett Independent 
school District 

Total Overlapping Debt 

TABLE 7-4 

OVERLAPPING NET DEBT 
(September 30, 1990) 

Percentage 
Gross Applicable 

Bonded Debt to city of 
outstanding Wichita Falls 

(S) (\) 

19,185,000 98.49 
2,185,000 77.23 

655,000 75.25 

8,235,000 1.16 

30,260,000 

Amount 
Applicable 
to city of 

Wichita Falls 
( S) 

18,895,307 
1,687,476 

492,887 

95,526 

21,171,196 

A complete evaluation of Wichita Falls's debt load should 
include the city's other debt not previously counted in other 
categories. A description of Wichita Falls's other debt is listed 
in Table 7-5. 

TABLE 7-5 

OTHER DEBT 
(September 30, 1990) 

Accrued Vacation & sick Leave 
Leases Payable 
Claims & Judgements 
u.S. Government 
Unfunded Pension Obligation 

Total 
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$ 3,246,745 
66,626 
87,836 

1,076,623 
7,754,535 

$12,232,365 



Another important debt category is the amount of future debt 
for other planned capital improvements. The city has committed to 
several long-term construction contracts, but does not incur any 
expenses until the work has been performed. The amounts for which 
the various funds are committed to complete these contracts as of 
September 30, 1990, are shown in Table 7-6. 

TABLE 7-6 

FUTURE DEBT FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Source 

General Fund 

Special Revenue Fund: 
Community Development Block 

Grant Fund 
Miscellaneous Special 

Revenue Fund 
Total Special Revenue Fund 

Capital Projects Fund: 
1980 General Improvements 
1981 C.O. General Improvements 
1981 G.O. General Improvements 
1982 General Improvements 
1985 Holliday Creek Project 
Total Capital Projects Fund 

Enterprise Fund: 
Sanitation Fund 
water and Sewer Fund 
Total Enterprise Fund 

Total Contract Commitments 

Funds 
($) 

12,860 

36.871 

404,853 
359,200 

1,524,000 
462,150 

2.452.554 

334,672 
1. 996.915 

Amount 
Committed 

($) 

660,635 

49,731 

5,202,757 

2.331.587 

8,244,710 

The city's overall debt position is summarized in Table 7-7. 

7-5 



General Obligation Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Non-Federal project Cost 

Gross Direct Debt 

Direct Net Debt 

Overlapping Net Debt 

Overall Net Debt 

Other Debt 

TABLE 7-7 

OVERALL DEBT 

New Debt for Other capital Improvements 

outstanding 
Debt 
($) 

20,325,000 
24,826,401 

600,000 

45,751,401 

20,925,000 

21,171,196 

42,096,196 

12,232,365 

8,244,710 

The gross direct debt is the sum of the total amount of 
general obligation bonds, revenue bonds outstanding, and the new 
debt for the Plum Creek Project. The direct net debt is the gross 
direct debt less the self-supporting debt (revenue bonds). The 
overall net debt is the sum of direct net debt and overlapping 
debt. 

FINANCIAL CONDITION 

The financial condition of the city of Wichita Falls depends, 
in part, on the strength of the local economy, not only in the city 
proper, but also in Wichita county. Economic and financial 
structures are connected through the community's revenue structure 
and expenditure choices. Economic resources pass through the 
revenue system producing financial resources. Financial indicators 
are calculated to assess Wichita Falls's financial and economic 
condition. These indicators were analyzed in conjunction with 
other relevant information to determine the economic strength of 
the community. The key indicators are divided in these categories: 
annual rate of change in population; surplus or deficit in 
operating budget; property tax collection rate; reliance on 
property tax revenues; sales tax revenues; and potential debt 
capacity. 
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Annual Rate of Change in Population 

The 1990 Census of population showed that 96,259 people reside 
in wichita Falls. The city has experienced little growth in the 
last 10 years. The 1980 population of Wichita Falls was 94,201. 
Between 1980 and 1990, the city grew by less than 1%. The annual 
rate of change in population was .22% from 1980 to 1990. The 
annual rate of change in population is important because the 
economic base of the community is typically dependent on personal 
income, retail sales, and the market value of real property, all of 
which rise and fall with changes in population. An annual rate of 
population change between negative 1% and 1% is an average 
financial indicator rating. 

surplus or Deficit in operating Budget 

The Combined statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes 
in Fund Balance for the General Fund shows that the total current 
revenue in the 1990 fiscal year was $28,543,498. Total current 
general fund expenditures were $28,874,890. Table 7-8 is a summary 
of the Combined statement showing the breakdown of these revenues 
and expenditures.' 

'City of Wichita Falls. Texas comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report For the Year Ended September 30. 1990, Exhibit A-2, p. 5. 
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TABLE 7-8 

GENERAL FUND 

Revenues 
Taxes 

(Year Ended December 31, 1990) 

Charges for Services 
Licenses and Permits 
Fines 
Intergovernmental Revenue 
Miscellaneous Revenues 

Total Revenues 

Expenditures (Current): 
Administrative Services Division 
Police Division 
Fire Division 
Parks and Recreation Division 
Accounting/Finance Division 
Planning Division 
Public Works Division 
Health Division 
Traffic and Transportation Division 

Total Expenditures 

Revenues Over (Under) Expenditures 

Other Financing Sources 
operating Transfers In 
operating Transfers Out 

Total Other Financing Sources 

Excess of Revenues and Other Sources Over (Under) 
Expenditures and Other Uses 

Actual 
($) 

23,736,091 
1,234,406 

440,088 
900,404 
779,466 

1. 453« 043 

28,543,498 

4,655,580 
8,359,078 
5,360,935 
2,388,480 

428,310 
326,867 

4,224,499 
1,933,354 
1.197« 787 

28,874,890 

(331,392) 

950,541 
(213,515) 

737,026 

405,634 

For the 1990 fiscal year, there was an excess of $405,634 of 
revenues and other sources over expenditures. The current 
operating surplus as a percentage of total expenditures was 1.4%. 
This is an average indicator rating. A positive percentage is a 
healthy sign. Wichita Falls has had an operating surplus each year 
over the last 3 years. 
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property Tax Collection Rate 

The real property tax collection rate is an indicator of the 
efficiency of the tax collection system. The collection rate is 
calculated by dividing the current property taxes collected in the 
most recent tax year by the property taxes levied in the same year. 
The 1990 property tax collection rate was calculated as follows: 

1990 property taxes collected = $14,515.449 X 100 = 97.44 
1990 property taxes levied $14,896,248 

The real property tax collection rate for 1990 was 97.44%. A 
tax collection rate between 96 and 98% indicates an average rating 
and an efficient tax collection system. 

Reliance on Property Tax Revenues 

The ability of a community to sustain and raise current tax 
levels provides an indication of the potential for revenue growth 
from tax sources. To withstand changes in externa 1 conditions 
which affect tax revenues, such as reliance on other revenue 
sources, i.e., intergovernmental grants, a community should have 
room for growth in its tax revenue sources. The current assessment 
ratio is 100% of market value. Total assessed value of property 
was about $1.8 billion in 1990. Since the assessment ratio is 
100%, the full market value of real property is $1,789,161,491, the 
same as the total assessed value of property. Property tax 
revenues as a percentage of the full market value of real property 
shows the extent to which a community is taxing real property. The 
percentage is calculated as follows: 

1990 Property Tax Revenues 
Full Market Value of Real Property 

= $ 23,736,091 X 100 = 1.3 
$1,789,161,491 

A value below 2% is a strong financial rating and indicates 
that real property may not be taxed extensively, and the potential 
for future revenue growth from property taxes may exist. 

Sales Tax Revenue 

Employment conditions affect the city's sales tax revenue. 
Wichita Falls is located in Wichita county, Texas. The five 
largest categories of employment in Wichita county are government, 
services, retai 1 trade, manufacturing, and transportation and other 
public utilities. There are 17,184 government employees in the 
county and 11,098 employees in the services category. Wichita 
Falls has a large public sector with Midwestern state University 
and Sheppard Air Force Base being two of the largest employers in 
the Metropolitan statistical Area. Wichita Falls has a 1 cent 
sales tax. 
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Potential Debt capacity 

To determine whether a community can support additional 
borrowing, it is useful to compare the amount of tax-supported debt 
owed to the full market value of real property. Overall net debt 
as a percentage of full market value of real property is calculated 
as follows: 

Overall net debt 
Market value of real property 

= $ 42.096,196 X 100 = 2.4 
1,789,161,491 

Below 3% is a strong rating indicating that Wichita Falls can 
support the additional debt of the proposed project. 

In 1990, per capita income for Wichita Falls was $14,930. 
Total personal income (population times per capita income) for 1990 
was $1,437,146,870. Personal income is a measurement of a 
community's wealth and can be used to determine the community's 
ability to repay debt. Overall net debt of $42.2 million, 
including the project, as a percentage of total personal income is 
2.9%. 

Overall net debt = $ 42,096,196 X 100 = 2.9 
Personal income $1,437,146,870 

A strong rating is below 4%. 

Direct debt outstanding per capita indicates the burden on the 
city from the issued general obligation debt. The direct debt 
outstanding per capita was $218 for Wichita Falls. Below $250 per 
capita is a strong rating. 

Wichita Falls's overall net debt outstanding per capita is 
about $437 including the additional debt of the project. 

Overall net debt = $42.096.196 = $437 
1990 population 96,259 

A strong rating is below $450 per capita. 
relative debt burden on the community and 
jurisdiction. 

This shows the 
its overlapping 

Another indicator, the percent of the direct net debt 
outstanding that is due within the next 5 years, would indicate the 
relative burden of the debt service requirements during the payback 
period and the ability of the community to afford the debt. The 
maturity on outstanding GO bonds is 1991 and thereafter with about 
$11,434,474 due within the next 5 years. Including the costs of 
the proposed project of $600,000, the total direct net debt due in 
the next 5 years is $12,034,474. The percent of direct net debt 
outstanding that is due within the next 5 years is about 57.5. A 
strong financial rating is above 30%. 
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Direct Net debt due within 5 years 
Overall net debt 

CONCLUSION 

= $12.034.474 X 100 = 
$20,985,000 

57.5 

The city of Wichita Falls appears to be in a good position to 
incur the additional debt that would be required to finance their 
portion of the Plum Creek flood control project. Table 7-9 
summarizes the city's financial indicator ratings. 

TABLE 7-9 

FINANCIAL INDICATOR RATINGS 

Indicator 

Annual rate of change in population 

Current surplus as a percentage of 
total current expenditures 

Real property tax collection rate 

Property tax revenues as a percentage 
of full market value of real property 

Overall net debt as a percentage of 
full market value of real property 

Overall net debt outstanding as a 
percentage of personal income 

Direct net debt per capita 

Overall net debt per capita 

Percent direct net debt outstanding 
due within the next 5 years 

Indicator 
Value 

.22% 

1.4% 

97.44% 

1.3% 

2.4% 

2.9% 

$218.00 

$437.00 

57.5% 

Indicator 
Rating 

Average 

Average 

Average 

Strong 

Strong 

Strong 

Strong 

Strong 

strong 

All the city's indicators reflect a strong or average rating 
based on national averages relating to a community's financial 
condition. Wichita Falls has a good debt record with healthy bond 
ratings. Furthermore, the city is not overextended and appears to 
have room to expand their debt load for new capital proj ects. 
Wichita Falls is currently cost sharing with the Corps of Engineers 
in the Holliday Creek flood control project. The city is familiar 
with the responsibilities of cost sharing in Federal flood control 
projects and has maintained a history of healthy debt management. 
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APPENDIX 8 

NATIONWIDE PERMIT FOR DISCHARGES IN CERTAIN WATERS 

Discharges of dredged or fill material into the waters listed 
in paragraphs (a) (26) (i) and (ii) of this section, except those 
which cause the loss or substantial adverse modification of 
10 acres or more of such waters of the united states, including 
wetlands, are authorized under this Nationwide permit. For 
discharges which cause the loss or substantial adverse modification 
of 1 to 10 acres of such waters, including wetlands, notification 
to the District Engineer is required in accordance with 
section 330.7. This Nationwide permit is authorized pursuant to 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act. This Nationwide permit 
(33 CFR 330.5) became effective January 12, 1987, following 
publication in the Federal Register. 

(i) Non-tidal rivers, streams and their lakes and 
impoundments, including adjacent wetlands, that are located above 
the headwaters. 

(ii) Other non-tidal waters of the United states, including 
adjacent wetlands, that are not part of a surface tributary system 
to interstate waters or navigable waters of the United states. 

For an activity to be authorized under this Nationwide permit, 
it must satisfy the following special conditions: 

a. That any discharge of dredged or fill material will not 
occur in the proximity of a public water supply intake. 

b. That any discharge of dredged or fill material will not 
occur in areas of concentrated shellfish production. 

c. That the activity will not jeopardize a threatened or 
endangered species, as identified under the Endangered species Act. 

d. That the activity shall not significantly disrupt the 
movement of those species of aquatic life indigenous to the water 
body. 

e. That any discharge of dredged or fill material shall 
consist of suitable material free from toxic pollutants in toxic 
amounts. 

f. That any structure or fill authorized shall be properly 
maintained. 

g. That the activity will not occur in a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. 
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h. That the activity shall not cause an unacceptable 
interference with navigation. 

i. That if the activity may adversely affect historic 
properties which the National Park Service has listed on or 
determined eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places, the permittee will notify the District Engineer. 
If the District Engineer determines that such historic properties 
may be adversely affected, he will provide the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on the effects on 
such historic properties or he will consider modification, 
suspension, or revocation in accordance with 33 CFR 325.7. 
Furthermore, that if the permittee before or during prosecution of 
the work authorized, encounters a historic property that has not 
been listed or determined eligible for listing on the National 
Register, but which may be eligible for listing on the National 
Register, he shall immediately notify the District Engineer. 

j. That the construction or operation of the activity will 
not impair reserved tribal rights, including, but not limited to, 
reserved water rights and treaty fishing and hunting rights. 

k. That the best management practices listed below shall be 
followed to the maximum extent practicable: 

(1) Discharges of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the united states shall be avoided or minimized through the use 
of other practical alternatives. 

(2) Discharges in spawning areas during spawning seasons 
shall be avoided. 

(3) Discharges shall not restrict or impede the movement 
of aquatic species indigenous to the waters or the passage of 
normal or expected high flows or cause the relocation of the waters 
(unless the primary purpose of the fill is to impound waters). 

(4) If the discharge creates an impoundment water, 
adverse impacts on the aquatic system caused by the accelerated 
passage of water and/or the restriction of its flow shall be 
minimized. 

(5) Discharges in wetland areas shall be avoided. 

(6) Heavy equipment working in wetlands shall be placed 
on mats. 

(7) Discharges into breeding areas for migratory 
waterfowl shall be avoided. 

(8) All temporary fills shall be removed in their 
entirety. 
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For additional information concerning the Nationwide Permit, 
please contact the Chief, Regulatory Section, Tulsa District, 
u.S. Army Corps of Engineers, P.o. Box 61, Tulsa, OK 74121-0061, 
or telephone (918) 581-7261. 
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July 7, 1992 

Colonel F. Lee smith, District Engineer 
Tulsa District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 61 
Tulsa, OK 74121-0061 

Dear Sir: 

The city of Wichita Falls, Texas after consultation with 
representatives of the residents of the affected area of Plum 
Creek vicinity and in accordance with your request of a letter of 
intent, state: That the City of Wichita Falls shall have no 
obligation to incur any cost of liability with regards to this 
project until such time that a written agreement may be entered 
into. The City of Wichita Falls shall have no obligation to 
enter into a written agreement unless the City in its sole 
discretion decides that it has sufficient public funds available 
to fund its share of the project. Subject to the same conditions 
and prior to project construction, the City of Wichita Falls 
understands that it must enter into a Local cooperation Agreement 
as local sponsor to: 

a. Subject to the non-Federal cost limit of 25% of the 
total project cost, provide without cost to the United States, in 
compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646), 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
implementation, maintenance, and operation of the project; 

b. Subject to the non-Federal cost limit of 25% of the 
total project cost, bear the cost of all alterations and 
relocations of buildings, utilities, storm drains, roads, and 
other community services required for implementation of the 
project; 

c. Hold and save the united states free from damages due 
to implementation and subsequent operation and maintenance of the 
proj ect, except damages due to the fault or negl igence of the 
united states or its contractors; 

d. Maintain and operate the project, including mitigation 
features, after completion in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; 

e. Provide a cash contribution of 5% of the total project 
cost; 

1300 7th Street PO Box 1431 8171761·7611 Wichita Falls, Texas 76307 



Colonel F. Lee smith 
July 7, 1992 
Page 2 

f. provide cash in excess of the Federal limitation; 

g. Prevent encroachment that could interfere with the 
maintenance and operation of the flood control project; 

h. At least annually, publicize and notify all interested 
parties that the project will not provide protection from the 
occurrence of storms greater than the project design flood; and 

i. Adopt and enforce floodplain regulations and assure 
compatibility of future development that would ensure an 
unobstructed floodway. 

Si"-#~2,~ ~ Lam, Mayor 
City of Wichita Falls 

ML/gd 



July 8, 1992 

Colonel F. Lee smith, District Engineer 
Tulsa District, Corps of Engineers 
P.o. Box 61 
Tulsa, OK 74121-0061 

RE: Plum Creek Feasibility study (Financial Plan) 

Dear Col. Smith: 

The City of Wichita Falls, Texas, after a written agreement is 
entered into with the Corps of Engineers, can finance the City 
share for construction of the project from available funds. 

sincerely, 

~~~ ~ . ...::.:-:-;"5;:£:---__ 
George R. Bonnett, P.E. 
Director of Public Works 

GRB/gd 

1300 7th Street PO. Box 1431 8171761-7611 Wichita Falls. Texas 76307 
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April 28, 1988 

Colonel Frank Patete 
District Commander 
Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 61 
Tulsa, OK 74121-0061 

Dear Colonel Patete: 

1: 

Wichita Falls 

RE: Plum Creek Reconnaissance study 

The purpose of this letter is to request a reconnaissance study 
on the Plum Creek watershed as detailed in Mr. Robert D. Brown's 
letter of April 22, 1988. It is our understanding that this 
reconnaissance study will be totally funded by the Corps of 
Engineers and will take approximately eight months to complete. 

As always, our staff will be eager to work with the 
Engineers personnel as they work on this study. Should 
any questions concerning this request, please don't he 
contact Mr. George Bonnett, Director ofblic Works. 

GRB/pm 



Planning 
General Planning Branch 

Mr. George Bonnett 
Director of Public Works 
City of Wichita Falls 
Post Office Box 1431 
Wichita Falls, TX 76307 

Dear Mr. Bonnett: 

April 22, 1988 

This is to provide you with a summary of the results 
of the recently completed study of the flooding along 
Plum Creek in the city of Wichita Falls and with a sample 
letter-of-intent as contained in the enclosed brochure. 
The study was completed under authority of Section 205 of 
the 1948 Flood Control Act, as amended. 

In the study, a detention plan along Plum Creek was 
evaluated as the best plan. That plan has a benefit-to­
cost ratio of 2.0 to 1. A pertinent data sheet 
summarizing the plan is enclosed. 

The study recommended that a more detailed study, 
referred to as a reconnaissance study, be completed prior 
to recommending a plan of action. The reconnaissance 
study will be totally funded by the Corps, and it is 
anticipated that it will take about 8 months to complete. 
As Mr. Walter Kneib indicated to you on April 15, 1988, 
before the Corps can proceed to the reconnaissance study, 
the city needs to provide the Corps with a letter that 
states the city's desire to sponsor a flood protection 
project along Plum Creek. 

If you need additional information, you may contact 
Mr. Ed Endacott at (918) 581-7827. 

Enclosures 

CF: 
Gen PIng Br 

\ Sm Proj Sec 

Sincerely, 

Robert D. Brown 
Chief, Planning Division 



~1ay 7. 1987 

--~--
Wichita Falls 
TEXAS 

Office of Mayor 
761-7400 

Colonel Frank M. Patete. District Engineer 
Tulsa District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 61 
Tulsa. Oklahoma 74121-0061 

Dea r Sir: 

The City of Wichita Falls has experienced extensive damages in the 
past from overflows of the Plum Creek. The latest flood was in June 
of 1985. 

I understand that the Corps of Engineers can study the flood problem 
on PlUM Creek under Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, as 
a~ended. The City of Wichita Falls is willing to sponsor a flood 
protection project. I request that a study be made to determine 
the engineering and economic feasibility of constructing a flood 
protection project for Plum Creek. 

I haDe your office can be of assistance in alleviating 
problem in Our city. 

cc: Ed Endicott 
Tulsa District. Corps of Engineers 

- 30: 7t'" Stree~ PO Bo. 1431 81 7n61-761 1 Wichita Fal's Te.as 76307 
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May 5, 1992 

Ms. Margaret Johanning 
Tulsa District Corps of Engineers 
Planning Division SWT/PLGD 
P.O. Box 62 
~~lsa, OK 74121-0062 

RE: Plum Creek Feasibility study 

Dear Ms. Johanning: 

I have reviewed aerial photographs of the site provided by the 
Soil Conservation Survey. The si te has been primarily 
agricul tural for the last thirty years. There is no evidence 
that hazardous materials have ever been stored at the site. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel 
free to contact this department. 

Sincerely, 

z!:~Cr7.:E'P.C 
Project Administrator 

JST/gd 

1300 7th Street Po. Box 1431 8171761-7611 Wichita Faits. Texas 76307 
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PUBLIC MEETING PRESENTATION 
ON PLUM CREEK 

January 16, 1992 

My name is Scott Taylor. I am an engineer for the city of 
Wichita Falls Public Works Department, and I am also a member of 
the Study Management Team for the Plum Creek Detailed project 
Study. It's a long word to say, but I am a city representative for 
the Corps of Engineers Feasibility Study of Plum Creek. 

Before we get started, I would like to introduce the city 
officials who are here. Councilor Don Kirkham is here from the 
city Council. Is there anybody here from the county? County 
officials? Would you care to introduce yourself? 

I am Willie Wall representing county Commissioner Gordon 
Griffith who is unable to attend today. 

From the city staff, the Director of public Works, Mr. George 
Bonnett; Mr. Roger MCKinney, Director of Planning; and Mr. Bill 
Parker, City Engineer. From the Tulsa District, Corps of 
Engineers, we are very pleased to have Ms. Margaret Johanning, 
Mr. Gene Lilly, and Ms. Debbie Tucker. They will be making the 
presentation and answering questions. 

Before I introduce Gene to get started with the presentation, 
this project is funded under the Water Resources Development Act of 
1986. This Act calls for studies that can be performed with equal 
cost sharing from the Federal Government and the local entity. The 
cost of this study is $400,000. The city's share, of course, is 
$200,000. The city was very pleased to get a $100,000 grant from 
the Texas Water Development Board to aid funding of our portion of 
the study. It was very worthwhile for the Water Development Board 
to issue us a grant, and we appreciate it. 

Margaret and Gene wanted me to tell a joke, but I don't know 
any jokes. So, we'll get started with Plum Creek. 

There are several Plum Creeks that everybody discusses. The 
Plum Creek we are talking about is what is commonly called the main 
branch of Plum Creek. It runs north and south on a north-south 
line and is generally west of I-44 and bounded by city View on the 
west. The area we are discussing for our project is north of 
Airport Drive and bounded by the freeway on the east side. At this 
time, I would like to introduce Mr. Gene Lilly with the Planning 
Division of the Tulsa District, Corps of Engineers. He's going to 
make some brief introductions, and then he will turn the program 
over to Margaret. 

Thank 
Coordinator 
Authorities 

you, Scott. Good afternoon. I am the Program 
for the Tulsa District, Corps of Engineers continuing 
Program. I would like to thank you for allowing us to 
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participate in this meeting with you. Let me introduce Margaret 
Johanning, the Study Manager, and Ms. Debbie Tucker, from the Real 
Estate Division. We're here to provide information and answer 
questions regarding the Plum Creek study. 

The purpose of this study is to determine the best plan to 
provide flood protection along Plum Creek. I will be discussing 
the overall Continuing Authorities Program, and Ms. Johanning will 
be discussing the more detailed aspects of the Feasibility study. 

The study was requested by the city of Wichita Falls and is 
being conducted under the authority of Section 205 of the 1948 
Flood Control Act, as amended. Under that author i ty, the Corps may 
study, adopt, and construct small flood control projects. The 
Federal share of cost for anyone project may not exceed $5 
million, and a non-Federal interest, which in this case is the city 
of Wichita Falls, must participate in project costs in accordance 
with established requirements, which I will discuss later. 

First, I would like to go into the project milestones that we 
have completed and some of the project milestones that we would 
need to complete in order to successfully implement the project. 

Our first milestone, which was completed, was the appraisal 
study. It was started in January 1988 and completed in April 1988. 
The purpose of that study was to identify a project with the 
potential to meet Federal criteria for further participation. 

Following the appraisal study, we initiated a reconnaissance 
study in July 1988 and completed that study in February 1989. That 
study determined that an upstream detention site would alleviate 
some of the downstream flooding and might show the economic 
benefits needed to fund a more detailed study. The project cost 
was estimated at $2.6 million. That was a reconnaissance-level 
effort. 

Following the reconnaissance study, the city of Wichita Falls 
and the Corps of Engineers agreed to initiate and proceed with a 
more detailed cost-shared study in the feasibility phase. Scott 
referred to it as a detailed project study. We also refer to it as 
a feasibility study and that's what I will be calling it during the 
rest of this presentation. 

In the Feasibility Cost-Sharing Agreement, as Scott mentioned, 
the city of Wichita Falls provided half the study cost. That 
Feasibility cost-sharing Agreement was signed in May 1990. 

In October 1990, we received Federal funds to initiate the 
study. The purpose of the study was to identify problems and 
opportuni ties, to define planning constraints based on Federal 
requirements and input from the city of Wichita Falls, to perform 
alternative planning analysis, and finally, to select the best plan 
for providing flood protection along Plum Creek. 
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Following completion of the detailed project study, which is 
nearing completion now, if it is determined that the project meets 
Federal criteria and the city of Wichita Falls wants to continue 
with future efforts, we will initiate plans and specifications. 

Plans and specifications consist of detailed engineering 
drawings and general specifications which will allow the project to 
be constructed. We anticipate developing plans and specifications 
to take approximately 12 months. 

Following completion of plans and specifications, we would 
request construction approval from our headquarters in Washington. 
That approval process would take approximately 3 months and is 
contingent upon the availability of Federal funds. 

Following construction approval, we would execute a Local 
Cooperation Agreement, which would be an agreement between the city 
of Wichita Falls and the Corps of Engineers. In that agreement, 
the city would agree to provide a cash contribution of 5 to 
25 percent of the construction costs and would agree to acquire the 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way; provide the utility 
relocations; and agree to operate and maintain the project 
according to Federal criteria. 

Following execution of the Local Cooperation Agreement, we 
would initiate the real estate acquisitions and would allow a 
minimum of 12 months for this activity. 

Following completion of real estate acquisitions, we would 
advertise the construction contract and initiate construction. 
Construction would probably take from 1 to 2 years. After 
construction, the local sponsor would take over maintenance of the 
project. 

I would now like to briefly discuss with you the division of 
responsibility with respect to the 205 program. The 
responsibilities are divided between the Federal Government and the 
city of Wichita Falls. The Federal Government's responsibilities 
are appraisal and reconnaissance study costs, 50 percent of the 
detailed study costs, and 50 to 75 percent of the construction 
costs. The Federal Government also prepares the plans and 
specifications and provides construction administration. 

The local sponsor's responsibilities will include 50 percent 
of the feasibility study costs. A portion of that can include 
providing in-kind services, such as engineering and study 
management. In the event that there is a project that will proceed 
through construction, the local sponsor will also provide lands, 
easements, rights-of-way, and relocations. The city will also be 
responsible for cash contributions of 5 to 25 percent of the total 
project costs and 100 percent of any costs exceeding the Federal 
limitations, which, in this case, I don't think will happen. The 
city will be responsible for maintenance and operation of the 
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project, adherence to or adoption of floodplain regulations, and 
annual publication of the level of protection of the project. 

The first condition scott mentioned in the feasibility study 
was cost sharing. Also shared is management responsibility. study 
management of this study has been provided at two levels. We have 
two entities that provide study management guidance. One is the 
Executive Committee, which provides overall study management, and 
consists of the Tulsa District District Engineer, Colonel smith; 
the Tulsa District, Chief of Planning Division, Mr. David Steele; 
the City of Wichita Falls Director of Public Works, Mr. George 
Bonnett; and the city Engineer, Mr. Bill Parker. The other entity 
is the study Management Team, which provides the day to day 
management of the study. The team also informs the Executive 
Committee of the progress of the study. The members of the study 
Management Team are appointed by the Executive committee. The 
study Management Team currently consists of Scott Taylor, from the 
city of Wichita Falls; Ms. Margaret Johanning, of the Corps of 
Engineers; and myself. 

Again, I would like to thank you for allowing us to provide 
you this information. I would now like to ask Ms. Margaret 
Johanning to give you information regarding the detailed studies 
during the feasibility phase. 

We tried to provide you with a handout if you are having 
trouble following where Plum Creek and the flood area is located, 
so you might look at the very back page with the USGS quad map so 
you can see where it is. The maps that we have up here have the 
detailed drawings of what the detention site would look like when 
the project is completed. The feasibility study is a continuation 
of the earlier reconnaissance study and it is a continuation of the 
alternatives looked at. 

Early on, the detention site was still the main alternative 
that we were looking at in detail. A channel improvement 
alternative also was considered. Before we go into the specifics 
of those two plans, I just want to mention that in the study there 
are certain planning constraints that we have to use. One, we are 
constrained by the total Federal limitation of $5 million. Two, 
the selected plan needs to be complete in itself and fully 
effective for the flooding problem under study. Another constraint 
is the fact that any project that might be recommended has to be 
economically justified under Federal criteria, and then the 
selected plan must be acceptable to our local sponsor. Now when we 
look at alternatives that are available to us, you might keep those 
constraints in mind. 

On the other map in the handout, we show you where we looked 
at the channel improvement alternative. If you'll notice on the 
map, the section of channel that we looked at was south of the 
North Side Irrigation Canal down to Old Iowa Park Highway, which is 
a reach of channel that is already concrete lined. We looked at 
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going back with a trapezoidal channel with side slopes of 3 to I, 
and we would extend the bottom of the channel 10 feet. This would 
also increase the top width of the existing channel. The channel 
reach that we looked at is constrained by the locations of the 
residences that encroach the channel on both sides. So, in 
addition to the construction costs, which are approximately $1.9 
million, there would also be an increase in the cost of real 
estate, the relocation of utilities, and bridge replacements. When 
we looked at the cost of that plan in relation to the benefits that 
were determined by the economic analysis conducted by our 
economists, that plan did not have an adequate benefit-to-cost 
ratio; therefore, we will not continue to look at that plan. 

The detention site analysis was one area of the study which, 
in addition to the planning constraints, also had hydrology and 
hydraulic constraints to consider. One constraint was that we did 
not want the pool elevation to flood the freeway on the east side 
of the detention site, nor did we want the maximum pool to flood 
any residences on the west side of the detention site. There also 
has to be storage in the pool area for sediments that will be 
carried downstream, over a 100-year period, and the outlet works 
have to be designed so as not to exceed the channel capacity during 
low flows. We had to take that design element into consideration 
in sizing the structure. In addition, we have selected the 
detention size that maximizes economic benefits and, therefore, is 
the plan recommended under Federal criteria. 

We are looking at the National Economic Development (NED) plan 
that has the most net benefits. To identify the NED plan, we had 
to look at alternative reservoir sizes at the same location as the 
recommended site, but we looked at different maximum pool 
elevations and analyzed different types of spillway configurations. 
By calculating the associated costs and benefits, we could develop 
a curve of net benefits versus frequency of event that might occur. 
This curve showed which plan would be the most cost effective. 
That analysis showed us that the highest benefit occurred at the 
50-year frequency of protection with a top of dam elevation of 
1014, including 3 feet of freeboard and a maximum pool elevation of 
1011. That plan was used to develop detailed design and costs. 

The detention alternative is flow-through, dry detention where 
there is not a pool consistently during normal weather. The outlet 
works are designed to drain the pool in 7 to 10 days. The top of 
dam is at elevation 1014 with 3 feet of freeboard, and is about 
3,100 feet long with a top width of 15 feet. There is a road 
across the top for maintenance purposes only. The embankment has 
1 on 3 side slopes and an emergency spillway with a crest elevation 
of 1002. The embankment is grass lined on both sides. During the 
design, it was determined that a diversion ditch would be needed to 
provide drainage from one arm of the stream branch to the outlet 
pipe since the area is so flat. This would connect both arms of 
the stream to the structure. The outlet pipe is a 30-inch 
reinforced concrete pipe for releasing low flows to the stream. 
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In addition to completing the planning design, we need to go 
ahead and quantify the cost for the excavation materials and 
construction features associated with the project. The detailed 
proj ect report will include an environmental assessment. The 
project features have been coordinated with Federal and state 
agencies regarding impacts on the environment. sometimes we need 
a mitigation area to offset some losses of habitat that occur along 
the project site. That's another feature that we have to finish. 
The detention site has been primarily agricultural, and the 
cultural resources assessment that was performed indicated no 
cultural features at the site which would be a problem. 

The land requirements that we need for structures such as this 
include flowage easements, the lands that might have water on them 
during operation of the structure. These would be the acreages 
under worst conditions when the detention facility would be holding 
water and the land would have water standing on it. We use flowage 
easements on the land where the water would be. Borrow easements 
would also be required for excavation of embankment materials. 
Additionally, we would require the fee purchase of the embankment, 
spillway, and mitigation area if that requirement is determined 
necessary. There is a road easement to provide access to the dam. 

There are some utility relocations at the site; these are the 
electrical lines that cross the site. Some poles will need to be 
raised; a 400-foot segment will need to be relocated underground. 
We don't have the full cost of the plan yet because the final 
design has just been completed. The benefit-to-cost evaluation for 
the project was done some months ago. The average annual benefits 
that are associated with the project are on the order of $500,000. 
We still have residual damages of $73,000 because no plan is 100% 
effecti ve. The floodplain value of the properties and their 
contents associated with the structure are around $26 million. The 
benefit-to-cost ratio is estimated to exceed unity; therefore, the 
project will meet Federal criteria for economic justification. 
This is all the information at this time on the project. I will 
now turn the meeting back to Scott Taylor for questions. Thank 
you. 

O. K., what we'd like to do - we'll be free to answer any 
questions that you have. It may sound a little redundant, but 
since the Texas Water Development Board wanted a transcript of the 
meeting, what I'm going to do for the persons in my office is make 
sure we get the questions asked, answered, and written down. When 
you ask your question, I will repeat the question, and then the 
proper person will answer. I will open the floor up to any 
questions. Yes sir. 

Q: The pool now - is there any constant level north of the 
dam? 

(scott) The question is, "Is there any constant pool 
elevation that will be in the drainage facility?" 
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A: There are pool elevations associated with the project 
although the low flow pipe drain is at the current elevation of 
Plum Creek. The spillway is at elevation 1002 which will create a 
pool area of water before it will drain. The low flow pipe will 
control the flow the majority of the time. 

Q: Then am I to understand that actually, Plum Creek will 
continue to flow? 

A: Yes. Detention is provided only for significant rainfall. 

Q: The reason I asked is that we have a couple of tanks out 
there with dams. What will happen to them? 

(Scott) The question is, "will there be an impact on the 
facilities that are upstream of the dam, particularly to the tanks 
that have dams on them as they exist right now? 

A: I don't know how well you can see the smaller maps that 
show the pool area. Q: Do you know if they are included in this 
pool area? 

A: Yes. 

Q: Are you approximately up here? 

A: He said, "both of them." No, they're both over there. 

Q: (Scott asking question) Is that one of them right there? 

A: Probably. I can't see from here. 

Q: Is this it? 

A: No, it's further. I've got another one on further to the 
north. But both of them catch enough water, you know. At some 
times, they're almost dry. Q: What effect, what are you going to 
do with those? 

A: Well, I might ask the real estate person to help with that 
because the area is in the pool where damages that might occur will 
be compensated for. 

(Debbie) During the appraisal process, we will acquire the 
land for a flowage easement. If you have a structure on your land 
that we expect will have water over it occasionally, you would be 
compensated. 

Q: You would not take them out? 

A: I don't know the answer to that. 
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Scott: Looking at the map, I don't think that will happen, 
and in low flows, your tanks will fill up first before that water 
goes down to the dam. In flood events, they would be inundated, 
but as the water drains behind the dam, the tanks would remain the 
same. If the dams on your tanks don't fail from the inundation, 
the water should remain in them. 

Q: How large is the detention area? 

A: The maximum acres of land that might have water on them 
would be about 300 acres, and that would be under the most severe 
of meteorological events. For smaller events, there would be fewer 
acres flooded. 

Q: What is the plan for replacing boundary fences if they're 
under water long enough to receive damage? 

A: (Scott) Since that is going to be our facility, I will 
let Mr. Bonnett answer that question. 

I am George Bonnett, Director of Public Works. I think that 
is part of what the detailed plan and specifications would address. 
My guess is that the boundary fences will not, in fact, be affected 
significantly. Again, I am going without detailed plans and specs, 
so this is my opinion at this point. The fence is only effective 
when it is dry. That is, it is only needed when it is dry. 
Assuming it's under water, only the fish care and the fish can go 
right through. Should not have any effect. 

Again, Debbie has addressed the fact that when we purchase the 
land, the impact of the water that we will have stored will be 
considered in arriving at a cost for the flowage easement. 

Q: When the fence is 
deterioration of the fence. 
for replacing the fences? 

under water, that will speed up the 
Is the city going to be responsible 

Scott: I keep looking at Mr. Bonnett for the answer. 
Margaret, do you want to take a shot at that? 

A: (Margaret) I don't know if that is a maintenance question 
or a construction one. 

George: That's an interesting question, and my gut feeling is 
that we will probably address that at the time of appraisal. We 
would probably address that as an impact to the property when the 
purchase the flowage easement. That would be my guess. Again, 
this is very preliminary. It's a good question. It's just one 
that I don't think I can give you an absolute straight answer to at 
this point in time. certainly, we will be prepared to address that 
at the time of appraisal, if we in fact move forward with this 
project. Does that help? 
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A: Yes. 

Thank you. 

Q: Will the diversion ditch connect both branches of Plum 
Creek? 

A: The drawing shows that the east branch will be connected 
to the west branch and then goes south to the outlet works. 

Q: That outlet will be open at all times? 

A: Yes. It is an uncontrolled release structure. 

Q: At normal times, there will be no pooling? 

A: That is correct. 

Q: I'll ask this question. The one that we see on the right 
over there - does that go into the school's lake? The school on 
Loop 11, Kirby Junior High. 

scott: I didn't think that the main branch goes that far 
east. There's only one drainage facility on Airport Drive, the one 
box culvert. The one that's on Northwest Freeway. 

Q: The one by K-Mart does not get any of this water? 

A: No, it does not. 

scott: Any other questions? 

Before we leave today, I have a sign-up sheet that I would 
like to pass around. There's a section that says "Agency". If you 
are not with the city or the county, just sign in "citizen" so that 
I can so designate in my report for the Water Development Board. 
I would like to thank you for your attendance today. I would 
particularly like to thank the people from the Corps of Engineers 
for coming down to spend time with us explaining this project. 
Thank you very much. 
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