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CHAPTER 1- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study concentrates on five basic scenarios for providing wastewater service (main trunk lines 
and treatment facilities only) to the Walnut Creek Watershed in northern Parker County during a 30 
year planning period from 1997 to 2027. The watershed covers about 87.5 square miles and extends 
from near Agnes eastward to Eagle Mountain Lake. This is an area of potentially rapid growth. It 
borders Tarrant County (Fort Worth) and Eagle Mountain Lake (a major Fort Worth recreational area) 
to the east, and generally follows Highway 199 (a major 4 lane divided artery to Fort Worth). Not 
far on the other side of Eagle Mountain Lake is the Alliance Airport area, one of the fastest growing 
industrial areas in the metroplex. It appears that growth for the area is inevitable and that planning 
for the infrastructure to support such growth should take place now. 

At present, only Springtown and Azle provide sewer collection and treatment. Springtown currently 
has a population of approximately 2800 served by a 0.26 mgd activated sludge (oxidation ditch) 
facility. Azle currently has a population of 11,800 people and is served by two activated sludge 
treatment plants (a 0.29 mgd facility on Walnut Creek and a 0.75 mgd facility on Ash Creek). Azle 
is currently in the process of upgrading the Ash Creek facility to 1.44 mgd and plans to provide 
service to Pelican Bay, and possibly Sanctuary, within the next year or so. All other portions of the 
watershed, including Reno, La Junta and portions of Parker and Wise Counties are not currently on 
wastewater service. 

Due to much of the study area being rural, each scenario was divided into two options. One option 
serves the whole study area in the short term (30 year planning period) and the second option 
serves only the "population centers" now with growth to rural areas when warranted. In general, the 
"population center" options were least expensive during the study period due the use of fewer and 
smaller collection pipes. 

SCENARIO 1 

The first scenario divides the watershed into three subareas with a plant to serve each subarea. 
One plant is to be located beyond the upstream edge of Reno to service Springtown and, possibly, 
the Parker/Wise County areas in the western portion of the watershed. This scenario assumes that 
the existing Springtown plant will be taken out of service once a new treatment plant is constructed. 
Two options were investigated for this plant, the first serving the whole area and the second option 
serving only Springtown and its ET J (with a small portion of county area southeast of Springtown 
along SH 199) during the 30 year planning window. A second plant would be located at the east 
edge of Reno to serve Reno and portions of Parker County downstream of the proposed Springtown 
treatment plant. These areas are currently not served by a collection/treatment system. A third 
plant would be located in Azle to serve Azle, Sanctuary and Pelican Bay. One, or both, of Azle's 
existing wastewater treatment plants (WWTP's) could serve as the third WWTP. 

SCENARI02 

The second scenario combines areas 1 and 2 from Scenario 1 and replaces the existing Springtown 
plant with a new plant in Reno. Springtown, Reno and areas of Parker and Wise Counties in the 
watershed would be served from this plant. The downstream service for Azle, Sanctuary and 
Pelican Bay would remain as shown in Scenario 1. 
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SCENARIO 3 

The third scenario combines all Walnut Creek subareas to form one regional area. This scenario 
assumes that the existing Azle facilities, in particular Ash Creek, would be expanded to 
accommodate regional flows. Collection trunk mains would be phased in to serve the region. All 
areas would be included in one "district" with costs spread across all customers of the district. 

SCENARIO 4 

Scenario 4 incorporates the collection trunk main system of Scenario 3, however, instead of 
upgrading the treatment facilities in Azle, a continuation of the sewer was extended downstream to 
the Fort Worth Jenkins Lift Station near Lake Worth and treatment was assumed to be provided by 
the Fort Worth Village Creek Plant. 

Although Scenario 4 yields the lowest apparent raw costs, other factors were brought out which 
discourages the use of this option. The most important of which is the need for water reuse in Eagle 
Mountain Lake which would not be accomplished with this option. Fort Worth can currently use 30 
million gallons per day from the lake and is planning to expand this use to 60 MGD. Other smaller 
town draw water from the lake as well. During the recent drought conditions, the need to return 
wastewater to the lake for reuse as a water source became obvious. 

Also, Azle currently uses 1 MGD of treated effluent for irrigation on their golf course facility. Even 
if raw sewage flows were sent to Fort Worth, at least 1 MGD would have to be treated locally to 
supply this demand. 

SCENARIO 5 

Scenario 5 incorporates the same collection systems and treatment systems as Scenario 3. 
However, the collection systems in Scenario 5 are divided into one system to serve Azle, Pelican 
Bay and, possibly, Sanctuary, and a second collection system to handle Springtown, Reno, and the 
unincorporated areas of the Walnut Creek watershed. This scenario was added after the publication 
of the draft report due to additional input from the City of Fort Worth, Tarrant Regional Water District, 
and the City of Azle. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A summary of the studied scenarios is given on the following page. It appears that the lowest cost 
option would be Scenario 4 for population centers only. However, this option would not serve most 
of Reno and the Parker County watershed within the 30 Year planning window. This option also 
assumes that Fort Worth can handle any additional flow from Walnut Creek regional facilities at the 
Jenkins Lift Station. At present, Fort Worth is not planning to serve Azle until sometime between 
2006 and 2016, and even then, has not considered servicing the whole region. After publication of 
the draft report, both the City of Fort Worth and the Tarrant Regional Water District expressed 
desires to have wastewater flows treated and returned to Eagle Mountain Lake for reuse as a water 
supply. Fort Worth also indicated that in addition to connection at the Jenkin's Heights Lift Station, 
it would probably be necessary for the new customers (or district) to upgrade the collection facilities 
to the Village Creek Plant and upgrade the plant. Such demands could make any of the Scenario 
4 options cost prohibitive and politically impractical. 

If service by Fort Worth is not pursued, then a regional plant at Azle appears to be the most 
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beneficial for all members of the region collectively. It should be noted that a regional option under 
Scenario 3 utilizing treatment in Azle would cost the citizens of Azle slightly more than a non-regional 
system since Azle already has cost effective expansions planned and the Azle, Sanctuary, Pelican 
Bay area is almost to the assumed ultimate capacity of 2.5 persons per acre. However, a regional 
system in Azle is much less expensive for the bulk of the Walnut Creek watershed than is a series 
of smaller plants. In Scenario 5, regional treatment still takes place at the Azle plants but collection 
is broken down into an Azle-Pelican Bay-Sanctuary system and a Springtown-Reno-Unincorporated 
system. In this manner, Azle's cost structure remains "status quo" while the cost to Springtown and 
Reno increases slightly. This Scenario currently appears to be the most likely accepted plan for the 
region. However, to cut initial costs, construction of only the lines necessary to serve existing 
population centers (Springtown and "downtown" Reno) should be built initially. 

Based on this analysis, it is recommended that the citizens and entities in the Walnut Creek 
watershed and adjacent municipal areas pursue a regionalized wastewater collection and treatment 
system. Depending on the"actual rate of growth in the greater Reno and Parker County areas, it 
may be best to forgo service to some of these areas until after 2027. 
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TABLE 1 -SUMMARY OF STUDIED SCENARIO OPTIONS 

Current Data at Initial ConstrucUon 2002 Averages over Planning Period 1997-2027 
Plant Capactty Population Monthly Cost Per Awrage PopulaUon Monthly Cost Per 

Areas Serwd (mgd) Residential Customer Residential Customer 
Treatment Population Full Populatlo Full PopUatlon Full Population Full Population Full Population Full 
Plant Centers Watershed Centers Wa.tershed Centers watershed Centers Wa.tershed Centers watershed Centers Watershed 

SCENARIO 1 
1-Sprlngtov.n Spr Spr, W.JW 0.26 0.26 3453 3453 $68.20 $147.14 ~572 869~ $63.70 $77.21 
2-Reno DR AR, CUW 0.00 0.00 677 677 $2:42.78 $3Hi.30 670 3053 $188.76 • $86.09 
3-Azle Azi,PB,San All, PB, San 1.74 1.74 16685 16685 $36.05 $36.05 23917 23917 $32.03 $32.03 
TOTALS 2.00 2.00 20815 2081& U8.11 tll.&l 10111 1&115 UUI U7.17 

SCENARIO 2 
1-Reno Spr, DR Spr.AR.AUW 0.26 0.26 3520 4130 $92.28 S184.33 6222 11748 $70.73 $75.19 
2-A.zle Azl,PB,San Azi,PB,San 1.74 1.74 16685 16685 $36.05 $36.05 23917 23917 $32.03 $32.03 
TOTALS 2.00 2.00 2020& 20815 UU& IIUO 10111 I AI& M0.02 M1.2& 

SCENARIO I 
1-Azle All cmes All Areas 2.00 2.00 20977 20977 $39.47 $51.38 30148 35981 $37.80 $39.82 

SCENARI04 
Fort \1\brth SenAce .AJI Cities .AJI Areas 2.00 2.00 20977 20977 $31.39 $44.53 30135 35773 $22:.9-4 $26.38 

SCENARIO & Azle Sen.fce (50*) Spr, DR" Spr, AR, AUW" 0.26 0.26 3520 4130 $56.57 $120.40 6222 11748 $46.52 ~7.99 
Azle SeNce (20*) Spr, DR** Spr, AR, AUW** 0.26 3520 $51.93 5484 $47.10 
Azle seNce (20•,Pc only Spr, DR" Spr, AR, AUW" 0.26 3520 $37.41 5484 $39.14 

NOTES: 1.) QuanttUes and Costs shOY.n are opinions based on avalable data and to be LEGEND: Spr Sprlngtov.n 
used for compartson purposes only. DR ~Reno 

2.) Actual values will vary depending on spectnc UrMlg and actuallmplementatkm AR All o1 Reno 
of any given scenario. \MNol \tllestem Unincorporated \IVI.tershed 

3.) These ftgl.l'es only Include capital costs for tn.wlk main/Interceptor and cuw Central Ur*K:orporated Watershed 
treatment plant or cmtract for disposal. Costs for minor lines and e)dstlng AUW All Unhcorporated W.tershed 
facUlties are not Included. Azl Azle 

4.) lntdal population tlgt.l"eS are generally the same for population centers and PB Pelican Bay 
populatkm centers+nn.l since lines to nnl area are shov.n constructed san Sanctuary 
after the year 2002 and therefore population for those lines are not counted. 

5.) scenarto 5 Includes sewral pll*lg arrangements and concentrates on the 
poptJatlon center opHons. Piping Includes 50 year design (as In the other 
scenartos), 20 year design sized for \\tlole area, and 20 year design sized 
for population centers only. Azle, PB and Sanctuary are not Included In this 
scenario, except that Azle will be contracted to treat flows. 

Year2027 
Plant Capactty Total Present Value 

(mgd) 
Population Full Population Full 

Centers \IVatershe Centers Watershed 

2.50 3.60 $11,244,808 $22,078,221 
0.25 0.86 $2,794,843 $5,380,133 
8.40 6.40 $34,097,169 $34,097,169 
1.15 10.01 U8,111,120 111,1115,521 

2.67 4.42 $14,537,410 $30,075,821 
6.40 6.40 $34,097,169 $34,097,169 
1.07 10.82 U8.1U,&78 tU,172,110 

8.78 10.57 $48,734,158 $63,589,188 

0.00 0,00 $34,329,5!58 $48,300,011 

0.00 0.00 $9,618,652 $23,665.612 
0.00 $8,406,417 
0.00 $6,792,638 
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CHAPTER II - INTRODUCTION 

REASON FOR STUDY 

The City of Springtown is a small, but growing, rural town in Parker County, Texas. In the last few 
years, the City has been reviewing local wastewater options due to current concerns by the City and 
the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) regarding the existing wastewater 
treatment facility. Should current growth trends continue, Springtown could soon be required to 
expand their wastewater facilities. To expand their service area, Springtown would need to 
construct additional facilities downstream of the existing treatment plant. In the course of 
considering whether a replacement treatment plant would be required, the City of Springtown began 
considering the feasibility of a regional approach to wastewater service in the area. 

BACKGROUND 

In April and May of 1996, the City of Springtown began planning for the 1996-97 fiscal year. Of 
primary concern were short and long term solutions to the City's wastewater needs. The City has 
been under a TNRCC Enforcement Action since late 1993 for its existing wastewater treatment 
facility due to deficiencies and reported flows greater than 75% of its permitted capacity. A number 
of the problems have been corrected and more are currently being addressed. However, the City 
is resolved to correcting all problems and adequately preparing for the future needs of the 
community. 

By the end of May, the City Council had decided to explore a regional approach as a potential long
term option and begin preparations for application to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 
for grant funding of a regional study. During June, application documents were prepared for 
submittal to the TWDB for study consideration. An application to the Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission (TNRCC) for a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN) to service 
unpermitted areas of the watershed was also submitted to facilitate the study application. Contacts 
were made to a number of entities in the watershed for support in the study application. The study 
application was submitted by the July 8, 1996, deadline. 

Shortly after the submittal, TNRCC mailed notices of the CCN application to nearby entities. Walnut 
Creek Special Utility District opposed the CCN but was in favor of the study. The TWDB requested 
that Springtown obtain interlocal agreements with Parker and Wise Counties as a condition of the 
application. Ultimately, the CCN application was withdrawn, the Texas Water Development Board 
agreed to provide grant funding for the study and Walnut Creek SUD agreed to participate financially 
in the study. As other entities gained a full realization of the study objectives, support grew. 

In October, the Springtown City Council selected Teague Nail and Perkins, Inc., a Fort Worth 
engineering consulting firm, to perform the study. On October 29, 1996, an organizational public 
meeting was held to discuss and define the scope of the project with interested entities. Subsequent 
meetings were held to tour the City of Fort Worth's Constructed Wetlands prototype, discuss interim 
study results, and to meet with specific groups of concern (SEML, WCSUD, etc.) 
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PAST STUDIES 

Several recent studies have been performed addressing wastewater planning around Eagle 
Mountain Lake. These studies were carried out by the Tarrant County Water Control and 
Improvement District #1 (now the Tarrant Regional Water District, TRWD) with grant assistance from 
the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). Azle, Pelican Bay and Lakeside also participated 
in the studies. Both studies addressed only the extreme east end of the Walnut Creek Watershed 
and results were published in reports to the TWDB. 

The first report entitled Upper West Fork and Clear Fork Trinity River Basin Water Quality and 
Regional Facility Planning Study was performed by Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc. in 1988. This 
study covered most of the TCWCID#1 administrative area and focused entirely on existing water 
quality and remediation of quality problems. As such, study of the Walnut Creek basin was very 
limited and focused on water quality and discharges from the existing Azle treatment plants. 

However, the results for all discharges into Eagle Mountain Lake (the water body into which Walnut 
Creek drains), indicated that future discharges into the lake would need to be more adequately 
treated or diverted around Eagle Mountain Lake in order to reduce the amount of nutrients in the 
lake. 

The second report entitled Regional Wastewater Facility Plan For a Portion of the Eagle Mountain 
Lake and Lake Worth Watersheds was generated by Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc., and Rady 
and Associates, Inc., in 1990. This report addressed a regional approach for areas along the edge 
of the two lakes but did not extend up the watersheds any great distance. On the Walnut Creek 
watershed, the study boundary included Azle but did not include Reno, La Junta and Springtown. 

The report, as it pertains to Walnut Creek and Eagle Mountain Lake, focuses on the discharge of 
two existing treatment plants in Azle and the effect of septic systems in Pelican Bay. It also 
addresses the impetus by the Save Eagle Mountain Lake organization to prevent additional flows 
of effluent into Eagle Mountain Lake. As such, the alternatives listed by the report center around 
new facilities near Azle to collect all flows and treat to an acceptable level for discharge into Eagle 
Mountain Lake or to collect all flows and transport them to Fort Worth for treatment below the Eagle 
Mountain Lake watershed. The report references City of Fort Worth documents which indicate that 
Fort Worth wastewater service to Azle may be available by the year 2010. 

The following items from the report should be noted: 

1. The study area does not include Reno, La Junta, Springtown or the majority 
of the Walnut Creek watershed. (The study included 6.2 square miles of the 
87.5 square mile Walnut Creek Watershed.) 

2. The study focused on discharge of two existing treatment plants in Azle and 
problems with septic systems in Pelican Bay. 

3. That Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc., is working to prevent additional flows 
of effluent into Eagle Mountain Lake. 

4. The Azle wastewater plants (in 1990) were successfully operating under 
discharge permits allowing effluent limits of 10 mg/1 BOD and 15 mg/1 TSS. 
There were no permit limits on nitrogen or phosphorus. 
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5. To protect the Fort Worth water supply, Fort Worth's Wastewater System 
Plan and NCTCOG's Draft 1990 Annual Water Quality Management Plan 
advocated that Fort Worth provide wastewater service to the western side of 
Lake Worth and to Azle by the year 2010. 

6. Pelican Bay has only septic systems and failures have been reported. 

7. Several alternatives were proposed by the report: 

(1 ). Enhance existing City of Azle plants and build a new plant to serve 
the area west of Lake Worth. 

(2a). Build a trunk main to take all flows to Fort Worth's Village Creek 
Plant. 

(2b). Build a new plant in Azle to service Azle and Pelican Bay and 
construct trunk mains to take all flows from west of Lake Worth to 
Fort Worth's Village Creek Plant. 

(3). Replace the existing Azle plants with a new, high quality effluent 
plant near Azle to service Azle, Pelican Bay and the area west of 
Lake Worth. 

(4). Replace the existing Azle plants with a new, high quality effluent 
plant on Lake Worth to service Azle, Pelican Bay and the area west 
of Lake Worth. 

8. The study was structured for a 20 year time frame, ending in 2010. 

9. Population projections showed a 20 year increase in population for the area 
west of Lake Worth, Azle and Pelican Bay to be 7,954. This is based on a 
1990 population of 18,404 and a 2010 population of 26,358. 

10. The most rapid population increase for the studied area was the Walnut 
Creek Watershed. 

11. Low densities in the upstream reaches of the watersheds will make typical 
sewer collection non-cost effective for large areas of the watersheds prior to 
2010. 

12. The study indicates that the most cost effective solution would be to build a 
new regional plant near Azle to service Azle and Pelican Bay, with the area 
west of Lake Worth to be serviced by Fort Worth. However, the Fort Worth 
and NCTCOG reports do not predict availability of Fort Worth service prior to 
2010. Fort Worth service to Azle would need to reevaluated at a later date. 

13. Consolidation of flows into a single plant might not be the most cost effective 
alternative during all of the 20 year planning cycle. Should population 
projections or permit requirements change from the projections used in the 
study, then the study will need to be reevaluated. 

14. In the short term, Azle should consider combining its treatment facilities into 
only the Ash Creek Plant for economic reasons. However, ultimately, the 
Walnut Creek watershed should contribute the majority of Azle's flows. 
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15. Ultimately, interceptor and treatment facilities would be more appropriately 
managed by a "regional" entity such as the City of Fort Worth or Trinity River 
Authority (TRA). 

16. Only a cursory review of effluent quality standards was presented. A full 
water quality review should be made in conjunction with further study to 
upgrade the Ash Creek Plant. 

A third report was performed in 1995 dealing with the aquatic life in Walnut Creek. This report 
entitled "Habitat Assessment and Biological Survey of Walnut Creek, Parker County" was generated 
by Huther and Associates of Arlington, Texas for the Trinity River Authority of Texas and TNRCC 
under the Texas Clean Rivers Act. This report noted that: 

"Conclusions based on visual observations, habitat assessment, and fish biosurvey 
are that Walnut Creek should be classified with a high aquatic life use designation." 

OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 

This study was undertaken to accomplish several objectives. 

1. To determine the feasibility of a regional treatment system for the entire Walnut Creek 
watershed or the feasibility of a limited number of subregional systems which could provide 
better coverage with less cost than each entity supplying its own system. 

2. The study has been viewed as a tool to bring all the entities in the watershed together to 
review joint approaches to individual and collective problems. (To this end this study has 
already been a resounding success). 

3. Should a regional approach to wastewater be found feasible, then to lay the groundwork for 
a regional entity which would own and operate such a facility. 

STUDY PARTICIPANT ENTITIES 

Primary Participants: 
Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 
City of Springtown 
Walnut Creek Special Utility District 

Other Active Participants: 
City of Azle 
City of Reno 
City of Sanctuary 
City of Fort Worth 
City of Pelican Bay 
Community of Tanglewood 
Tarrant Regional Water District 

(Formerly Tarrant County Water Control and Improvement District #1) 
Wise County Water Control and Improvement District #1 
Parker County Commissioner's Court and County Judge 
Wise County Commissioner's Court and County Judge 
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Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc. (SEML) 
Lewisville Aquatic Environment Research Facility (LAERF) 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) 
North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) 
Teague Nail and Perkins, Inc. 
Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc. (APAI) 
Rady and Associates, Inc. 
Cheatham and Associates, Inc. 
Tanglewood Community 

Also invited to Participate: 
Community of La Junta 
D-Lux Utility Company 
Pelican Bay Utility Company, Inc. 
Community Water Supply Corp., Inc. 
Central Texas Utilities, Inc. 
Bradberry Water Supply Company 

Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study- Final Report - March 1997 - Page 23 



CHAPTER Ill- STUDY AREA GEOGRAPHY AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

STUDY AREA BOUNDARY 

The study encompasses all of the Walnut Creek watershed located in northeastern Parker County 
and includes fringes of Wise and Tarrant County. The study area is shown on the following map 
page. 

Starting at the creek's confluence with Eagle Mountain Lake near the existing Azle Walnut Creek 
Wastewater Plant, the drainage divide goes northwest between Azle and Pelican Bay, proceeds 
northwesterly along the northern half of Reno and just south of Briar into the southern portion of 
Wise County approximately 2.5 miles north of Springtown. The ridge then trends southwest to a 
point along Highway 199 approximately 4.2 miles west of Springtown, then southeast, crossing FM 
51 to a vertex south of Veal Station, approximately 4.5 miles south of Springtown. From there, the 
boundary follows the divide between Walnut Creek and Ash Creek, generally eastward to Eagle 
Mountain Lake and passing through the northern portion of Azle. 

In all, the watershed consists of approximately 87.5 sq. miles (55,989 acres) and encompasses 
Springtown, La Junta, the bulk of Reno and Sanctuary and a portion of Azle. A large portion of 
unincorporated northern Parker County is also included in the study area. The watershed extends 
a maximum of 14.4 miles east-west and 9.3 miles north to south. To facilitate the study, portions 
of Azle, Sanctuary and Pelican Bay (which are just outside of the watershed) were also included in 
the study. 

WATERSHED GEOLOGY AND TOPOGRAPHY 

The normal pool elevation of Eagle Mountain Lake (at the downstream end of the watershed) is 
649.1 feet MSL. The highest upstream ridge is 1275 feet MSL at Indian Knob on the western end 
of the watershed. The existing Springtown wastewater treatment plant is on Walnut Creek between 
Springtown and Reno at approximately elevation 800. This plant is some 50,000 feet (9.46 miles) 
upstream of the Walnut Creek outfall on Eagle Mountain Lake. The average slope along the creek 
downstream of Springtown is 0.29%. 

According to the Soil Conservation Service, the predominant soils in the area are members of the 
Winthorst-Duffau-Weatherford association. These soils consist of gently sloping to sloping, deep 
loamy or sandy soils over weakly cemented sandstone or clay. In general, these soils are too 
pervious to function well for sewage lagoons but not pervious enough to function optimally for septic 
tanks. These soils tend to have low strengths causing them to erode easily and to allow piping 
failures in water impounding embankments. 
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LAND USES 

The same soils characteristics which lead to problems for moderate urbanization also tend to be a 
benefit for agriculture. As such, most of the watershed is prime agricultural grazing land with some 
farming. In fact, the bulk of the watershed is currently used for agricultural uses. However, the 
impact of urban sprawl from the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex is becoming more evident with an 
increase in the number of large lot, or "ranchette" developments in the unincorporated areas. As 
more of the unincorporated area becomes developed, the threat of various forms of pollution from 
failed septic systems becomes more of a concern. 

The incorporated areas of Springtown, Sanctuary and Reno are primarily residential with some light 
commercial. The northern part of Azle, which lies in the Walnut Creek watershed, is mostly 
residential and commercial with some light industrial. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS AND WATER USE 

The lake was constructed in the 1920's as a water supply reservoir for Fort Worth and continues to 
be on of this city's major supply reservoirs. Eagle Mountain Lake provides the primary water source 
for the Walnut Creek basin. It is fed from the West Fork of the Trinity River which is now partially 
controlled upstream by Lake Bridgeport. Eagle Mountain Lake can store about 178,000 acre-feet 
of water supplying Fort Worth, Azle, Springtown, Reno and the Community Water System. Water 
allocation from the lake is controlled by the Tarrant Regional Water District. In 1987, the North 
Parker County Municipal Utility District looked at several locations for additional reservoirs including 
one on Walnut Creek. To date, none of these have seriously been pursued. The only other source 
of water in the watershed is well water, with the exception that Walnut Creek Special Utility District 
is now drawing water from Lake Bridgeport. 

In addition, the lake is a prime residential and recreational attraction. As such, the shores of the lake 
have become populated with residents looking for a recreational retreat from the metroplex. Homes 
range from small houses to extravagant villas. However, many of the homes are on septic systems 
and this has led to concerns about water quality, especially during the summer when the lake level 
can drop and fresh upstream water is not abundant. Such concerns have precipitated in the 
formation of Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc., a non-profit corporation dedicated to preserving water 
quality and recreational aspects of the lake. 

Tarrant Regional Water District has some jurisdiction for control of water quality in the lake. In the 
1970's, the District began to regulate all on-site wastewater systems within 2000 feet of the lake for 
unincorporated areas. In 1989, the District established a "water quality area" extending 5 stream 
miles upstream of the normal pool elevation of Eagle Mountain Lake. This designation, sanctioned 
by the State of Texas, allows the District to establish discharge limits for wastewater discharges in 
the regulated area. Such limits are currently 10 mg/1 BOD and 15 mg/1 TSS for 30 day (monthly) 
average discharges. Oxidation pond limits are currently 30 mg/1 BOD and 90 mg/1 TSS for a thirty 
day average. 

The District also performs research, training and assistance to assure the water quality of the lake 
and other lakes managed by the District. The two wastewater studies discussed earlier in this report 
were initiated and funded by the District with assistance from the Texas Water Development Board 
and others. The District is currently performing pilot projects (along with the City of Fort Worth) for 
constructed wetlands as a means to "polish" wastewater effluent from existing plants to meet, or 
exceed, acceptable discharge levels into the lake. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Below are tables representing the existing service capabilities in the watershed. 

TABLE 2- EXISTING TREATMENT PLANTS IN REGION 

Azle Azle Azle 
Springtown Walnut Creek Ash Creek Ash Creek 

Existing Complete 

Permit Capacity, mgd 0.260 0.294 0.750 1.443 
75% Trigger Capacity, 
mgd 0.195 0.220 0.562 1.082 

Contact Extended 
Treatment Method Oxidation Ditch Stabilization Extended Aeration Aeration 
Age, Years 13 12 22 Under constr. 
BODS Effluent Limit 10 10 10 10 
TSS Effluent Limit 15 15 15 15 
Nitrogen Effluent Limit 3 3 3 3 
Phosphates Effluent Limit 

Current Population Served 2052 9000 9000 
Current Avg Daily Flow 0.211 1.600 1.600 

End Service by (30 yr) 2013 2014 2028 
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TABLE 3 -EXISTING SERVICE FEES 

SPRINGTOWN AZLE 
Cost 

Monthly Additional Cost per Monthly Additional Additional per 

Existing Utility Rates Base Cost per 10000 Base Cost per Cost per 10000 

(per month) Cost 1000 gal Gallons Cost 100 CF 1000 gal Gallons 

Residential $7.00 $1.50 $22.00 $12.00 $1.30 $0.97 $21.73 

Apartment $7.00 $1.50 $22.00 $12.00 $1.30 $0.97 $21.73 

Commercial $10.00 $1.50 $25.00 $15.00 $1.30 $0.97 $24.73 

Industrial $1,335.00 $1.30 $0.97 $1,344.73 

Tap (one time charge) $350.00 

TABLE 4- EXISTING DEBT 

Type Maturity Interest Remaining Annual 

Date Rate Principal Payment 

Springtown Existing Debt: 

1962 Sewer Serial Bonds Revenue 412000 3.625% $18,000 $7,088 
1983 Sewer Junior Lein Revenue 412002 5.500% $85,000 $15,686 
1991 Tax and Utility C.O. Mixed 8/2012 8.550% $430,000 $42,801 
1993 Tax and Utility C.O. Mixed 812012 5.250% $440,000 $43,025 

Azle Existing Debt: 

1986 General Obligation Bonds G.O. $235,000 $127,037 
1987 Refunding and Revenue Bonds Revenue $335,000 $344,631 
1994 Refunding and Revenue Bonds Revenue $8,916,905 $655,745 

1995 Waterworks and Revenue Bonds Revenue $2,550,000 $20,000 
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SUBAREA PARAMETERS 

To facilitate the study, the Walnut Creek watershed and parts of Azle, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary 
were delineated into subareas. Each area represents a portion of an entity (city, ETJ or 
unincorporated county) within each watershed (Walnut Creek, Ash Creek, or direct to Eagle 
Mountain Lake on the North End). For each subarea, a population percentage was calculated (see 
next chapter). These small areas were then grouped into service subareas for the treatment plants 
studied and linked by trunk mains for primary collection. Only main creek trunk lines were included 
in the collection system. Regular service mains and laterals were NOT included in this study. Such 
general collection systems must be addressed by each entity as development occurs. A map key 
to subareas and studies trunk lines is included herein. A tabular summary of the parameters for 
each area is shown on the following page. 
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TABLE 6- SUBAREA CALCULATIONS FOR REGION 

~ 
1997 2027 

01 Total Percent 1997 Population 2027 Population 
:;- Area Ent~y Area Area Area Future Future Population Dens~y Population Dens~y 
r:: Number Ent~y Segment Watershed SF Acres Sq. Mi. Ent~y Ent~y (people) (per acre) (people) (per acre) -() 
~ 

CD 1 Springtown C~y Walnut 72711373 1669 2.6 28.66% 815 -0.49 2606 1.56 
"' ,. 2 Springtown ETJ Walnut 180953153 4154 6.5 5823 71.34% 2029 0.49 5237 1.26 
;o 3 County West Walnut 1276270599 29299 45.8 88.83% 2899 0.10 5570 0.19 
"' '9. 4 County Central Walnut 160538770 3685 5.8 32985 11.17% 365 0.10 700 0.19 
0 
::J 5 Reno C~y Walnut 326322342 7491 11.7 45.99% 1168 0.16 1716 0.23 
!!!. 6 Reno C~y North 20125985 462 0.7 2.84% 72 0.16 106 0.23 
~ 7 Reno ETJ North 26876718 617 1.0 3.79% 96 0.16 141 0.23 
01 

8 Reno ETJ Walnut 316126308 7257 11.3 44.55% 1132 0.16 1662 0.23 !!l. 
"' 9 Reno ETJ Ash 20156397 463 0.7 16290 2.84% 72 0.16 106 0.23 :;; 
!!t 10 Sanctuary C~y Walnut 970691 22 0.0 9.86% 28 1.27 69 3.09 
!!l 11 Sanctuary C~y Ash 8874820 204 0.3 226 90.14% 259 1.27 630 3.09 
C/) 12 Pelican Bay C~y North 40612810 932 1.5 81.22"A. 1553 1.67 4234 4.54 c 13 Pelican Bay ETJ North 9389188 216 0.3 1148 18.78% 359 1.67 979 4.54 0. 
'< 14 Azle C~y North 4945538 114 0.2 0.72% 85 0.75 241 2.12 
' 'T1 15 Azle C~y Walnut 36263315 832 1.3 5.30% 628 0.75 1774 2.13 
:;· 16 Azle Ctty Ash 154656259 3550 5.5 22.61% 2680 0.75 7566 2.13 !!!. 
;o 17 Azle ETJ North 177932882 4085 6.4 26.01% 3083 0.75 8704 2.13 

"' 18 Azle ETJ Walnut 67873555 1558 2.4 9.92"A> 1176 0.75 3320 2.13 
'0 

19 Azle ETJ Ash 242459684 5566 8.7 15705 35.44% 4201 0.75 11859 2.13 0 
;::!. TOTAL 3144060386 72178 112.8 72178 22702 0.31 67220 0.79 
' s: 

01 Parker County All Many 25146316800 577280 902.0 
<> ::r Walnut Creek All Walnut 2438030105 55969 87.5 
_. 
(0 
(0 Watershed TOTALS: Walnut 2438030105 55969 87.5 ..,.. 

Ash 426147161 9783 15.3 ' '1J North 279883120 6425 10.0 
01 

Total 3144060386 72178 112.8 "' "' 
~I I County PERCENTAGE: Existing 2021918801 8.04% 

Future 1436809369 5.71% 
Average 6.88% 



CHAPTER IV- STUDY AREA POPULATIONS 

POPULATION HISTORY 

Since the mid 1800's, northern Parker County has been predominantly agricultural. Even today, 
about 16% of the total county's employment is agricultural. However, farming and ranching has now 
been eclipsed by manufacturing at 18%, government at 25% and wholesale/retail trade at 28%. 

This diversity has brought industry and commerce to Azle and Springtown, especially along Highway 
199, FM 730, FM 51 and in the commercial business districts. There has also been an increase in 
population in general. Azle and Springtown are both established communities offering the full scope 
of city services. Reno offers only water distribution. 

In the past, the main population growth appears to have been attributed to urban sprawl and 
recreation. People move further out of the metroplex to avoid crime and other urban problems. 
Eagle Mountain Lake and large tracts of available land have also been enticements. 

In order to determine population projections, the present and past populations were required. 
Population data were gathered from a number of sources including the Bureau of Census, North 
Central Texas Council of Governments, Texas Water Development Board, previous studies and the 
various cities in the study area. A summary of this data, along with projections and graphs, are 
shown in the appendices. 

The population data from all sources were analyzed to get historical population information. Long 
term data for Fort Worth and Weatherford were also analyzed due to the ready availability of a long 
history and the fact that both of these cities are major influences on the region in question. Different 
regression routines were investigated to obtain the closest fit to available data. Ultimately, it was 
decided to use a compound growth equation of the form: 

Population=1990 Population x (1+Compound Growth Rate)vearsfrom 1990 

Although some other regression equations fit some particular existing curves better, this equation 
seemed to conform well to each curve group and the compound growth rates published by the North 
Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG). 

For Reno, Sanctuary, Pelican Bay and Parker County, curve factors were used consistent with 
NCTCOG and TWDB data. For Azle and Springtown, curve factors were used which approximated 
the population projections supplied by these cities. Where possible, a curve trending toward the 
higher existing projection was favored, due to an expected rapid growth in the region by a number 
of current influences. Such influences include the robust economy now being experienced in the 
metroplex, the recent widening of Hwy 199 facilitating access to the region, the influence of Alliance 
Airport currently generating jobs in northern Tarrant County and the Fort Worth master thoroughfare 
plan which is projecting a future "outer loop" linking the Alliance area with Azle, Reno and the 
surrounding region. 

For the unincorporated areas, a proration was made to determine the initial density per square mile 
in the county. Parker County was used as the basis since only small portions of Wise and Tarrant 
Counties are in the study area. 

Since the land area in question is fixed, a method was needed to determine an allocation of area 
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for each city at different times in the study. A decision was made to allow each city to expand to its 
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ET J) boundary by the end of the 30 year study period. Therefore any 
population growth within a city was continually spread out to the limits of the current ET J. All cities 
in the study have a one-half mile ET J. (Fort Worth has a 5 mile ET J which impacts the southeast 
end of the study. However, boundary agreements currently exist for the impacted areas, so ET J 
growth by Fort Worth was not considered.) Azle's ET J connects with the ET J's of Sanctuary, Reno, 
Fort Worth and Pelican Bay. For this reason, Azle has entered into boundary agreements with these 
cities. These agreed boundaries were used to define the expansion in such areas. 

Most of the historic population data was derived from the U.S. Census and reported by the various 
sources. However, the City of Springtown has contested the 1990 Census figures for their city. In 
this case, corrected figures, as reported by Springtown, were used. 

The North Central Texas Council of Governments tracks population each year. NCTCOG publishes 
this information and also shows it as a compound growth rate since the last official census (1990). 
The Texas Water Development Board publishes projections for future growth for the low, high and 
most likely trends. Azle figures from NCTCOG are questionable since Azle crosses the Tarrant
Parker County Line and its total population is not explicitly referenced. However, Azle maintains a 
masterplan which provides for city derived projections. 

In summary the following growth figures were used for population projections. The latest NCTCOG 
report shows Reno with a 1.29% compound growth rate, Springtown with a 0.59% growth rate and 
a general Parker County growth rate of 2.20%. Parker County's and Reno's rates were held as 
published by NCTCOG. In the case of Reno, this rate corresponds well to the TWDB "most likely" 
curve. A rate of 3.52% was established for Azle which corresponds well to the later years reported 
on Azle's projection. A 3.00% rate was derived for Sanctuary and 3.40% for Pelican Bay. These 
cities are not published in NCTCOG's review but growth values were determined by fitting curves 
to recent historic populations. A rate of 3.95% was calculated for Springtown based on information 
supplied by the City. 

Population tables and graphs are included in the appendices. A summary of the population 
projections for each entity and the population percentage for each map area (as defined in the 
previous chapter) is as follows: 

TABLE 6- FUTURE EXPECTED POPULATIONS 

Year 
Ultimate 
Reached 
2.5/acre 1997 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2027 

Azle 2032 11853 13150 15633 18585 22094 26266 31226 33463 
Springtown 2040 2845 3195 3878 4707 5713 6934 8416 9094 
Parker!Wise County 2100+ 3264 3484 3885 4332 4829 5385 6003 6271 
Reno 2100+ 2540 2640 2814 3001 3199 3411 3637 3731 
Sanctuary 2021 288 314 365 423 490 3411 565 565 
Pelican Bay 2010 1912 2114 2498 2870 2870 2870 2870 2870 
TOTAL 22702 24897 29073 33916 39196 48277 52717 55994 
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TABLE 7- POPULATION GROWTH RATES 

Entity Compound Population Equation 
•,(, of 1990 Growth In the form of 

Area Entity Population Factor y=%*1990 Population*GF'Number of Years 

1 0.2866 2169 1.0395 =.2866*(2169*(1.0395)'(Year-1990)) 
2 0.7134 2169 1.0395 =. 7134*(2169*(1.0395)'(Year-1990)) 
3 0.8883 2803 1.0220 =.8883*(2803*(1.022)'(Year-1990)) 
4 0.1117 2803 1.0220 =.1117*(2803*(1.022)'(Year-1990)) 
5 0.4599 2322 1.0129 = .4599*(2322*( 1.0129)' (Y ear-1990)) 
6 0.0284 2322 1.0129 =.0284*(2322*(1.0129)'(Year-1990)) 
7 0.0379 2322 1.0129 = .0379*(2322*( 1.0129)' (Year -1990)) 
8 0.4455 2322 1.0129 =.4455*(2322*(1.0129)'(Year-1990)) 
9 0.0284 2322 1.0129 = .0284 *(2322*( 1.0129)' (Y ear-1990)) 
10 0.0986 234 1.0300 =.0986*(234*(1.030)'(Year-1990)) 
11 0.9014 234 1.0300 =.9014*(234*(1.030)'(Year-1990)) 
12 0.8122 1513 1.0340 =.8122*(1513*(1.034)'(Year-1990)) 
13 0.1878 1513 1.0340 =.1878*(1513*(1.034)'(Year-1990)) 
14 0.0072 9304 1.0352 =.0072*(9304*(1.0352)'(Year-1990)) 
15 0.0530 9304 1.0352 =.0530*(9304*(1.0352)' (Year-1990)) 
16 0.2261 9304 1.0352 = .2261*(9304 *( 1.0352)' (Year -1990)) 
17 0.2601 9304 1.0352 =.2601*(9304*(1.0352)'(Year-1990)) 
18 0.0992 9304 1.0352 = .0992*(9304 *( 1.0352)' (Year -1990)) 
19 0.3544 9304 1.0352 =.3544*(9304*(1.0352WYear-1990l\ 

Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study- Final Report- March 1997- Page 33 



~ 
!!!. 
::J 
5. 
0 
m 
CD 

"' ;:u 
CD ., 
c;· 
::J 
!!!. 

~ .. 
!!l. 

I 
en 
E" 
a. 
'< , 
:r 
!!!. 
;:u 
CD 

"1:1 
0 
;::j. 

' s: .. 
0 
::r 
~ 

~ .._, 
' "U .. 

<a 
CD 
w 
-1>-

Population Projection Comparisons 

60000 

50000 

6 40000 
....... co 
:::J 30000 
c.. 
0 

0... 20000 

10000 

-,--- ----.--------,-· r---+--+----- ---- --,---f-- --- +---·t--·-----·· ---,--------,--·-- 1---/ 
-1---- I - -- -:Y-

------~---- ---- _7k""L._--+--

~-r--f-___ -____ _j_ --- ----- - I ~ 7 I - ~v .. [7A 
---- ___ __;;~ ...A~ 

bJ;=1=±~b P" - - ---1 
- ' 0- - - ------+---

"' ~~ ----=-""~"'-- !"- . -C-- - --
c., ,...L. ::et --~ -- --+-· ~ _~------ • 

I ~ , ""! ~ ===~-=I. ~ 
1 ~ T =r=--'1" ...., ' 0 

1970 1980 1990 2000 
Year 

2010 2020 2030 

-- Creek Weatherford I Azle v Reno 

.,_ Springtown Pelican Bay Sanctuary 



CHAPTER V- WASTEWATER PROJECTIONS 

METHODOLOGY FOR WASTEWATER PROJECTIONS 

Once population projections were established, these projections were converted to anticipated 
wastewater flows using standard TNRCC criteria. Flows were determined for the dry weather 30 day 
average, the wet weather maximum 30 day average, peak daily flow and peak 2-hour flow. Flow 
and waste load projections were calculated based on per capita contributions for the anticipated 
service populations. 

FLOW PROJECTIONS 

The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission's "TAC Chapter 317, Design Criteria for 
Sewerage Systems", (hereinafter referred to as "TNRCC rules"), requires that treatment plant 
facilities be designed to process the wet weather, maximum 30 day average flow. The TNRCC also 
establishes a 100 gallon per capita flow rate for daily average flows, and an average per capita 
wastewater strength of 200 mg/1 BODS (5 day biological oxygen demand) to be used in the absence 
of site specific field gathered data. 

The 1990 Tarrant Regional Water District study showed actual field data resulting in somewhat less 
flows than the state recommendations, so the 1990 report was based on the State 
recommendations. Data submitted by Azle and Springtown show these numbers to still be 
reasonable for the purpose of this report. 

Analysis in the 1990 report showed that flow factors of 1.5, 2 and 4 were reasonable for the City of 
Azle based on historical data. These numbers are consistent with national averages. Therefore the 
following per capita flows have been used in this study. 

Dry Weather 30 day average = 
Wet Weather Maximum 30 day average= 
Peak Daily Flow= 
Peak 2 Hour Flow= 

WASTELOAD PROJECTIONS 

100 gallons per capita day 
150 gallons per capita day 
200 gallons per capita day 
400 gallons per capita day 

Wasteload projections were based on an incoming flow of 200 mg/1 of 5 day biological oxygen 
demand (BODS), 200 mg/1 of Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 30 mg/1 of nitrogen and 10 mg/1 of 
phosphorus. The waste stream was then routed through a sequence of treatment processes based 
on the curves found in "Water Supply and Sewerage, Fifth Edition" by E.W. Steel and Terence J. 
McGhee, published by McGraw Hill, 1979. These curves were originally from the EPA's "Guide to 
the Selection of Cost Effective Wastewater Treatment Systems". In all, these curves describe cost 
data for various processes making up 228 of the most common treatment strings. A percentage of 
removal for BODS, TSS, nitrogen and phosphorus was assigned to each process component base 
on the literature. In addition, one of two optional tertiary treatments, constructed wetlands or 
additional filters were added, if needed. 

Currently the most stringent effluent requirements for the Eagle Mountain Lake as (5 streamflow 
miles above the lake) as dictated by the TNRCC and Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) are 
10 mg/1 BODS and 15 mg/1 TSS. Due to the existing possible concern regarding these requirements 
(by Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc.) and the potential for more stringent federal requirements 
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during the next 30 years, the costs generated by this report are based on using constructed 
wetlands to achieve discharge compliance with 5 mg/1 8005, 5 mg/1 TSS, 2 mg/1 nitrogen and 1 mg/1 
phosphorus in the permit requirements. Such action should produce conservative results for all 
studied combinations. 

Computer analysis of the possible treatment sequences indicated that for the plant size ranges in 
question, either an activated sludge or a trickling filter system (each with constructed wetlands) 
would be the most cost effective means for achieving the desired effluent conditions. Since 
activated sludge processes are currently in use by both Azle and Springtown, standard activated 
sludge systems with constructed wetland tertiary polishing were used for this study. 

Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study- Final Report- March 1997- Page 36 



CHAPTER VI- TREATMENT PLANT AND TRUNK MAIN PROJECTIONS 

METHODOLOGY FOR WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT PROJECTIONS 

For this report, initial plant constructions were set for the year 2002. This date was assumed to be 
the earliest new wastewater facilities could be located, designed, permitted and constructed. To 
maintain consistency for cost comparisons, all initial upgrades of existing plants were also set for 
the year 2002. Other upgrades during the 30 year planning window were included if population 
design flows were projected to exceed 75% of plant capacity within the 30 year planning window. 
In general, plant construction was based on a 20 year life to coincide with the financial analysis. In 
a few cases, plants were "paid off' prior to new construction being required. 

TREATMENT PLANT NEEDS 

Once projected populations and design flows were established for each plant, the plant cost for 
capital expense and annual operation and maintenance was determined based on the Steei/McGhee 
curves (see Chapter V) and corrected for 1996 dollars. The results of each cost projection were then 
compared with the curves published by Alan Plummer and Associates in their 1990 report. An 
estimated cost for each plant scenario was calculated by the methods discussed in Chapter VII. 
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TABLE 8- TREATMENT PLANT COSTS 

Initial Added Capital Cost 
Plant Capacity 1996 $0

S 

Areas Served (mgd) 
Treatment Population Full Population Full Population Full 
Plant Centers Watershed Centers Watershe Centers Watershed 

SCENARIO 1 
1-Springtown Spr Spro WUW 1.15 1.87 $408380521 $602960154 
2-Reno DR ARoCUW 0.25 0.66 $308240693 $309180312 
3-Azle AzloPBoSa Azlo PBo San 4.66 4.66 $1105620493 $1105620493 
TOTALS 4.91 5.32 $2002250 707 $21o776,959 

SCENARI02 
1-Reno Spro DR Spro AR,AUW 1.29 2.49 $501210121 $705250948 
2-Azle AzloPB0Sa AzloPBoSan 4.66 4.66 $11 o562o493 $1105620493 
TOTALS 5.95 7.15 $16o683o614 $190088,441 

SCENARI03 
1-Azle All Cities All Areas 5.48 5.79 $1209960371 $1305270265 

SCENARI04 
Fort Worth Service All Cities All Areas 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 

SCENARIOS Azle Service (50*) Spro DR • Spro ARo AUW •• 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 
Azle Service (20*) Spro DR • Spro ARo AUW •• 0.00 $0 
Azle Service (20*0PC only) Spro DR • Spro ARo AUW •• 0.00 $0 

NOTES: 1.) Total initial added capacity varies among scenarios depending on 75% for next upgrade. 
2.) For Scenarios 4 and 50 O&M cost reflects contract treatment price. 

- ~---

' 

O&M Costs 
1996 $os 

Population Full l I 
Centers Watershed 

I 
I 

$1.68 $1.47 
$2.30 $2.03 
$1.22 $1.22 

$1.62 $1.38 
$1.22 $1.22 

$1.19 $1.18 

$0.62 $0.62 

$1.65 $1.65 
$1.65 
$1.65 
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COLLECTION SYSTEM 

For each plant scenario, trunk mains were sized to extend up Walnut Creek and, in some cases, 
some or all, of each of the major tributaries. An ultimate population density of 2. 5 persons per acre 
was used to size pipes in areas for which ultimate density was expected during the 30 year planning 
time frame. For other, more sparsely populated areas, it was assumed that trunk systems would 
have a 50 year life and, therefore, a 50 year population projection was used for pipe sizing. To 
reduce costs, a 20 year life/size was also studied for Scenario 5. All pipes were assumed to be 
installed on minimum grade. If actual field conditions permit steeper grades, some runs may be able 
to utilize smaller pipes by actual design. 

TABLE 9- PIPE FACTORS 
(Total Cost includes Manholes, etc.) 

TOTAL 
Pipe Min Cost per 
Size Grade Capacity L.F. @12' 

(india) (ftlft) (cfs) (1996 $'s) 

6 0.0050 0.40 38.00 
8 0.0033 0.69 41.00 
10 0.0025 1.10 44.00 
12 0.0020 1.59 47.00 
15 0.0015 2.50 52.00 
18 0.0011 3.48 57.00 
21 0.0009 4.75 62.00 
24 0.0008 6.40 67.00 
27 0.0006 7.59 72.00 
30 0.0006 9.62 77.00 
33 0.0005 11.83 82.00 
36 0.0005 14.15 87.00 
39 0.0004 16.51 92.00 
42 0.0004 20.12 97.00 
45 0.0004 24.19 102.00 
48 0.0004 28.73 107.00 
56 0.0004 43.33 112.00 
60 0.0004 52.09 117.00 
72 0.0004 84.70 125.00 
84 0.0004 127.76 145.00 

30P N/A 60.00 

Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study- Final Report- March 1997- Page 39 



CHAPTER VII -COST PROJECTIONS 

ECONOMIC METHODOLOGIES 

To compare capital, operation/maintenance, finance, and miscellaneous costs of the various 
scenarios, cost were determined based on 1996 dollars. These costs were then projected to the 
time of construction using a 4% annual inflation rate. Any project financing was assumed to be 
based on a 20 year financing at an 8% annual interest rate and with the first payment to occur in the 
year of initial construction. 

To determine a method for anticipating the inflated value of money, historic data from the Federal 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) and the Engineering News Record (ENR) were reviewed and compared. 
Each one of these curves utilizes its own base year for comparison. For the CPI, a base value of 
100 is used for 1982. The.ENR index utilizes a base of 100 in 1913. After review, it was decided 
to use the historic CPI data and associated annual factors for standardizing all costs to 1996 dollars. 
The cost factors used are published in the appendices. 

PROJECTIONS FOR CAPITAL COSTS 

Plant construction costs were determined from several sources. In the APAI study, a set of graphs 
was included which contained curves for capital plant, capital filters, O&M plant and O&M filters, and 
overhead (land, engineering, permitting, etc.). These curves appear to be based on 1990 dollars 
and were used to get rough estimates during the early phase of the project. However, it was noted 
by representatives from Alan Plummer and Rady/Kimley Hom in one of the joint meetings 
(December 1996) that the values generated for small plants (less than 1 mgd) using these curves 
appear to be exaggerated from actual small plant costs. 

For the final calculations, curves from Water Supply and Sewerage, Fifth Edition, 1979, by E. W. 
Steel and Tarence J. McGhee (McGraw-Hill Publications) were used. These curves give cost 
figures (in 1970 dollars) for a wide variety of plant components and the available plant sequences 
for each component. Values for constructed wetlands, a more recent tertiary treatment, were added 
from available literature, particularly Use of Constructed Wetlands for Protection of Water Quality 
in Water Supply Reservoirs, 1996, published by the American Water Works Association Research 
Foundation. This document was prepared by Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) and Alan 
Plummer and Associates (APAI) and is highly relevant to the Walnut Creek watershed. 

PROJECTIONS FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 

The annual operation and maintenance costs (O&M) for each plant scenario was projected based 
on the flow anticipated for each plant and cost factors published by APAI and Steei/McGhee. Again, 
costs from Steei/McGhee were used for the final calculations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS 

Environmental costs were calculated indirectly while calculating capital costs. This was 
accomplished by assigning average removal percentages for BOD5, TSS, nitrogen, and phosphorus 
for each of the plant components used in the estimate. In this way, not only the flow was utilized 
but also an estimation of the initial and final effluent parameters. The plant type used for new 
construction was the lowest cost alternative which would meet the anticipated effluent limits for the 
plant. 

Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study- Final Report- March 1997- Page 40 



ENTITY PARTICIPATION 

Obviously, for a regional approach to be cost effective and have any validity, a large amount of 
participation is required from all entities in the region. Initial response for all entities has been 
favorable. A final response from Springtown, Azle, Reno, Sanctuary, Pelican Bay and Parker County 
{with Walnut Creek SUD) is expected once regionalization options are explored and this report 
reviewed in detail. 

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION CONSIDERATIONS 

The study resulted in five scenarios for wastewater service in the Walnut Creek Basin. In Scenario 
1, each major city would provide its own service or a regional entity would operate all plants. In 
Scenario 2, a regional entity would most likely own and operate the plant serving Springtown and 
Reno, with the Azle plant{s) either operated by Azle or a regional entity. For Scenario 3, a regional 
entity would most likely owri and operate all facilities. For Scenario 4, a regional entity would provide 
the collection system and contract treatment from the City of Fort Worth. For Scenario 5, a regional 
entity would provide the collection system for the Walnut Creek Basin {Springtown, Reno, and 
unincorporated area) and contract with Azle for treatment. 
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CHAPTER VIII- RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that the Walnut Creek basin institute some 
form of regional wastewater collection and/or treatment. It appears that such action would not only 
have cost benefits for sewer but a regional system would also allow growth and control of 
wastewater in the area and help prevent pollution of the local water supply by the use of septic 
tanks. 

It would appear that the best course of action would be to connect all existing cities with the 
treatment facilities in Azle and then pursue contracting with Fort Worth for sewage treatment prior 
to any required large expansion of the Azle facilities. However, it has been shown that the 
connection to Fort Worth would probably not be possible until the later part of the planning period 
and that additional downstream upgrades to Fort Worth's existing system could make this option 
cost prohibitive. Even more important, treatment by Fort Worth would mean that a water resource 
( 32 ac-ft per day by year 2047) which is needed by the local area, could not be recycled and reused 
locally, but would be lost downstream. This fact has been demonstrated by the drought conditions 
of the past year in which the level of Eagle Mountain Lake dropped significantly and the threat of low 
water supplies, in part, spurred the City of Fort Worth and Tarrant Regional Water District to lobby 
the state legislature for stronger water control in drought periods. 

All of the scenarios, except Scenario 4, would treat wastewater upstream of Eagle Mountain Lake 
and release the effluent either back into the lake or for beneficial surface uses upstream of the lake. 
However, returning flows to the lake could also mean increasing the effectiveness of treatment in 

order to prevent degradation of the water supply by pollution and nutrients. Therefore, the remaining 
scenarios studied have incorporated the costs of using constructed wetlands to polish wastewater 
plant effluents to anticipated acceptable limits. 

It has also been shown that much of the area in Walnut Creek is sparsely populated and may not 
be cost effective to sewer with a collection system at this time. Therefore, each scenario was 
studied both as servicing the whole region within the 30 year planning period and as limiting service 
to the more urban "population centers" of Azle, Pelican Bay, Sanctuary, Springtown and "downtown" 
Reno. In all cases, service to only the population centers reduced overall customer costs. 

At this point, the City of Springtown and the Walnut Creek Special Utility District are working toward 
a special law district to serve the Walnut Creek watershed. Although many other entities have 
voiced support for such a district, most are not willing to commit membership until the details have 
been more fully addressed. At this time, it appears that Azle would have little to benefit (from a 
customer rate standpoint) by being a member of the district. Azle does appear to be willing to 
contract with a district to use Azle's treatment facilities to treat the district's flows. 

The results of this report indicate a cost savings by increased regionization. Therefore, a district 
west of Azle which contracted with Azle for treatment would be preferable to separate entities trying 
to own, operate and maintain two or more treatment facilities upstream. The overall findings of this 
report indicate that the best course of action at this time would be the creation of a single 
wastewater entity to collect flows from the Walnut Creek watershed and treat these flows at Azle's 
treatment facilities, whether or not Azle is a member of this entity. It is also shown that currently 
ity is impractical to serve the more rural areas at this time. However, it is anticipated that the 
availability of wastewater service in this area could change both the land uses and growth rates such 
that service could be feasible quicker than currently anticipated. 
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COLLECTION SYSTEM 

For each plant scenario, trunk mains were sized to extend up Walnut Creek and, in some cases, 
some or all, of each of the major tributaries. An ultimate population density of 2.5 persons per acre 
was used to size pipes in areas for which ultimate density was expected during the 30 year planning 
time frame. For other, more sparsely populated areas, it was assumed that trunk systems would 
have a 50 year life and, therefore, a 50 year population projection was used for pipe sizing. To 
reduce costs, a 20 year life/size was also studied for Scenario 5. All pipes were assumed to be 
installed on minimum grade. If actual field conditions permit steeper grades, some runs may be able 
to utilize smaller pipes by actual design. 

TABLE 9 - PIPE FACTORS 
(Total Cost includes Manholes, etc.) 

TOTAL 
Pipe Min Cost per 
Size Grade Capacity L.F. @12' 

(india) (ftlft) (cfs) {1996 $'s) 

6 0.0050 0.40 38.00 
8 0.0033 0.69 41.00 
10 0.0025 1.10 44.00 
12 0.0020 1.59 47.00 
15 0.0015 2.50 52.00 
18 0.0011 3.48 57.00 
21 0.0009 4.75 62.00 
24 0.0008 6.40 67.00 
27 0.0006 7.59 72.00 
30 0.0006 9.62 77.00 
33 0.0005 11.83 82.00 
36 0.0005 14.15 87.00 
39 0.0004 16.51 92.00 
42 0.0004 20.12 97.00 
45 0.0004 24.19 102.00 
48 0.0004 28.73 107.00 
56 0.0004 43.33 112.00 
60 0.0004 52.09 117.00 
72 0.0004 84.70 125.00 
84 0.0004 127.76 145.00 

30P N/A 60.00 
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CHAPTER VII -COST PROJECTIONS 

ECONOMIC METHODOLOGIES 

To compare capital, operation/maintenance, finance, and miscellaneous costs of the various 
scenarios, cost were determined based on 1996 dollars. These costs were then projected to the 
time of construction using a 4% annual inflation rate. Any project financing was assumed to be 
based on a 20 year financing at an 8% annual interest rate and with the first payment to occur in the 
year of initial construction. 

To determine a method for anticipating the inflated value of money, historic data from the Federal 
Consumer Price Index (CPI} and the Engineering News Record (ENR) were reviewed and compared. 
Each one of these curves utilizes its own base year for comparison. For the CPI, a base value of 
100 is used for 1982. The .ENR index utilizes a base of 100 in 1913. After review, it was decided 
to use the historic CPI data and associated annual factors for standardizing all costs to 1996 dollars. 
The cost factors used are published in the appendices. 

PROJECTIONS FOR CAPITAL COSTS 

Plant construction costs were determined from several sources. In the APAI study, a set of graphs 
was included which contained curves for capital plant, capital filters, O&M plant and O&M filters, and 
overhead (land, engineering, permitting, etc.). These curves appear to be based on 1990 dollars 
and were used to get rough estimates during the early phase of the project. However, it was noted 
by representatives from Alan Plummer and Rady/Kimley Hom in one of the joint meetings 
(December 1996) that the values generated for small plants (less than 1 mgd) using these curves 
appear to be exaggerated from actual small plant costs. 

For the final calculations, curves from Water Supply and Sewerage, Fifth Edition, 1979, by E. W. 
Steel and Tarence J. McGhee (McGraw-Hill Publications) were used. These curves give cost 
figures (in 1970 dollars) for a wide variety of plant components and the available plant sequences 
for each component. Values for constructed wetlands, a more recent tertiary treatment, were added 
from available literature, particularly Use of Constructed Wetlands for Protection of Water Quality 
in Water Supply Reservoirs, 1996, published by the American Water Works Association Research 
Foundation. This document was prepared by Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) and Alan 
Plummer and Associates (APAI) and is highly relevant to the Walnut Creek watershed. 

PROJECTIONS FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 

The annual operation and maintenance costs (O&M) for each plant scenario was projected based 
on the flow anticipated for each plant and cost factors published by APAI and Steei/McGhee. Again, 
costs from Steei/McGhee were used for the final calculations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS 

Environmental costs were calculated indirectly while calculating capital costs. This was 
accomplished by assigning average removal percentages for BODS, TSS, nitrogen, and phosphorus 
for each of the plant components used in the estimate. In this way, not only the flow was utilized 
but also an estimation of the initial and final effluent parameters. The plant type used for new 
construction was the lowest cost alternative which would meet the anticipated effluent limits for the 
plant. 
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TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS 

During each year and for each scenario option, a total annual cost was generated. This cost 
includes the annualized cost of all financed capital construction (plants and collection system) as 
well as the anticipated annual operation and maintenance cost adjusted for inflation. These values 
were then divided by the service population for each year to yield a cost per person. A monthly cost 
per person and monthly cost per residential customer (based on 2.54 people per household to be 
consistent with the prior study) was also calculated. The initial and average monthly costs for each 
option were compared in making a recommendation. For this report, all customers were considered 
residential. No allowance has been made for commercial or industrial customers. 

PRESENT VALUE COMPARISONS 

The present value (1996 dollars) of the total annual cost for each option was calculated. The sum 
of the present values for the years 1997 to 2027 are shown for comparing the various options. 

LONG-TERM COST ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

Below is a summary of the cost analysis along with the cost analysis for each option of each 
scenario. 

COST PER CONNECTION 

The monthly connection cost for residential users has been calculated for comparison. These costs 
are in addition to any existing monthly sewer charges. 

FINANCING COSTS 

In all cases, financing was assumed for all capital items based on 20 year financing at 8% beginning 
in the first year of construction for a given financed time frame. 

RE-USE/ EXPANSION OF EXISTING FACILITIES OPTIONS 

For all options, use of existing facilities has been continued until system expansions can be 
performed. In most cases, new facilities are shown to start operation in 2002. In such cases, the 
existing Springtown plant and the Azle Walnut Creek plant are assumed to cease operation shortly 
afterward (1-2 years). In cases using Azle as a treatment facility, the existing capacity of Ash Creek 
had been utilized and all expansions are assumed to be to the Ash Creek plant. It may be possible 
to continue to use the Walnut Creek facility as a secondary plant to Ash Creek. 
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ENTITY PARTICIPATION 

Obviously, for a regional approach to be cost effective and have any validity, a large amount of 
participation is required from all entities in the region. Initial response for all entities has been 
favorable. A final response from Springtown, Azle, Reno, Sanctuary, Pelican Bay and Parker County 
(with Walnut Creek SUD) is expected once regionalization options are explored and this report 
reviewed in detail. 

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION CONSIDERATIONS 

The study resulted in five scenarios for wastewater service in the Walnut Creek Basin. In Scenario 
1, each major city would provide its own service or a regional entity would operate all plants. In 
Scenario 2, a regional entity would most likely own and operate the plant serving Springtown and 
Reno, with the Azle plant(s) either operated by Azle or a regional entity. For Scenario 3, a regional 
entity would most likely owrl and operate all facilities. For Scenario 4, a regional entity would provide 
the collection system and contract treatment from the City of Fort Worth. For Scenario 5, a regional 
entity would provide the collection system for the Walnut Creek Basin (Springtown, Reno, and 
unincorporated area) and contract with Azle for treatment. 
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CHAPTER VIII- RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that the Walnut Creek basin institute some 
form of regional wastewater collection and/or treatment. It appears that such action would not only 
have cost benefits for sewer but a regional system would also allow growth and control of 
wastewater in the area and help prevent pollution of the local water supply by the use of septic 
tanks. 

It would appear that the best course of action would be to connect all existing cities with the 
treatment facilities in Azle and then pursue contracting with Fort Worth for sewage treatment prior 
to any required large expansion of the Azle facilities. However, it has been shown that the 
connection to Fort Worth would probably not be possible until the later part of the planning period 
and that additional downstream upgrades to Fort Worth's existing system could make this option 
cost prohibitive. Even more important, treatment by Fort Worth would mean that a water resource 
( 32 ac-ft per day by year 2047) which is needed by the local area, could not be recycled and reused 
locally, but would be lost downstream. This fact has been demonstrated by the drought conditions 
of the past year in which the level of Eagle Mountain Lake dropped significantly and the threat of low 
water supplies, in part, spurred the City of Fort Worth and Tarrant Regional Water District to lobby 
the state legislature for stronger water control in drought periods. 

All of the scenarios, except Scenario 4, would treat wastewater upstream of Eagle Mountain Lake 
and release the effluent either back into the lake or for beneficial surface uses upstream of the lake. 
However, returning flows to the lake could also mean increasing the effectiveness of treatment in 

order to prevent degradation of the water supply by pollution and nutrients. Therefore, the remaining 
scenarios studied have incorporated the costs of using constructed wetlands to polish wastewater 
plant effluents to anticipated acceptable limits. 

It has also been shown that much of the area in Walnut Creek is sparsely populated and may not 
be cost effective to sewer with a collection system at this time. Therefore, each scenario was 
studied both as servicing the whole region within the 30 year planning period and as limiting service 
to the more urban "population centers" of Azle, Pelican Bay, Sanctuary, Springtown and "downtown" 
Reno. In all cases, service to only the population centers reduced overall customer costs. 

At this point, the City of Springtown and the Walnut Creek Special Utility District are working toward 
a special law district to serve the Walnut Creek watershed. Although many other entities have 
voiced support for such a district, most are not willing to commit membership until the details have 
been more fully addressed. At this time, it appears that Azle would have little to benefit (from a 
customer rate standpoint) by being a member of the district. Azle does appear to be willing to 
contract with a district to use Azle's treatment facilities to treat the district's flows. 

The results of this report indicate a cost savings by increased reg ionization. Therefore, a district 
west of Azle which contracted with Azle for treatment would be preferable to separate entities trying 
to own, operate and maintain two or more treatment facilities upstream. The overall findings of this 
report indicate that the best course of action at this time would be the creation of a single 
wastewater entity to collect flows from the Walnut Creek watershed and treat these flows at Azle's 
treatment facilities, whether or not Azle is a member of this entity. It is also shown that currently 
ity is impractical to serve the more rural areas at this time. However, it is anticipated that the 
availability of wastewater service in this area could change both the land uses and growth rates such 
that service could be feasible quicker than currently anticipated. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A- DOCUMENTS OF SUPPORT AND COMMENT 

APPENDIX B - MAJOR CHANGES SINCE DRAFT REPORT 

APPENDIX C - MEETINGS, NOTES AND HANDOUTS 

APPENDIX D - PRESS COVERAGE 

APPENDIX E - SCENARIO COST PROJECTIONS 

APPENDIX F- PARTICIPATING INDIVIDUALS 

APPENDIX G- POPULATION TRENDS 

APPENDIX H- WATER CONSERVATION PLAN 
{To be sent under separate cover.) 

APPENDIX 1- TREATMENT METHODS AND SEQUENCES 

APPENDIX J- INFLATION COST FACTORS 

APPENDIX K- PIPE COSTS USED FOR ANALYSIS 



APPENDIX A- DOCUMENTS OF SUPPORT AND COMMENT 

TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD DRAFT REVIEW COMMENTS 

WALNUT CREEK SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICT SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

PARKER COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

CITY OF RENO SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

TARRANT REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT SUPPORT LETTER AND EXTENSION REQUEST 

CITY OF FORT WORTH SUPPORT LETTER AND COMMENTS 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, L.A.E.R.F. SUPPORT LETTER 

SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE, INC. (SEML) SUPPORT LETTER AND CONCERNS 

TNRCC RESPONSE TO SEML CONCERNS 

KZEE RADIO SUPPORT COMMENTS 

ALAN PLUMMER AND ASSOCIATES MARKUP COMMENTS 
(Only cover note included herein, actual comments were 10 excerpted pages from 
the draft report showing mostly grammatical corrections, which have been incorporated into 
the actual final report.) 

NORTH CENTRAL TEXAS COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

CITY OF SANCTUARY SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

WISE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT SUPPORT RESOLUTION 
(To be voted on March 28, 1997 and forwarded later) 

CITY OF AZLE SUPPORT RESOLUTION 
(To be voted on after review of the final report.) 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT- MARCH 1997- PAGE A1 



TEXAS \VATER DEVELOPi\lENT BOARD 

William B. Madden, Chllimum 
Charles W. Jenness, Mnnlnr 
Lynwood Sanden, Mnnlnr 

February 11, 1997 

Mr. Bob Salinas 
City Administrator 
City of Springtown 
P.O. Box444 
1 02 East Street 
Springtown, Texas '76062 

No< Fernandez. Vitt-Chllirm.m 
Elaine M. B:unln, M.D., Mnnlnr 

Charles L Ger<n, Mnnb" 

Re: Review of the Draft Fim:il Report for the Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study with 
the City of Springtown(City) Walnut Creek S.U.D. and the Texas Water Development 
Board (TWDB), TWDB Contract No. 97-483-198. 

Dear Mr. Salinas: 

Texas Water Development Board staff have completed a review of the draft final report 
submitted under TWDB Contract No. 97-483-198. As stated in the above referenced contract, 
the City will consider incorporating comments on the draft final report from the TWDB, shown in 
Attachment 1, and other commentors into a final report. The City must include a copy of the 
TWDB's comments in the final report. 

The Board looks forward to receiving one (1) unbound camera-ready original and nine (9) 
bound double-sided copies of the Final Report on this planning project . .Please contact Mr. 
Gary Laneman, the Board's Contract Manager, at (512) 463-8062, if you have any questions 
about the Board's comments. 

cc: Gary Laneman, TWDB ,. !~ 

?J ,~.. 

~[.01.. 

Our Mwion :; .c 
&.:~l~lli\ and ruponsible development of wau:r resow= for rhc benefit of rhe citizons. coonomy, and environment of Tens. 

P.O. Box 13231 • 1700 N. Congress Avenue • Au.rin, Tens 78711-3231 

WALNUT CREEK~~lJWM:WAS~~ SUt3-l"iWi@M'RNARI!iH1'1'99¥ UlJPP.iS'!t A2 
URL Address: http://www.twdb.smc.tx.us • E-Mail Address: info@rwdb.suu:.ce.us 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

COMMENTS ON THE WALNUT CREEK REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY 
PARKER, WISE AND TARRANT COUNTIES OF TEXAS 

Contract No. 97-483-198 

1) In using Scenario 4, the need for reuse by the City of Fl Worth will be an important and 
determining factor. The future water supply needs for the region should be detailed using the 
Texas Water Plan water demand projections. This will document the need for wastewater 

·reuse as an important component in the feasibility study. 

2} All scenarios will incorporate the use of return flows within the subbasins. This has not been 
detailed or accounted for in the design flow tables for each year. Correct the tables to reflect 
intended subbasin use of return flows. 

3) All future water demand and, therefore, wastewater generation calculations will require 
expanded and ever increasing emphasis on water conservation and effl,cient management 
practices. More detail must be incorporated into the report to emphasize a commitment to 
reducing per capita water demands. 

4} The Eagle Mountain Lake area (page 25, paragraph 6) is referenced but not delineated in the 
report. This makes review difficult and clarity Jacking. Please detail Which portion of the Walnut 
Creek Regional Sewer Study area has been defined as the Eagle Mou1 .~ain Lake Area. 

5) In paragraph 6, page 25, the permit limits of 5,5,2, 1, is referenced. This needs to be clarified. 
Please reference their constituents (BOD, TSS etc.) and if this pertains to an scenarios or just 
those for the Eagle Mountain Lake area. 

6) In paragraph 7, page 25, activated sludge processes were integrated into the considerations 
of the study. It is not clear if activated sludge processes were part of the constructed wetlands 
considerations. Please clarify and expand on whether activated sludge processes were used 
for all scenarios developed. 

7) Please define the scenarios in the table on page 26 and explain why it differs from the table 
on page 7. 

V:\RPP\DRAFn97483198.LTR 
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A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING 
A REGIONAL WASTEWATER SYSTEM 

FOR THE WALNUT CREEK WATERSHED 
OF PARKER, WISE AND TARRANT COUNTIES 

OF TEXAS 

WHEREAS, the Walnut Creek watershed flows into Eagle Mountain Lake and drains 
approximately 87.5 square miles ofParker, Wise and Tarrant Counties of Texas; and 

WHEREAS, most of the watershed, save the Cities of Azle and Springtown, is not served by a 
collective wastewater collection and treatment system; and 

WHEREAS, many septic systems within the watershed do not operate in a consistent and reliable 
manner; and 

WHEREAS, a centralized system is necessary to serve increased growth in the area; and 

WHEREAS, water quality and quantity in Eagle Mountain Lake is a concern to the local area; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City of Springtown and Walnut Creek Special Utility District have matched 
funds from the Texas Water Development Board to study the feasibility of a regional wastewater 
system for the watershed and contiguous populated areas; and 

WHEREAS, the draft report for such study has indicated a feasibility for wastewater 
regionalization in the watershed; and 

WHEREAS, the undersigned entity has a vested interest in the water quality and quantity of the 
Walnut Creek watershed; 
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by Board of Directors 

of Walnut Creek Special Utility District 
(supportiag entity) 

(governing body of mtity) 

THAT we support the concept of wastewater regionalization for the Walnut Creek watershed and 
that this resolution of support shall be forwarded to the Texas Water Development Board, prior 
to or concurrent with, the final study report being submitted to the TWDB due March 19, 1997. 
We also understand that this resolution is not supporting a particular method ofregionalization 
but only supports the concept of regionalization itself 

This resolution was (approved)( disapproved) this 11th day of___:F:...:e=b=ru=ru:y==--------'1997 
by the following vote of its governing members. 

AYES NAYS 
(Opposed to resolutioo) 

James Johnson 

Lloyd Sisk 

Ray Smith 

Jerry DeWeese 

Michael Gilley 

This vote is recorded as made this day. 

ATTEST: 

~-Secretary/Treasurer 
(TITLE) 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1997- PAGE A5 



PARKER COUNTY 
Weatherford, Teu1 76086 

March 10, 1997 

TO: Texas Legislature 

FROM: The Parker County Commissioners Court 

RE: The Parker County Utility District # 1 

Parker County is one of the fastest growing counties in Texas. Subdivisions are rapidly covering 
major areas of Parker County, especially the undeveloped land 

We have an urgent need to develop a Parker County Regional Utility District to provide 
wastewater. 

The creation of a Regional Utility District in Parker County would make possible the building, 
operating and maintaining facilities necessary for the treatment and transportation of wastewater. 
This would also protect, preserve and restore purity and sanitary conditions to both surface and 
groundwater in the County. 

With the creation of the Parker County Utility District, we will have a mechanism that will 
provide an orderly basis for the treatment of wastewater, and solid waste, as well as the utility 
needs of its service area. 

The Parker County Commissioners Court recognizes the need for such a district to be created at 
this time. The creation oftbis district would benefit all the citizens ofParker County, therefore 
we add our support to this effort. 
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IT IS THEREFORE ADOPfED, ORDERED and ENTERED into the minutes of 
Commissiouers Court this lOth day of MARCH, 1997. 

DANNY CHOA1E 
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT# 1 

~~ 
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT # 3 

ATTEST: 

~~~ 
COUNIY CLERK 

-
MACK DOBBS 
COMMISSIONER. PRECINCT# 2 . 

~'B~ 
VOTEcl 'ltYE "bttrle-/'r meenAiz b-e~.e e 
RENA PEDEN /e TT/7 .e /lJ/1.5 s"J""t!d'. 
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT# 4 
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FEB-24-S7 MON 10:03 AM 

Mayor: Llt~yd Bailey 

Mayor Pro-Tt~m: Mlllt SQk 

DATE: t,)_ --.;{ t.f-- tt:j '1 
TO: 7..,-/' ;5.. ~-,.:-!.-----

fAX fJ Qq$ _. 2/:3 '9 
NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER SHEEI: ~ -=--

rwl!d~ 

p 

Ct~IUicil MUHben: 
Ed Brt~IUI 
Dale Ct~rroll 
KimMcOvur 
Ned Pug/1 

IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION 
PLEASE CALL:(817)2Zl-2500 FAX I (817)221~3&50 

THANK YOU AND HAVE A NICE DAY! I! 

174 W. Reno Rd. -Azie, Texas 76020 + Phone (817) ZZl·ZSOO- Fa (817) :J21-16SO 
Office Hours: Monday tlzrough Frlday- 8:00a.m. to 5:00p.m. 
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FEB-24-97 MON 10:04 AM 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING 
A REGIONAL WASTEWATER SYSTEM 

FOR THE WALNUT CREEK WATERSHED 
OF PARKER, WISE AND TARRANT COUNTIES 

OF TEXAS 

WHEREAS, the Walnut Creek watershed flows into Eagle Mountain Lake and drains 
approximarely 87.5 square miles ofParker, Wise and Tarrant Counties of Texas; and 

WHEREAS, most of the watershed, save the Cities of Azle and Springtown, ia not served by a 
collective wastewater collection and treatment system; md 

WHEREAS, many septic 5ystems within the watershed do not openrte in a consistent and reliable 
manner, and 

WHEREAS, a centralized system is necessary to serve increased growth in the area; and 

WHEREAS, water quality and qumtity in Eagle Mountain Lake iJ a concern to the local area; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City ofSpriDetown and Walnut Creek Special Utility District have matched 
funds from the Texas Water Development Board to study the feasibility of a regional wastewater 
system for the watershed and contiguous populated areu; and 

WHEREAS, the draft report for such study has indicated a feasibility for wastewater 
regionallzation in the watel"Shc:d; and 

WHEREAS, the undersigned entity has a vested interest in the water quality and quantity of the 
Walnut Creek watershed; 
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FEB-24-S7 MON 10:04 AM 

NOW, ~ORE BE IT RESOLVED, by 

or Sfi;!j.y> o ~ f?en D 

THAT we support the concept of wastewater regionalization for the Walnut Creek waterr;hed and 
that this resolution of support shan be forwarded to the Tens Water Development Board, prior 
to or conCWl'CJt with, the final study report being submitted to the TWDB due March 19, 1997. 
We also understand that this resolution is not supporting a particular method ofregionalization 
but only supports the concept of regicnalization itself. 

This resolution was (approved)(diappte•edtthis .1' 
by the following vote of its governing members. 

AYES 
(lllllo.- ol'noolutioa) 

mw s,' )5 ;{ 

I 

This vote is recorded as made this day. 

NAYS 
(llppaHIIIO ,_,loo&i08) 
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TARRAI'IT COUNTY WATER CON'IROL AND IMPROVEMENT 
DISTRICT NUMBER ONE 

800 East North Side. Drive 
Fort Worth, T"""" 76102-1097 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
George W. Shannon, President 
Vidor W. Henderson, Vice President 
01arles B. Campbell Jr., Secretary 
Hal S. Sparks m 

Route 1, Box 1660 
Streetman, Texas 75859-9630 
Telephone 903-389-3928 
FAX 903-389-7587 

Brian C Newby 

RECEIVED FEB 2 4 1997 

February 21;1997 

Teague Nail and Perkins 
Consulting Engineers 
915 Florence Street 
Fort Worth., Texas 76102 
Attn: J. Kelly Carta, P.E. 

James M. Ollver 
GEneral Manager 

Re: Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study 
Springtown, Texas 
Project Number SPR96219 

Dear Mr. Carta: · 

The Tarrant Regional Water District is in receipt of the draft report referenced above. 
We understand that the review period is short and a final report is due in the Texas 
Water Development Board office on March 19, 1997. Due to this short review time 
for the different alternatives, the District is requesting a 60 day extension to the 
review period to provide ample time for us to evaluate the impact of the various 
proposed scenarios on the water quality of Eagle Mountain Lake. 

The District is fundamentally supportive of regionalization and has participated in 
several studies with the Texas Water Development Board near both Eagle Mountain 
and Cedar Creek Reservoirs in an attempt to develop plans for guiding 
regionalization of wastewater systems around those reservoirs. However, with the 
water quality modeling tools now available to the District, we would like to fully 
examine the potential impacts of each proposed scenario before a final report is 
issued. 

The District hopes the 60 day review period extension can be granted. We look 
forward to hearing from you. Should you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me at 903-389-3928. 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1997- PAGE A11 



Woody Fro 81' 

Manager Environmental Services 

cc: Bob Salinas, City of Springtown 
Mack Wood, Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Gary Laneman, TWDB 
Carolyn Brittin, TWDB 
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RECEIVED FEB 2 5 1997 

February 18, 1997 

!f. F .S:A-• . FEB 2 5 1997 
J. Kelley Carta, P. E. 
Teague Nail and Perkins Consulting Engineers 
915 Florence Street 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 

RE: Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study 
Springtown, Texas 

Dear Mr. Carta: 

The subject draft report has been reviewed by staff of the Fort Worth Water Department. 
Following are our concerns and comments. 

Fort Worth is not currently planning to provide wastewater service to Azle by 2006 or 2016, but 
service plans indicate that this is a possibility if mutually beneficial. Future plans did not 
include wastewater service to entities beyond Azle. A recent study by Alan Plummer 
Associates indicated that service to Azle would not be cost-effective in the immediate future. 
Also, when service to the Azle area is considered, prior facility plans recommended evaluating 
the use of a satellite treatment plant with high quality treatment and discharge into Lake Worth 
or Eagle Mountain Lake. 

The report indicates that the proposed regional system would only be responsible for costs to get 
flow to the Fort Worth system at the Jenkins Heights lift station, and any improvements to 
downstream facilities would be considered a system cost. This is not necessarily a correct 
assumption. System improvements, including additional capacity at the treatment plant, would 
be included in negotiations for a new wholesale wastewater contract. System improvements, 
assuming pumping to the main Fort Worth system, could be substantial including upgrades to 
the lift station, parallel relief mains for wet weather flows and additional treatment units at the 
plant. 

When considering all of the above factors, it is projected that a decision on providing 
wastewater service to Azle and areas beyond , as proposed in the study, could take some time. 
Before a recommendation could be made, several additional studies would be required. 

WATER DEPARTMENT 
ADMINISTRATION DMSION 

THE CITY OF FORT WORTH * 1000 THROCKMORTON STREET * FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102 
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J. Kelley Carta, P. E. 
February 18, 1997 

Fort Worth agrees that regionalization would be beneficial for service to the area if shown to be 
cost-effective and environmentally sound. Timing has to be considered in the recommendation. 
Another factor that needs to be considered is the value of water as an additional raw water 
source. For purposes of the subject study, it would appear practical not to consider utilization of 
the Fort Worth system as a short-term solution. It may be appropriate to include service by Fort 
Worth as a possible 'long-term solution, and also a regional system that serves the 
Springtown/ Azle area with discharge to Eagle Mountain Lake. 

Please use this letter as our support for some type of regionalization to solve wastewater 
problems in the Springtown/Azle area. 

Sincerely, 

+ck~ 
Lee C. Bradley, Jr. 
Director 

JWS/sa 

cc: James W. Scanlan, Regulatory/Environmental Coordinator 
Frank Crumb, Engineering Coordinator/Engineering Services 
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SPRINGTOWN/AZLE 

REVIEW OF WALNUT CREEK REGIONAL WW STUDY 

I. FORT WORTH IS NOT PLANNING TO SERVE AZLE BY 2006 OR2016, BUT HAS A PLAN TO 
PROVIDE SERVICE IF NECESSARY OR MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL. 

2. THE REPORT INDICATES THAT THE REGIONAL SYSTEM WOULD ONLY BE RESPONSffiLE 
FOR COSTS TO GET FLOW TO THE FORT WORTH SYSTEM AT JENKINS HEIGHTS LS. 
ONCE A WHOLESALE CONTRACT IS SIGNED, ANY IMPROVEMENTS TO DOWNSTREAM 
FACILITIES WILL BE CONSIDERED A SYSTEM COST, HOWEVER, IMPROVEMENTS 
DOWNSTREAM OF THE POINT OF ENTRY TO FW SYSTEM AND TO THE LIFT STATION 
WOULD PROBABLY BE PART OF THE NEGOTIATIONS OF A NEW WHOLESALE 
WASTEWATER CONTRACT. 

·FW MASTER PLAN INDICATES THAT THE COLLECTION SYSTEM 
DOWNSTREAM OF THE JENKINS HEIGHTS LIFT STA TlON WILL REQUIRE A RELIEF 
MAIN BY 2010 TO CONVEY WET WEATHER FLOWS. A CURRENT UPDATE OF THE 
MASTER PLAN MAY REVISE THIS DATE. 

JENKINS HEIGHTS CAPACITY HAS A CURRENT FIRM CAPACITY OF 1.8 
MGD IS NOT SUFFICIENT FOR ADDITIONAL FLOW FROM WALNUT CREEK AT THE 
RATES INDICA TED IN SCENARIO 4A-3.11 MGD DESIGN FLOW IN 2002 WHEN 
WALNUT CREEK IS MOTHBALLED. 

ACCORDING TO THE REPORT, FORT WORTH STAFF INDICA TED THAT DOWNSTREAM 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS TO ACCOMMODATE WALNUT CREEK FLOW WOULD BE 
PERFORMED IN A TIMELY MANNER ON PAGE 6. 

BASED ON THE CURRENT LEVEL OF WORK AND EXPENSE DEDICATED TO THE WET 
WEA TilER PROGRAM UNDER THE EPA ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER, FORT WORTH 
DOES NOT AGREE THAT THESE IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE COMPLETED IN A 
TlMEL Y MANNER. ISSUES WOULD BE COST AND ULTIMATELY TREATMENT 
PLANT CAPACITY. VILLAGE CREEK HAS A LIMITED AREA TO EXPAND AND THE 
LAST PLANNED EXPANSION IS 17 MGD AND WE ARE CURRENTLY DOING A 
UPRATING STUDY TO GO TO 166 MGD. THEREFORE WE ARE LOOKING AT 
BUILDOUT OF 183MGD. CAPACITY UNTIL SOMETIME PAST 2020. 

FORT WORTH PREFERS EFFLUENT TO BE UTILIZED AS WATER SUPPLY IF PROPER 
TREATMENT LIMITS AND OPERATIONS ARE PROVIDED. TO DISCHARGE THE 
EFFLUENT 40-50 MILES DOWNSTREAM WHERE REUSE IS LESS FEASIBLE MAKES 
NO SENSE WHEN FORT WORTH MAY BE CONSIDERING UPSTREAM TREATMENT 
FACILITIES TO RELIEVE VILLAGE CREEK IN THE FUTURE. 

BEFORE THIS RECOMMENDATION CLOUD BE ADOPTED SEVERAL ADDITIONAL STUDIES 
WOULD BE REQUIRED AND BASED ON THE POLITICS OF THE SITU A TJON, 
IMPLEMENTATION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ONLY AS A LONG TERM SOLUTION. 
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63/06/1997 15:17 

DATE: 

SEND TO: 
FAX#: 
VOICE#: 

FROM: 

9724361402 LAERF 

US Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station 
Lewisville Aquatic Ecosystem Research Facility 
RR#3 Box 446 #1 Fish Hatchery Road 
Lewisville, Texas 75056-9720 
ph. (972) 436-2215 FAX (972) 436-1402 

FAX COVER PAGE 

6 Mar 97 

Kelly Carta 
(8 17) 336-2813 

Chetta S. Owens 
Lewisville Aquatic Ecosystem Research Facility 
RR#3 Box 446 #1 Fish Hatchery Road 
Lewisville, TX 75056-9720 
!972} 436-2215 FAX (972) 436-1402 

II OF PAGES TO FOLLOW: 

Memo: 
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Mr. Guy Laneman 
Texas Water Development Board 
1700 North Congress ~venue 
Austin, Texas 
78711-3231 

Dear Mr. Laneman, 

LAERF 

Lewisville Aquatic Ecosystem Research 
Facility 
RR3, Box 446 
Lewisville, Texas 75056 
(972) 436-2215 

Feb. 21,1997 

RE: Wabmt CJ:eek Regional 
W astewatcr Study 
Springtown, Texas 
Proj. No. SPR96219 

This letter is in support of the wastewater region&lization for the Wabmt Creek watershed to be 
submitted to the 'IWDB on March 19,1997. TNRCC and the EPA, Region 6 are cunently 
developing a statewide watershed approach to managing the aquatic systems of Texas. The 
regionalization of the Wahmt Creek watershed would conform to the current ideas being 
con.sidered for the state of Texas. 

Th:mk you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

~{)~ 
Chetta Owens 
Research Biologist 
LAERF 
RR. 3, Box 446 
Lewisville, Texas 
75056 
(972)436-2215 
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PftllldeDt 

M:iilckW. Wood 

lol VIa PraJdcm 
Betsy ScMII'er 

2nd VIa: Pn:oldent 
Carl C Wilson 

SccRW'y 

C1.eryl AnderSOn 

Treaourcr 
Steven B. McKeever 

Dlrccmn 
Cheryl Andersen 
Doccas E. Boerner 
Mark Bronson 
Dee Cvetko 
Sharon Davis 
Carol Godbey 
Sue Harvison 
Randall Kressler 
Neil K~tzer 
Su~·ven B. McKeever 
Michael Muncy 
Duke Palmer 
Reed Pigman, Jr. 
Betsy Sch;lffer 
Carl C. W,lson 
Made W. Wood 
Pe=nny H. Yo.s[ 

l.ep1 Counsel 
Wynette Parchman 

Exccuti~e Director 
Uze D. Knesntk 

Past Presidents 
Hal Sparl<s • 1985-1986 
Gilrnme lauderdale - 19R7 
Guy Rog~. Jr.- 1988 
Carl C. Wilson • 1989-1990 
Robert G. Bonham- 1991 
Wynette Parehm.2n- 199Z-l993 
Reed Pigman, Jr.- 1994-1995 

SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE INC. 
316 BAILEY AVENUE, SUITE 103 • FORT WORTII, TEXAS 76107 • (817) 332-7283 

RECEIVED FEB 2 5 1997 

Feb~ua~y 24, 1997 

J. Kelly Carta, P.E. 
Teague Nall & Pe~kins 
915 Flo~ence Street 
Fort Worth, TX 7&102 

RE: Walnut C~eek Wastewater Study 
Springtown, TX 
P~oj. No. SPR9&219 

Dear Mr. Ca~ta: 

Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc. endorses the regional 
wastewater treatment syste• concept as long as it does 
not conflict with the Resolution adopted by the TeMas 
Water Com•ission on January 22, 198& <See attached>. 

However, proposals in the draft of the Walnut C~eek 
Regional Wastewater Study have not addressed wate~ 
quality impacts to Eagle Mountain Lake, both sho~t and 
long term. These studies must be done before we can 
make an educated judgement about which scenario is 
best for the Lake. 

We request that any wastewater treatment plan 
developed will ensu~e compliance with 5 mg/1 BOD5, 5 
mg/l TSS, 2mg/l total N, 1 mg/1 total P permit 
requirements, as specified in the draft report. 

THIS LETTER WAS APPROVED BY THE SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN 
L~KE, INC. BOQRD OF DIRECTORS BY A VOTE OF lb TO 0 IN 
A TELEPHONE VOTE CONDUCTED ON FEBRUARY 21 AND 24 1 

1997. 

Sincerely, 

#( I!_C( t-J.I{) ~(_ 
Mack W. Wood 
P~esident, Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc. 

cc: TeMas Water Development Board 
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02/05/97 12:02 

n 
TNRCC 

Protecting Texas 
by Raducing and 

Preventing Pollutlcn 

~512 239 4444 TNRCC-Watershed ~001 

FAX TRANSMITTAL 
DATE: 

TO: 

FROM~ 

NOTES: 
Kelly: 

-.:...Fe:;b:.:r.::.u::ar"'-y..::5::.:•...;1:...:9:..:9:..:.7 ___ NUMBER OF PAGES (Including this cover sheet}: ~ 

Nama Kelly Carta 

Organization Teague, Nail. Perkins 

FAX Number 817 336-2813 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

Name 

Division/Region 

Telephone Number 

FAX Number 

Clyde E. Bohmfalk 

WPA 

612 239-1315 

612 239-4410 

I em concerned that I may have given you some erroneous information recently. When we 
talked about the moratorium for wastewater discharges to Eagle Mountain Lake, 1 told you I 
could not find anything about it. As it tums out, I shoUld have looked a little harder. Please 
accept my apology for giving you the wrong information. I hope this does not create a 
significant nor long lasting inconvenience for .YOU. I know it can be frustrating trying to get 
information from us and it does not help matters when you are given the wrong information. 
This has also been sent to Woody Frousard at Tarrant Regional Water District. He and I have 
discussed this on the phone. 
To follow up on our recent telephone conversation, I am sending you copies of the letter I 
received from Save Eagle Mountain and the resolution adopted by the Texas Water Commission 
in 1986. As far as I have bean able to determine so far, no one can say that the •studiesN were 
ever finalized nor is there any evidence that this resolution has been rescinded or repealed or 
whatever is needed to get it off the books. Soooooo, apparently it is still in effect. I do not 
know the procedure, but I assume it could be repealed by petitioning the TNRCC commissioners. 

The resolution was provided to me by our Legal Division and you may want to contact Ms. 
Margaret Hoffman. an attorney in that division at (512)239-0600 or Mr. Tom Weber. Acting 
Director of the Agriculture and Watershed Management Division at (51 2) 239-1072. 

Post-It" Fax Note 7671 Oa1B z.J.!'LJ7 Ita~~ ... .3 
To ,&J, .Sa. f,<,.,.,.J From ~tf." e..u.-?'A. 
Co.!Dapte,~ ~...C...:..~ .. Co. 

, 

PIK>na # r / Phone It 

Fax# 8'17 - . .n3 -:JJ1'1 
Fax# 
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Presldeac 
IoUck VI. Wood 

2nd VIa! Pretldeno 
Clltl C. 'llVIIoon 

S<Uetary 
Jamie McNeill 

_Trcuure.r 
Steven a. McK""~r 

D!ftcu>rs 
0\er)'i Atlderaon 
Dorc:u E. Boe:rnu 
~brk Bron.son 
Dee c\·etko 
Sluton Da\'is 
Sue Hot\!lson 
R;Jnd:ell 1\ressler 
N~:il Kretzer 
Slc,,m 8. McK~cr 
ja.mle McNI!'iU 

Oukii!PaJmcr 
Reed Pi~J~Un. Jr. 
B.:!JY Schaffer 
Carl C. Wiloq)n 
Ma.ck W. Wond 
P!!M)' H." Yo.oq 

Legml Courucl 
\X)·ncuc P:l.rchm.,n 

&tcu.dv<e D~mr 

Il;,.e D. Kn(.:sruk 

Past l'raidc:nu 
H.o•J Spark II - 198,·1 QPo6 . 

Gilmt•re l:nu.ll:nlo~lc ~ 1987 
Guy floucn. Jr. • l?HB 
C1ui C. \li.'il'inn • l")p.c).J?CJO 
Robert G. 13nnhom1- 11.191 
'Ji'rnc:u~ Parchtn••n- 199.2-1993> 
R~ Piwn.tn,Jr. • I')C)-i·l'Nt; 

'13'512 239 4444 TNRCC-Watershed Ia! 002 

SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE INC. 
316 BAILEY AVENUE, SUITB 103 • FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107 • (817) 332-7283 

January 20, 1~97 

Mr. Clyde Bau•fauk 
TNRCC 
P.O. Box 13087 
~u~tin, TX 78711 

D•ar Mr. Baumfauka 

One of our Board members, Betsy Schaffer, has 
asked that l write to you regarding the status of the 
moratoriu~ for no further •ewage treatm•nt plants on 
Eagle Mountain Lake in Fort Worth, Te~as. It is my 
understanding that this moratorium was established in 
1986. 

Any information that you could proYide regarding 
this matter would be ~ost appreciated. Thank you for 
your assistance. 

:a;;~·.7V'~ 
Il:ze D. Kn•snik 
ExecutiYe Director 
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il~J<o.x;-watershed 
Tl\IH(;C J..EGAL 

T~XA~ WAT~H ~UMMI~~lfl~ 
•' 

WHEREAS, Eeglo HQunt~tn Lako serves dS a prlm1r.r 5ourcD of drinkl~v 
.. uor and va1uabll recreational resource for nu11111rous l'llifdtntl of the 
Tarrant Count)' am; a"cl 

llfl[f!t.lS, lncr~~aslng u~n d~:volo~/IC !11 tlla f~glo 'NauntAin LUo 
watershed hoi resulted In~~ increaffno numbot or IP~llcatlons for pc~its 
~ discharge .,uta. fn~o fagle Hayntaln 1.1kt1 tnd 

WKEII£AS, t1111 Tuu llllter CO~JDiufan has recelnd nu11111raus lett~rs 
~rom fndlvldual residents, citizen !lrOups, savtrnmental baelfes, ancl 1ltet-. 
•cl offlc:i41's regarding the1r conctrn for protecting the woter qv~Ht,11 of . 
c.1gle •Jountain Lake; and 

Wl!ER£115, Spaakcr Glb Lewis, Senator Jlugll Panlll!r, lhe tiL¥ Coyn.:O or 
fOI'L Worth, the Cemml II loners Co~rt Of tai"Nnt Cou11l,y, tba So"e Eagle 
Mountain Loki eitUen's nsoclatlcn, encl the ld.1 autllorit,r, Tarnnt 
toun~y wate~ Control •"d Improvement D1strf~t No. 1, have •11 requested a 
h~lt to the app~oval of p~mft raquncs to dlscha"'i& wutewater efflvent 
Into Eaglll Mountain Lakli unti I .a t1Dtcr qua!1ty &tud,t lias be1111 po.rforlllccl on 
th~ lake; tncf 

WII!RtAS 1 tha Tarrant Ca~nty Wa tor Ccnti'Ol and lmprovcmnt Dhtl'i ~t 
lla. l and th1 Save Eagle l'leun~f'n l&ko Assoclotion ho~~va ~OI!Uilitted to 
parliCfpau with the toPJIIiufon fn 1 shcrt•llln!l water Quality 5tUdJI af 
Ea'il\~ 1\gunhh L~'lll~ and 

kHERSAS, the.Tcaa' ~ater Cammtsslon It fully committed to protecting 
th1 qu~l!~ of E•;le l~ountilfn L~k!l 1tnc! all of our Stue'; 'llater resDurcc~. 

_/V 110\J, lii(RUOII£. BE lT I!ESOLVED OY nlf Tl\111.~ WATER C:OifllmQH that the 
/Comn1srlcn llllfled1ataly susprncl tha pro~mu1ng of new applfcatlons tar ntw 

A • "-' penn! ts for .. ute dl=ebarga lnta E'egle Hauntaln 1.4k• 1ml its tr1buUMes 
<....-"' within 11n1 mile a' th~ 1aka, Paneling C:OIIj)letlon of llpproprfate water 

quality stYdlu, In ordtt,. ta uatat the Cllllllllu:lon In ltl 111Ur quality 
parmittfng raspanslb!Ht!el, It II the intention of the Co11Qiu1on that 
tills sYsptnsfon nat o"ply to pending appHcations or •ppl!catlons far 
amendment or rcne~l of e~lstlng waste d!scharg• penalts. 

•(' 
. r"'l 

"· 

Sign~ this 22nd day of Jonua,.y, 1986. 

TE1AS WAfER COkHISSlOft 

ATT.EST: 

1., J "'t• ,",.::,. I • • 
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Elarl}' R. McB.e, Chairman 

R. B. •RaJ ph• !>larquez, Commissioner 

John M. Baker, Commissioner 

Dan Pearson, Executive Director 

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Protecting TU<IS bg Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

Ms. llze D. Knesnik 
Executive Director 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc. 
316 Bailey Avenue, Suite 103 
Fort Worth, Texas 76107 

Re: Eagle Mountain Lake 

Dear Ms. Knesnik: 

February 10, 1997 

Enclosed please find a copy of a resolution adopted by the Texas Water Commission on January 
22, 1986 which "suspends the processing of new applications for new permits for waste 
discharge into Eagle Mountain Lake and its tributaries within one mile of the lake .... " This 
document was provided to me by Ms. Margaret Hoffman, an attorney in the Texas Natural 
Resource Conservation Commission Legal Division. It is my understanding that studies have 
been undertaken, but it is not clear that all of the issues which prompted this resolution have been 
resolved. It does not appear that any action has ever been taken by the Texas Water Commission 
or the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission to rescind this resolution. 

Additional questions on this issue may be directed to Ms. Hoffman at (512) 239-0600 or to Mr. 
Tom Weber, Acting Director of the Agriculture and Watershed Management Division, at (512) 
239-1072. 

cc: Woody Frousard 
Tarrent Regional Water District 

RBW/cb 
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FRED CAUBLE OF CAUBLE HOSKINS ARCHITECTS MET WITH THE PARKER COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS COURT DURJNG TFIElR REGULAR MEETING MONDAY MORNING TO 

DISCUSS RENOVATION OF 11IE OLD POST OmCE BUlLDING FOR USE AS A COURTS 

BUILDING. ALSO PRESENT WERE 4JRD DISllUCT JUDGE JIM MULLIN, DISTIUCT 

ATTORNEY DON SCHNEBI.EY AND DISTRICT CLERK LANA TIBBITS. CAUBLE 

PRESENlED A FEASIBn.ITY Sn.iDY ON mE PROJECT AND SAID THAT THE COURT 

NOW NEEDS TO DECIDE WHAT- AND HOW MANY- COURTS WILL BE LOCATED IN 

THE fACIUTY. MULLIN SUGGESlE.D THAT THERE BE ONLY ONE ENTRANCE FOR 

SECUIUTY KEASONS. CAUBlE SAID, HOWEVER. THAT TWO ENTRANCES WOULD BE 

NECBSSAB.Y DTJE TO FIRE. REGULATION~. OTHER. CONCERNS DISCUSSED WERE 

HANDICAP ACCESS INTO AND mR.OUGROUT TilE BUILDING, EXTRA ROOM NEEDED 

FOR .JUJ.Y SELECTION IN CASE OF CAPITAL TR.IALS, LOCATION OF BATHft.OOMS. AND 

HOW TO ELIMINATE CONTACTBE't'WEEN PlUSONEl\S AND TiiE PUBLIC. CAUBLE 

SAID niA:r BEFORE HE CAN SHOW DETAILED PLANS, A DECISION WILL HAVE TO BE 

MADE ABOUT HOW MANY AND WHAT KlND OF COURTS WILL BE NEEDED. THE 

COURT 1BEN WENT INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR MORE. THAN AN HOUR TO 

DISCUSS CONTEMPLATED LIDGATIONWITH TilE PARKER. COUNTY HOSPITAL 

DISTRICT OVER lHE PAYMENT OF MEDICAL BILLS FOR. INMATES OF THE COUNTY 

JAIL. Af'I'ER THE SESSlON, THE COUR.T VOTED TO HAVE ATTORNEY ROBERT T BASS 

SEEK AN EARLY RESOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM AND REPORT BACK TO THE COURT 

IN 'I1mEE WEEKS. BROOKES WOR.lHINGTON PRESENTED THE COURT WI1H A . -
REQUEST TO PLACE A LlFE-SlZED STATUE OF A HORSE AND RIDER ON CITY OR 

COUNTY PR.OPER.TY TO RECOGNIZE TilE ROU. OF THE CUTIING HORSE INDUSTRY 

IN THIS ABEA.. HE SAID THE NATIONAL CUTrlNG HORSE ASSOCIATION HAS NAMED 

PARKER COUNTY lHE CUTTING HORSE CAPITAL OF 11m U.S. WORTHINGTON SAID 

THE FIRST PRESIDENT OF THE NCHA WAS RAY SMITH FROM PAIU(ER COUNTY. 

POSSmLE ~OCATIONS DISCUSSED WERE THE COURTHOUSE SQUARE. TilE 

COUKrHOUSE ANNEX AND THE CHAMBER OF COMMEitCE. THE COURT VOTED TO 

TABLE THE REQUEST fOR TWO WEEKS. mE COURT ALSO EXPRESSED SVPPORT FOR 

THE CREATION OF THE PARKER COUNTY UTn.ITY DISTRICT NUMBER ONE AS 

REQUESTED. BY TOM GENTJlY AND BOB SALJNJS OF SPRINGTOWN. A RESOLUTION 

A,PP.ROVED BY ntE COURT STATED "THE CREATION OF nriS DISTRlCT WOULD 

BENEFIT ALl. THE CITJZENS OF PARKER COUNTY, THEREFORE WE ADD OUR SUP

PORl TO THIS EFFORT.· 
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WH~EAS, Eag1a Hountaln Lake s~rv~ •s a ~rlmer.r source of drinking 
.. nor aftd va,uab,1 recreational resource for nu~~~erous raii~tnts of the 
l~rrant County area; and 

WHEREAS, Increasing ul"!kln ~l!volopmont h1 tha E~glo 'Mountain LAke! 
w&tershcd has rasvlted In~~~ increas1ng numbct of applications for p~~its 
t~ dlu:htrge 10Utl! Into Eag1e Mo~ntaln Lah; and 

WHEREAS, tha Te~es Yater Conmtnlan ha& rlcoi>'Cd nu1111!rous letters 
!rom Individual resid~nts, citizen sraups, governmental badles, and elect
ed officials rtgarding thelr concern for protecting tha water qu4Ht.Y of 
E<~gle •tountain Lake; and 

IIIIEREhS, Spc;~.kcr Glb lewis, Scnuar llugill'anlll!r, lll!! City Coum:ll of 
fOI't llorth, the Ca~m~i iiS loners Court Of Torrent taur.t¥, the S~ve Eagle 
Mountain Lake citizen's association, and the lak1 authori~, Tarrant 
County wattr Control and lmpravsment D1stritt No. 1, have all requested a 
ll~lt to th~ 1Pprova1 of perma reo.uuts to discharge vastewatllr afflutl\t 
into Eagll! Hount~1n Lake until a tlatGr qu&t1ty stud.)' !las bel!ll parfol'lllld on 
tl;o lake:; 1nd · 

WI!!REAS, the Tarrant County Llator tontrol and lmprovealnt District 
!lo. l ami tlle Save Eagle Mount.atn lako Assocletlcin havar com~ithd to 
~art\tlpate with th~ totm~hslon 'In a sbort-lenn water Quality 5tud,)' or 
l~'i\t: 1\ounta\n L~lr.e; and 

WHEREAS, the. TcxU Water Coam1SS1on h fu\\y c:o=iUcd \D protecting 
the qu~llty of Ea~le Mountain L~kc and all of our State'i ~ater re~ourccs. 

~ HOI!, 'THER~FOR.E, .BE IT nESOLVED 8Y ntE TEXAS WATER tDifiiSSlWi that the 
.//COill!lls;!on lmTred1ataty suspend the procc~S1"!1 of new appllcattons for new 

.A • jl pennfts for wutt di~ehar!jo into Eagle Mountain Lllkt and Its tribuuries 
<....- within ont m!le of thG taka, pending coq>llt.ion of eppropr,ate water 

qoallty studil'>o In ordar tG U11Jt thv Comntu!on In In Ylttr quality 
permitting respanlll:l\lttles. It h tnt lntent\on of the Co-lftissiDn that 
this su~p~nslon not apply to pending applications or applltations for 
amendment or renewal of existl~g wasta dlscharga parmlts. 

Signed this 22nd dDy of J~nuary, 1996. 

TE~AS WATER C~ISSIOH 

~efl:;a':k,!s~ ~· 

ATTEST: 

12r4~t _1_1 ___ , ....... ~ iOUCOIRS, Clllm H 011~1' 

WALNU 

'.' .. I, , 

:., J ,, ~· :.: .• I' . 

:: ": :· .. : ·.• . . . . I .·• ~· ·:, 

.·!''1 ·:.··· .. •' 

. '·,1: 
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Maclt W, Wood 

1st Vlce Preslclent 
Neil K.rea~r 

:Znd. VIce President 
Carl C. WLbon 

Sccretuy 
J~mie McNeill 

Trcas=r 
Steven B. Mc:Kecvcr 

Directors 
Cheryl Anderson 
Dora!~ E. Boerner 
M:uk Broruon 
Dee Cvetko 
Sharon Ol\·i.! 
Sue H:uvi:son 
Rand:lll K~sler 
S'eil Kretzer 
Ste,•en B. McKeever 
Jamie M:d:elll 
Duke Palmer 
Reed Pigman. Jr. 
Betsy Schaffer 
Carl C. ~'ilson 
~tack W. \t"ood 
Penny H. Yo.'i( 

Legal Counsel 
~·rneae P;orchnl;ln 

Executive Director 
tlu D. Knesnik 

Past Presidents 
H:~l Sp::r.rk~ · 1985-Ii)F-6 
Gilmore l.lL>de:rd;..de • 19A';" 
Gur RoJJt"r.;i, Jr.- 10~~ 

Carl C Wil-;on - 19fl9·1990 

Rohen G. Bcmh:.~m • 1991 
'\\"yncue P.m:hm;ln- 199:?.-199.3 
Rt't:d Pitu1iJR, Jr.· J~)o.J-1-PN'l 

SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE INC. 
316 BAILEY AVENUE, SUITE 103 • FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107 • (817) 332·7283 

January 20, 1~~7 

Mr. Clyde Baumfauk 
TNRCC 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711 

Dear Mr. Baumfauk: 

One of our Board members, Betsy Schaffer, has 
asked that I write to you regarding the status of the 
moratorium for no further sewage treatment plants on 
Eagle Mountain Lake in Fort Worth, Texas. It is my 
understanding that this moratoriu• was established in 
1 ~8e.. 

Any information that you could provide regarding 
this matter would be most appreciated. Thank you for 
your assistance. 

:a;;e~'.7Y~ 
Ilze D. Knesnik 
Executive Director 
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Ml'lR-13-'97 THU iil8:39 ID: TEl.. NO: 

TRAN5MI$$1QN fQBM 

DATE: .&/JS/'f7 

TIME; f: .S.0 

JOB NO.; f&o' fi.:L 

~----~~~·~,,~~r-~~~~----------------------------------------
C:OMPANY: __ -r..~ ... ::!!"":S~ ... ~1---n.u.t...!.!.~~.!!91.doo •• L-.!P.~ .. !<!'Io041!!!::!:.:~-"l:....--------------
ADDRESS; ______________________________ _ 

tiTY; _ __:~_.:,vJ:;._ ____ STATE: ______ PHONE; -~J:.i!3..!!4r~·;.:5:..!7w7:..;3z..._ _______ _ 

FAX: .5.5(o • Lit' 

~.--~~~~~~~{L~~~~~~--------------------------
1141 WEST MITc:>IELL STNEET • ARUNGllN. TEXAS 7601~506 
PHONE 817.461·14~1 • FAX 817-850-3339 

CQMMINT:i• NO. PGS. /{ 
(INC:LUOIN:-:G:-C:::':O~V'::E:O::R':"'J-

.._. ~ c.., ... ..,'·~~ AI.: ~ 1 ~ ~ 
~- ~~~ ~--,a..__~-

..f~ '6--zk d-la~. ~ ~ #~ ~ ./¥...:T ~~~ 
-?1!-.A. j4Xt... y·muJ.d. 
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and particulars of this special district on behalf of the study participants. Mr. Salinas noted 
that the district could eventually serve a total of 25,000-30,000 people. Kelly Carda, 
Consulting Engineer was also present and explained different scenarios of ways to look at 
wastewater treatment. 

The group discussed what cities were in favor of the special district and contracting 
arrangements. Regionali:zation of wastewater treatment was also discussed. The new 
authority will continue to talk with other entities concerning further regionalization. An 
alternate is to have each entity enter into contracts and agreements. Clyde Bohmfalk, 
TNRCC, was asked for an opinion. Mr. Bohmfalk indicated the best and most preferable 
way is for the TNRCC to deal with one entity. It was requested that the WRC give a non
binding letter of support that the regional approach is the preferred method for wastewater 
treatment. 

Chuck Owen made a motion to prepare a letter of support indicating that the regional 
approach is a desirable arrangement for wastewater service in this area. The motion was 
seconded by Ken Reneau and unanimously voted. 

4. Senate Bill 1 Discussion. It was noted by staff the Senate Bill 1 is still being changed. 
Sam Brush will check on the newest bill and report to the committee. 

REVIEW ITEMS 

5. Texas Review and Comment System. One item was considered by the Council. The 
City of Lipan has submitted a preapplication for funding from the USDA Rural 
Development program to upgrade its water system. Lipan gets its drinking water from 
wells, and until recently had an agreement with Santo WSC to furnish water when the 
Lipan system was inadequate. Cancellation of the Santo WSC agreement left the Lipan 
system with insufficient capacity, and there are also other system elements that require 
upgrading to meet state requirements. Lipan proposes to construct a new well, and 
make the necessary improvements to its storage system and distribution lines. Sam 
Brush spoke with the consultant about surface water options, and the consultant 
indicated that a line to the Brazos River Authority plant had been considered. Even with 
estimated costs of $10.00 per foot of line, that option was considered infeasible because 
of cost. Lipan would also have to negotiate a contract for the water with the Authority. 

Upon motion by Tom Taylor, seconded by Greg Dickens, the WRC unanimously voted to 
move forward with a favorable comment. 

INFORMATION ITEMS 

6. Status Report on Regional Storm Water Program Progress. Due to time constraints, 
other topics will be discussed at a future meeting. 

7. NCTCOG External Survey. The Water Resources Committee members were reminded 
to return the survey if they had not already done so. 

8. NCTCOG Programs and Environmental Activities. Due to time constraints, other 
topics will be discussed at a future meeting. 
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9. Schedule for Next Meeting of the Water Resources Council. The next meeting of 
the WRC is scheduled for 10:00 a.m., Thursday, March 13, 1997 at the NCTCOG offices. 

This meeting summary was approved by the Water Resources Council on Thursday, March 13, 
1997. 

~-f7~ 
amueJ W. Brush'. 

Manager, Envi~~!!lefital Systems 

r.'adcornlwigginslwrclwmin9702.doc 
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CitY •• satlcturv 

Phone (8 t 7) 677-3008 
Fax (817) 677-3008 

Mayor Tom Gentry 
City of Springtown 

Dear Tom, 

1920 A5h Creek Drive South 
Azle, TI< 7 6020 

January 27, 1997 

After attending the Walnut Creek Wastewater Study discussion last week, I've talked over the 
subject with various members of the City Council. To go to the point, we wholeheartedly 
support the concept of a regional approach to the problem as outlined in the recommendation 
contained in the study draft It is obvious that such an approach constitutes the most effective 
method of dealing with the problem itself as well as ensuring that our environment is properly 
protected and the area population is properly served. From what was said at the meeting, it 
appears that the best approach is to pursue the idea of a regional plant at Azle. 

If we can help in the next step of establishing a district, please let me know. 
Also thanks for the hospitality vie always receive in your city. 
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APPENDIX B - MAJOR CHANGES SINCE DRAFT REPORT 

The following are a list of main changes in this document since the submittal of the draft 
report. Most of these changes are due to comments received during the review period. 

1. The City of Fort Worth has indicated that they will not be able to serve the area 
in a timely manner and would likely require upgrades all the way to, and 
including, the Village Creek Treatment Plant east of Fort Worth. The City would 
prefer that flow be allowed to return to Eagle Mountain Lake in order to be 
reused for wat~r supply sources. Tarrant Regional Water District also expressed 
a desire to have flows returned to the lake 

2. It appears that the City of Azle is in favor of regionalization and use of their 
plants for a regional treatment, but probably do not want to be a member of a 
new district. An additional scenario was added to allow for the district 
contracting with Azle for treatment. This is essentially the same as scenario 3 
from a collection standpoint, but the cost per customer changes since Azle would 
not be a part of the district and costs would not be leveled across the Azle, 
Pelican Bay and (possibly) Sanctuary populations. 

3. All scenarios were divided into two options. One based on serving the the whole 
watershed and one for sizing facilities to serve current "population centers" only. 

4. Some minor changes were made in population distributions for some subareas. 

5. Additional appendices have been added to reflect the history of the study to 
date. 
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APPENDIX C- MEETINGS, NOTES AND HANDOUTS 

Below is a list of the major meetings associated with this study. These meetings were either 
open public meetings or major update meetings for governing bodies of some study participants. 
Many other smaller meetings and contacts took place among individual or small groups of players 
which are not recorded here. 

MEETING (10/29/96)- FIRST PUBLIC MEETING (ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE) 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
NOTIFICATION LETTER 
AGENDA 
MEETING HANDOUT 
MEETING MINl:JTES/NOTES 

MEETING (11/21/96 ) -CONSTRUCTED WETLANDS FIELD TRIP 
(Sponsored by Tarrant Regional Water District and APAI) 

NOTIFICATION LETTER 

MEETING (12/19/96)- SECOND PUBLIC MEETING, PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 
NOTIFICATION LETTER AND PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 

(Technical data not included due to bulk and being superceded by final report.) 
MEETING MINUTES/NOTES 

MEETING (1/9/97)- SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE UPDATE MEETING 
MEETING MINUTES/NOTES 

MEETING (1/23/97)- THIRD PUBLIC MEETING, DRAFT FINAL REPORT 
NOTIFICATION LETTER 
MEETING HANDOUTS 
MEETING MINUTES/NOTES 

MEETING (1/11/97)- WALNUT CREEK S.U.D. UPDATE MEETING 
MEETING HANDOUTS 

MEETING (2/13/97)- NCTCOG WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 
AGENDA 
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FROM CITY OF SPRINGTOWN 8175233179 P.4 

: . . . 
.··· 

CI'l'Y OF SPRING_,.fOWN 

Thomu Gentry, Mayor 
Don McBryde, Place 1 
AI Swau., Place 2 

BobSallllas 
City Adnrinistraror 

Clarap "Doc:" Doc:bl'y,Plact~3 
Robert WUson, Place 4 

Carl Moore, Pillet~ 5 

HO'l'l:CJ: OF l'OBLIC JIBETING 

Notice is hereby given that on October 29, 1996 at 7:00 P.M. 
the City of Springtown will hold a Public Meeting, to be located at 
~02 B. Second Street, Springtown, Texas. 

The purpose of this meeting is to receive input to develop a 
Scope of Service for the Engineering Study from the Texas Water 
Development Board for a Regio~l Wastewater Study of the Walnut 
Creek Basin. The study is from the Research and Planning Funds, 
not to exceed $30,000.00. 

I, Cindy Hall, City Secretary, do hereby certify that said 
notice of the above named meeting was posted on the bulletin board 
of the City Hall of the City of Springtown, Texas, a place readily 
accessible to the public at all times, on this the 25th day of 
October, l.996 at \D'.)'S 'i~nd remainded continously posted tor at 
least 72 hours immediately preceding said meeting and that said 
meeting was posted in accordance with Chapter 551, Texas Government 
Code. 

Cindy Hall, City Secretary 

This facility is wheelchair accessible. Handicapped parking spaces 
are available. Request for sign interpretative services must be 
made 48 hours adhead of meeting. To make arrangements, call 817-
523-4834. 
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10-2B-1996 4:55PM FROM CITY OF SPRINGTOWN 8175233179 P. 1 

.. ··~ 

ClTY. O~E- SPL{INGTOWN 

Thomas Gentry, Mayor 
Don McBryde, Place 1 
AI Swan, Place 2 

.· 

~--1-0--~'----2_8 __ ~-'~--l-9_96 __ _ 

REMARKS:.. 

1. SAVE EP.GLE Ml'. LAKE, INC. 
@2. rx:N SA.liiDS, CCM!1JNITY LEADER, AZLE 

Bob Salinas 
City Administrator 

3. CHEl'rA CME:NS, !DlSIVIIiLE l'(IJ'Jltr!C ECCSYsmM 
4. 1ES KEEBLE, ~I~ LEI\OER1 ~ ADD. 
5. WISE CO. WATER IMJ?. U 
6. T1'1RRANT CO. WATER #1 
7. CI'IY OF AZLE 

S. ~ WMKER, CI'lY OF IA:IT.JN'm 
9. CI'fi OF SANIUAicr 
10. CI~ OF RENO 
11. WISE CO. ~ 

12. p~ co. JUDGE 
13 • tru.NtlT c:RFl!:K (SUD) 
14. t.ORETJ!A MJRK".l 
l5.'1NRCC 
16. TX. WATER OEV. B01ffiD 

Clarage "Doc" Dockery, Plt1ce 3 
Robert WUson, Place 4 

Carl Moore, PlaceS 
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FROM CITY OF SPRINGTOWN 8175233179 P.2 
~ . 

t'~/Jf"';Jl~j"'-
·' . 

~~. !'" ..(.21:,CY. 0 EL .. ~l!}UtiG]~·-a~N="'-r"rJ~~ 

Th01DIIS Gentey, Jlld)lor 
Don Mc:Bryde, Plo.ce I 
AI Swan, Plo.ce 2 

. \... .' .· 

Bob SaiiiiiiS 
City Admi.ni.rtratQr 

October 14, 1996 

Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc. 
Ms. I1se Knesnik 
316 Bailey Avenue, Suite 103 
Port Worth, Texas 76107 

Clarage wDoc" Dockeey, Plllce 3 
Robert WiJsoa, Place 4 

Cal'l Moore. Place 5 

. ·-

RE: Regional Wastewater Study ~ Scope of Service Meeting 

- :·· "1 •• I ,'\ .. 
Dear Ms. Knesnik: 

On September 19, 
approved tunding tor a 
Creek Drainage Basin. 

I . 

1996, the Texas Water Development Board 
regional wastli!water study for the Walnut 

The study is trom the Research and Pl.anning Funds, not 
exceeding $30,000.00. Throughout this application process your 
City or organization has demonstrated an interest in this study. 

A meeting has been scheduled tor Tuesday, October 29, 1996 at 
7:00 P.M. in Springtown, City Hall, located at :1.02 E. Second 
Sereet. The purpose is to receive input to develop a Scope o:!: 
Service for this engineering study. 

Your input . is essential. for this study. If you or your 
representative cannot attend this meeting, your written comments 
.are we~comed ... , Bither way, please contact Cindy Hall, Ci.ty 
Secretary-·ae··met:ro (8i7) 220-2006 to confirm your .tiitentions. 
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.......... , ... ...........,.., ... ~ ......... , .. ..• ,.r~.•.:·~· ....... ~· f·'' J_; ..... .,. .. ,.... --.~ .• 4 .. ·-
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I look forward to meeting with you on this vital study. 

Sincerely,. 

>~~~ 
Thomas Gentry 
Mayor 

TG/ch 

-:.·-
•.. ct .... 
·~ 
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REGIONAL SEWER STUDY 
WALNUT CREEK WATERSHED 

PARKER, WISE AND TARRANT COUNTIES 
OF TEXAS 

SPONSORED BY THE 
CITY OF SPRINGTOWN 

AND THE 
W ALNlJT CREEK SPECIAL UT~ITY DISTRICT 

WITH GRANT FUNDING FROM THE 
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD (TWDB) 
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L WHY ARE WE HERE TONIGHT? 

1.) Learn more about the study effort. 
2.) Learn more about the watershed. 
3.) Learn more about each other. 
4.) Encourage cooperation and unity in the study effort. 

A great deal of information is already known about the watershed. Elements of 
topographic in.fonnation, demographics, water use projections, prior studies, .known 
problems, etc. have already been identified and collected. However, each group maintains 
its own data on population, useage, land use, future plans and projections which may be 
more accurate or better suited than the information gathered. The collection of an this 
information at the beginning of the study will help increase the accuracy of the results and 
will benefit an those involved in the future construction and collection efforts which may 
result from this study. 

ll. PURPOSE 

This study was originated by the City of Springtown due to: 

1.) Past and Current Concerns with existing sewer treatment facilities. 
2.) Recent Growth in the Area 
3.) Expectation of even greater development in the area over the next few years. 

m SPRINGTOWN 

Springtown is located in northern Parker County at the crossroads offfighway 199 and 
F.M 51. The city currently has a population ofbetween 1800 and 2200 residents. 
Springtown is an established general law city responsible for both water and sewer to its 
citizens. For years, it has been a farming and ranching community, but due to its 
proximity to the Metroplex, is starting to become a bedroom community for Tarrant 
County industry. 

IV. CITY SERVICES 

Springtown is located within the upper third of the Walnut Creek watershed and is the 
most upstream major community in the watershed. Once dependent on wells, most of 
Springtown's water is now purchased from the Tarrant County Water Control and 
Improvement District Number 1, pumped from Eagle Mountain Lake and treated at city 
owned facilities. Likewise, the city sewer collection system takes sewer to a city owned 
plant on Walnut Creek, treats it and releases it into the creek. 

V. EXISTING SPRINGTOWN SEWER TREATMENT 

Springtown moved and upgraded their sewer treatment plant in the early 1980's. At the 
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time, it was anticipated that the new plant would be able to serve the city's needs and 
expansion for the forseeable future. (Increased federal environmental regulation and 
problems with the plant caused the treatment to less than satisfactory in the ear]y 1990's). 
By the end of 1993, Springtown's plant was reported to be operating at 75% of its desio.g 
capacity. Since that time, efforts have been underway to upgrade the plant, reduce 
infiltration and inflow and look at the need toward expansion or replacement. 

VI. SEWER EXPANSION LOCATIONS 

When Springtown began to look at the possibility ofhaving to build a new plant, the 
question was asked as to where would be the optimum location to provide for expansion 
of services during the next 20-30 years. The main options were to build a larger plant on 
the existing site, or to build further downstream to serve more customers. 

Vll. SPRINGTOWN'S NEIGHBORS 

Only about two potential sites exist downstream of the present site before encountering 
Springtown's neighbors to the east. First encountered is Reno, a city covering a large land 
area which purchases its water from Springtown and depends on septic tanks for 
sewerage. Small communities like La Junta, Sanctuary and Briar adjoin Reno. Likewise, 
these communities do not offer sewer service, and depend on purchased treated water or 
private wells for water supply. To the east of Reno is Azle. Azle is located along the 
western shores ofEagle Mountain Lake and provides its citizens with both water and 
sewer service. 

VllL AREA GROWTH 

During the past few years, the Walnut Creek watershed has experienced steady, and fairly 
rapid, growth. Past population spikes have been attributed to oil and gas production in 
the area and the recreational aspects ofEagle Mountain Lake. However, urban sprawl is 
starting to push Fort Worth against Azle and improvement ofHighway 199 to a four lane 
divided roadway is starting to entice industry and residences westward. Active growth in 
the northern part ofFort Worth due to Alliance Airport and associated industries is also 
impacting the area. 

IX. REGIONAL APPROACH 

As Springtown began to look at their sewer situation in preparation for the 1996-1997 
fiscal year, it became evident that a regional approach to sewer might be more cost 
effective for Springtown and its neighbors than for each to continue pursuing their own 
solution to the problem. Of course the regional approach is only one possibility, but one 
worthy of study. The Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) published a notice in 
May 1996 for requests of funding for regional water and/or sewer studies. Springtown 
applied for such a grant and was approved. The grant is a 50-50 matching grant totaling 
$30,000 to look at possible regional sewer solutions in the Walnut Creek watershed. 
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Other entities in the watersb.~d were approached for their support and cooperation in the 
study. 

X. CCN's 

In order to apply for and be considered for the regional grant, Springtown had to show 
authority for sewer in the study area. Normally, this is by possession of a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity (CCN) from the Texas Natural Resource Conservation 
Commission (TNRCC), but can also be by interlocal agreement. (A CCN is essentially a 
license by the state to provide a speci:fi.ed type of utility service in a speci1ied area.) 
Springtown applied for a CCN for the portion of the watershed not currently covered by 
sewer CCN's or tmmicipal service (western half) and began to work with Reno and other 
eastern cities for interlocal agreements to allow study of the eastern half Due to a number 
of concerns, Springtown was finally allowed to enter into interlocal agreements with the 
three counties involved to show elig~."blility and the CCN application dropped. 

XL EXISTING WATER CCN'S 

In most rural areas, the avialability of water has generally been a greater concern that the 
disposal of sewer. This is evident when looking at the exhibits generated for this meeting. 
Preliminary investigation has shown that the number ofwater CCN's in the Wa1nut Creek 
Watershed greatly outnumber the sewer CCN's. These CCN's cover about two-thirds of 
the watershed area. The following water CCN's for the watershed appear on the exhibit 
(as reported by TNRCC). 

10069 City ofAzle 

10266 D-LUX Utility Company 

10285 Walnut Creek Special Utility District 

11061 Pelican Bay Utility Company, Inc. 

11546 Community Water Supply Co:rp. Company 

11719 Central Texas Utilities, Inc. 

11950 Bradberry Water Supply Company 

12397 City of Springtown 

XU. EXISTING SEWER CCN'S 

In contrast to water CCN's, less than 5% of the Walnut Creek watershed is covered by 
sewer CCN's. The remaining area is serviced by septic tanks. Septic systems do not often 
work well unless there is appropriate soils and flows are low. In reality, this generally 
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restricts use to residential dwellings, adequately spaced and near sandy soils. Hardly the 
conditions to promote coiiilllercial, industrial and typical subdivision residential in the 
area. The existing sewer CCN's are held by: 

120022 I City of Azle 

XDI. l'IUOR STUDIES 

A number of studies have been made in the area relating to water supply and distribution 
since the late 1920's. These have included studies by the Tarrant County Water Control 
and lmprovem.eJ;lt District Number 1, which resulted in the creation ofEagle Mountain 
Lake controlled by TCWCID#l, studies by Azle and Springtown yeilding the transition of 
these towns from well water to lake water, and the recent studies by Walnut Creek Special 
Utility District resulting in the transition of much of the rural area from well water to lake 
water. 

The amount of sewer studies, as expected, appears to be fur fewer. Such studies 
traditionally have been in advance of collection and treatment plant improvements for Azle 
and Springtown. In 1990, environmental pressures on Eagle Mountain Lake resulted in a 
study by Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc., and Rady and Associates, Inc., for 
TCWCID#l (funded by Azle, Fort Worth and the Texas Water Development Board) on 
sewer and septic tank impacts on Eagle Mountain Lake's and Lake Worth's westem 
shores. Although the study included Walnut Creek, only the very downstream end was 
studied, primarily in relation to Azle. (See exlu"bit) 

XIV. PLAYERS IN THIS STUDY 

Springtown, as recipient of the grant, will administer the study. Since May, a number of 
entities have been contacted for support and input to make this study a reality. These 
groups consist of governments, utility agencies, planning agencies, special interest groups 
and private citizens interested in achieving the optimum sewage treatment solution for the 
citizens, taxpayers and businesses in the Walnut Creek Watershed. Those primarily 
involved thusfur are listed below, and others are encouraged to join. 

Texas Water Development City of Springtown Walnut Creek Special Utility 
Board District 

Texas Natural Resource CityofReno Wise County Water Control 
Conservation Commission and Improvement District 

Parker County City ofAzle Tarrant County Water 
Commissioners Court Control and Improvement 

District Number 1 
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Wise County Commissioners City of Sanctuaxy Save Eagle Mountain Lake, 
Court Inc. 

North Central Texas Council CoiDID!mity ofLa Junta A Number of Concerned 
of Governments Individuals 

XV.ENG~ERFORTBESTUDY 

The City of Springtown, with the concurrence of the Texas Water Development Board, has 
retained the engineering firm of Teague, Nall and Perkins, Inc. ofFort Worth to perform the 
study. The firm has been. working with Springtown for over a year and the firm and/or its current 
employees have participated in a number of projects in Parker, Wise and Tarrant counties 
including a number of projects in the Walnut Creek watershed. 

XVL SCOPE OF WORK 

Meet with entities to gather information to determine feasibility of three potential sewer 
options. Each option will include service areas, plant general locations, anticipated flows, 
and anticipated phasing and construction for a 30 year service life. The options to be 
studied are: 

1.) Multiple individual plants, 
2.) Two or three subregional plants 
3.) Single regional plant or collection system 

The primary goals are to explore ways to 
1.) Maximize the coiDID!mities benefitted 
2.) Minimize the cost of sewer service to customers 
3.) M"mimize the number of treatment plants in the watershed 
4.) Minimize the enviromental impact to the watershed (ie. the use of 

beneficial wetlands for terciary sewer treatment, (polishing)) 

XVll. PURPOSE OF THESE MEETINGS 

This meeting is the first of three planned meetings to bring together the players and public 
during the course of this study. This study will be 'Fast Tracked' meaning that data will 
be collected and results generated rapidly in order to achieve a final report the Texas 
Water Development Board in March of 1997. This meeting will be to discuss the overall 
intent of the project and the scope of work to be performed. Input from all players will be 
solicited. A second meeting is planned for late December or early January to discuss 
preliminary results. A final meeting is planned for late February or early March to review 
the final report which will be sent to the TWDB in Austin. 

XVIIL WALNUT CREEK WATERSHED FACTS . 

1.) Watershed encompasses approximately 58 square miles. 
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2.) Watershed contains ;ill or part of four incorporated cities with the reJIUlinder made 
up of rural and unincorporated areas. 

3.) Watershed empties in to environmentally sensitive Eagle Mountain Lake. 

XIX. SPRINGTOWN FAcrS 

1.) 1990 Census Population=l740 
2.) Current Estimate = 2200 
3.) Current Land Area = Approx 2 square miles 
4.) TWDB Most Likely Projected 2020 Population (TWDB) = 463 8 
5.) 1990 Water Usage= 263 acre-ft (234,775 gallons per day) 
6.) Current Sewer Plant Capacity (260,000 gallons per day) 
7.) Current Plant under TNRCC enforcement order 
8.) TWDB Projected2030 Water Usage= 582 acre-ft (519,540 gallons per day) 

XX. AZLE FACTS 

1.) 1990 Census Population= 7665 
2.) TWDB Most Likely Projected 2020 Population (TWDB) = 14704 
3.) 1990 Water Usage= 989 acre-ft (882,862 gallons per day) 
4.) TWDB Projected 2030 Water Usage= 1845 acre-ft (1.647 MGD) 
5.) Azle has existing plant which may be converted to a regional facility 

XL HOW YOU CAN HELP 1 

During the next few weeks, TNP will continue to gather information on the watershed. 
We will be asking for: 

1.) Population figures and projections 
2.) Land Uses and Projections 
3.) Existing Planned Facilities 
4.) Existing Problems and Concerns 
5.) Water Use and Projections 
6.) Wastewater Use and Projections 
7.) Past Know Studies 
8.) Utility Facility and Service Maps 
9.) Existing Topo or Aerial Maps ofEntities 
10.) Subdivision Maps 
1 L) Other Information 
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TEAGUE NAIL AND PERKINS 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

TO: All Attendees 

NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. 

MEETING INFORMATION· 

DATE: 
TIME: 

October 29, 1996 
7:00p.m. 

MEETING NOTES 

PROJECT: 

PROJECT#: 

PLACE: Council Chambers, Springtown City Hall 

Walnut Creek Regional Sewer Study 
Springtown, Texas 
SPR 96219 

PURPOSE: Posted Public Meeting for Phase I Organization to Discuss Scope of Project 

ATTENDEES: 

Richard Smith 
Loretta Mokry 
Jerry Guillory 
Darrell Riding 
Dick Allen 
Roy Morris 
Bill Pembrook 
Ed Braun 
Ned Pugh 
Wynette Parchman 
Carl C. Wilson 
Mack Wood 
Reed Pigman 
Tom Gentry 
AI Swan 
Don McBryde 
Paul Bounds 
Bob Salinas 
Carl Moore 
Les Keeble 
Mark Emst 
Mark Berry 
Kelly Carta 
Gary Laneman 
Jerry Holsomback 
Lou Bridges 
Bob Pruden 
Carl Cox 
Todd A. Durden 
Chetla Owens 

REPRESENJlNG: 

Alan Plummer Assoc. 
Alan Plummer Assoc. 
City of Azle 
City of Azle 
City of Azle 
Paradise 
Rady and Assoc.JKimley-Hom 
City of Reno 
City of Reno 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
Tanglewood 
Tarrant County W.C.I.D. #1 
Teague, Nail and Perkins 
Teague, Nail and Perkins 
Texas Water Development Board 
Walnut Creek S.U.D. 
Wise County W.C.I.D. #1 
Wise County W.C.I.D. #1 
Wise County W.C.I.D. #1 
Wise County W.C.I.D. #1/ Boyd 
U.S. Corps of Engineers/L.A.E.R.F. 

Also invited but not present were representatives from: 

City of La Junta 
Wise County Judge/Commissioners Court 
Parker County Judge/Commissioners Court 

9!5 FLORENCE STREET 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76!02 
8!7/336-5773 

PHONE#: 

817-284-2724 
817-284-2724 
817-444-2541 
817-444-2541 
817-444-2541 

817-335-6511 
817-221-2500 
817-221-2500 

817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 

817-237-8585 
817-336-5773 
817-336-5773 
512-463-8062 
817-
817-
817-
817-
817-
817-

817-335-5070 

817-523-3179 
817-523-3179 
817-523-3179 
817-523-3179 
817-523-3179 
817-523-3179 

817-237-8563 
817-336-2813 
817-336-2813 
512-475-2053 
817-
817-
817-
817-
817-
817-

220 W. IRVING BLVD., SUITE 2 
IRVING, TEXAS 75060 
2!4/254·1765 
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TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

City of Sanctuary 
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

These groups, along with others noted at the meeting, will also receive a copy of these meeting notes. 

The following are notes from the above referenced meeting. Please review and advise the note taker of 
any corrections or clarifications that you think are needed. 

1. Passed out sign-up sheet. (See above.) 

2. Passed out agenda and handout notes. (See attached.) 

3. Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator, gave a welcome and introduction on behalf of the 
City of Springtown. 

4. Went around the room and allowed everyone to introduce themselves. 

5. Welcome by Tom Gentry, Springtown Mayor, and introduction by Bob of Mark Berry, P.E. from 
Teague, Nail and Perkins for the presentation. 

6. Overhead presentation by Mark Berry explaining the history of the project and the need for the 
study. In short, the City of Springtown is starting to experience growing pains and is looking at 
the need to expand their existing wastewater treatment plant. In looking at how to address the 
treatment issues, a regional approach seemed to be a good option. Springtown then applied on 
July 8, 1996, to the Texas Water Development Board for funding participation in a regional study. 
Springtown also began to approach other entities in the Walnut Creek Watershed for cooperation 
in a regional approach. Ultimately, the TWDB approved support for a regional study with the City 
of Springtown and Walnut Creek SUD providing matching funds. This organizational meeting was 
the first of three public meetings for the study. This meeting was to explain the need for the 
study, discuss the scope of work to be performed and to solicit input from all of the players in the 
basin. (See handout notes.) Mark noted that two recent previous studies had been performed by 
Alan Plummer and Rady and Associates for the Tarrant County W.C.I.D. #1, but these only 
reached the far eastern edge of the watershed. Also, Azle has a Walnut Creek wastewater 
treatment plant at the downstream end of the watershed which might be incorporated into a 
regional approach. A pair of map exhibits were also presented to show the watershed and 
existing entity boundaries within it. Mark noted that the current approach will be to look at three 
general options in the study; each entity providing its own service (status quo), 2-4 subregional 
plants, or a single regional system. Mark noted that environmental concerns would be a focus of 
the study due to effluent limitations into Eagle Mountain Lake. After the presentation, Mark 
opened the floor for discussion. 

7. Bill Pembrook, Rady and Associates -
Q. What is the typical TWDB collection service life? 
A 30 Years for the study, normally 50 Years for facility design 
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CONSUL T/NG ENGINEERS 

Q. Have preliminary treatment plant locations been identified? 
A. Somewhat. Various tributary boundaries are shown on the map and logical sites 

would be at the confluence of tributaries. As discussed, the study will look at each 
entity having its own plant, several subregional plants, or a single regional plant. 
Obviously, the existing Azle plant at the downstream end of the watershed will be looked 
at as an option for a single regional plant. 

Q. What measures will be used to evaluate the study? 
A. Several possible measures are available based on the economy and number of 

people served. Of critical importance is what can be financed and paid for. Alan Plummer 
used number of households served and cost per household as a basis in their reports. 

Q. Will only the portion of Azle in the Walnut Creek watershed be included? 
A. Probably. The grant only covers the Walnut Creek watershed. Portions of Ash Creek 

might be included if any recommendation is studied utilizing Azle's Ash Creek plant. Azle 
needs to make it known if they wish the Ash Creek plant service area to be included. 

Q. What is the level of study? 
A. The main Walnut Creek channel and some major tributaries servicing community 

areas. Minor service tributaries will not be studied individually or sized. 
C. Azle currently has plans to upgrade their second plant. 

8. Dick Smith, Alan Plummer-
Q. What would include multiple plants? 
A. Probably 2-4 plants at the confluence of major tributaries to service subregional areas. 
Q. What about a regional entity managing several such plants as a method of phasing 

in regional service? 
A. Such an approach might be practical. 

9. Mark Ernst, TCWCID #1 
Q. Was Fort Worth invited to this meeting? 
A. Not explicitly. Tarrant County WCID #1 controls the water supply in the Fort Worth 

area and the City of Fort Worth could not provide sewer collection until at least 
halfway through the study period. One of the prior Alan Plummer studies indicated 
that collection of Azle's wastewater by Fort Worth was not currently practical, but might 
become practical in the future. 

10. Tom Gentry, Mayor of Springtown-
C. It has been Springtown's dream to have one regional entity which is managed by a 

regional board. This study will help to focus on the best future approach and how such 
an approach can be implemented. 

11. Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator-
C. Bob noted that for a regional approach to work, all entities in the basin would 

eventually have to participate. He asked for input from all meeting participants. 
C. Bob also noted the use of innovative technologies to reduce costs and reduce 

environmental impacts. One such approach is the use of created wetlands to polish 
effluent so as not to adversely impact Eagle Mountain Lake as the watershed 
develops. 
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12. Carl Wilson(?), Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Q. Are the tight study deadlines driven by the grant provisions? 
A. Yes 

13. Mark Berry, Teague Nail and Perkins 
Q. To what extent did the Alan Plummer study address Azle wastewater collection by Fort 

Worth? 
A. Dick Smith recalled that one of the options was to collect the wastewater in an 

interceptor sewer and flow it to the Jenkins Uft Station. This option was costly at the 
time of the study. It may be more feasible now. 

14. Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator-
C. The growth is already coming to the area. The sewer problem will only get worse. 
C. Bob again solicited everyone's input. 

15. Paul Bounds, Springtown Public Works Director 
Q. How will the potential for eventual collection by Fort Worth be addressed in this study? 
A. An eventual plan to collect all, or part, of the sewer in the watershed and send it to 

Fort Worth will need to addressed but it cannot be presented as a single option due 
to the long lead time to accomplish. Data from the prior studies which address service 
from Fort Worth will be looked at in this study for the whole watershed. 

16. Dick Smith, Alan Plummer Associates 
Q. Will water reuse be considered? 
A. Azle is currently reusing effluent on their golf course. Using effluent for agricultural 

irrigation is also possible. In a more abstract since the water used in Springtown is 
flowing to Eagle Mountain Lake and cycled back to Springtown as raw water. 

17. Loretta Mokry, Alan Plummer Associates 
Q. Alan Plummer has been working on water reclamation projects for TCWCID #1. 

Would anyone be interested in a field trip to the Azle created wetlands project? 
A. Most participants expressed an interest and encouraged Loretta to schedule a field 

trip. 

18. Lou Bridges, Wise County WCID #1 
C. Lou and the Wise County WCID #1 desire to remain involved in the study project and 

wishes to cooperate with the study wherever possible. They want to be kept informed. 

19. Les Kuble, Tanglewood 
a. Where will population projections come from? 
A. Several sources. The Texas Water Development Board has a set of population 

projections for Springtown, Reno and Azle. The North Central Texas Council of 
Governments also has projections. Each city and county has their own records and 
projections. All will be reviewed and reasonable projections drawn from these sources. 
AI Swan noted recent problems and inconsistences with Springtown's official Census and 
COG populations. 
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20. Reed Pigman, Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
C. Would like to see link to Fort Worth studied as an option. 

21. Mark Ernst, Ta!Tant County WClD #1 
C. Study will need to show BOD, TSS, Nitrogen and Phosphorus loadings for each 

option. 

22. Mark recessed the meeting for a short break. 

23. Mark Berry, Teague Nail and Perkins 
C. It seems to be the general consensus that the study should include a Fort Worth 

Option, water reuse and loadings for BOD, TSS, Nitrogen and Phosphorus for each 
option. 

C. There will need to be two more general meetings, one in late December to early 
January and another in March. Tuesday seemed to work well this time. Azle 
representatives noted that Azle has Council meetings on the 1st and 3rd Tuesdays 
of each month. 

C. TNRCC is now strongly advocating the beneficial reuse of wastewater and sludge. 

24. Unrecorded Participant 
Q. How long after study results before construction will start? 
A. Depends on the outcome of the study. 
A. Gary Laneman of the Texas Water Development Board noted that the environmental 

assessment can start about 3 months after the applications are approved when State 
Revolving Funds are used. 

25. Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator 

26. 

C. Bob stressed the difference between the Walnut Creek basin (the geographic area of the 
study) and the Walnut Creek Special Utility District (a water district serving the western 
portion of the basin and extending west and north to Lake Bridgeport.) 

~-----' Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
a. How long does Springtown have to correct its current wastewater problems. 
A. Springtown is under an Enforcement Order and is currently upgrading its existing 

facilities to comply with the order. 

27. AI Swan, Springtown City Council 
C. The North Central Texas Council of Government's Metro planning area does not go 

west of the Tarrant County Line. Springtown is trying to get Wise and Parker County 
added to the COG Metro planning region for infrastructure planning. 

28. Meeting adjourned. 
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Thomas Gentry, Mayor 
Don McBryde, Place 1 
AI Swan, Place 2 

Dear Committee Member: 

CITY O_F SPRING1,()WN 

Bob Salinas 
City Administrator 

Clarage "Doc" Dockery, Place 3 
Robert Wilson, Place 4 

Carl Moore, Place 5 

November 13, 1996 

As promised, Alan Plummer is sponsoring a tour of the City of 
Fort Worth Wetlands Demonstration Project on Thursday, November 21, 
1996 at 9:00 a.m. 

The group will meet at the Tarrant Regional Water District's 
Eagle Mountain Lake Office (west side of dam - see attached map) 
located at 10201 North Shore Drive. 

The Walnut Creek Regional Sewer Study will be considering the 
feasibility of a similar program as part of the wastewater 
treatment system. 

If you would like to learn more about the use of constructed 
Wetlands, I would encourage you to attend this meeting. If you 
have any questions, please contact me at your convenience at metro 
220-2006. Hope to see you on November 21st. 

Attachment 

BS.lpm 

Sincerely, 

Bob Salinas 
City Manager 
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·CITY OF FORT WORTB 
WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION PROJECf TOUR 

Aim Plummer As&ociates, Im:. is pleased to invite the City of Springtown and other parties 
interested in c:on&tNcted wetlands to a guided tour ofthe City of Fon Wonh's Wctlancls 
Demomuatioll. Project at the Fort Wonh Nature Center and R.efi.age in no~ Tammt CoUnty. 
The tour will be conducted on Thundly, November 21, 1996, startiDg at 9 a.m. froan the 
Tatnllt RePoul Wat•r District'• Eqle Mouataiu Lake Oftice at 10201 Nortb Shore Drive 
(Hemap). . 
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J.~-?.8 TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS 
j[!f_L CONSULTING E:NGINE:ERS 

Teague Nail and Perkins, Inc. 
915 Florence Street 
Fort Worth, Texas 76102 
Attn: Kelly Garta, Project Manager 

Dear Mr. Carta: 

Deeember 5, 1996 

RE: Walnut Creek Regional 
Wastewater Study 
Springtown, Texas 
Proj. No. SPR96219 

The City of Springtown, along with Walnut Creek Special Utility District and the Texas Water 
Development Board, is performing a regional wastewater study for the Walnut Creek drainage basin. 
Enclosed is a copy of the notes from the first meeting of interested parties held on October 29. Also 
enclosed are copies of the handout from the meeting, a contact sheet of all known interested entities 
and a questionnaire. All interested parties are encouraged to attend our next meeting to be held at 
Springtown City Hall, 7:30p.m., Thursday, December 19, 1996. We will use this meeting to review 
findings before completing the draft report. If you attended the first meeting, we again thank you for 
your interest and participation. If you did not attend, then we especially ask for your attendance at 
the next meeting. 

As you probably know by now, Springtown is seeking input and cooperation to determine the 
feasibility and viability of a regional wastewater system for the Walnut Creek watershed. Such a 
system has the potential to not only benefit Springtown, but also Azle, Reno, Sanctuary, La Junta, 
and other small communities and rural areas of the watershed. Of prime concern in the current 
study is the determination of cost effective options which can be implemented according to need and 
which will be complementary to the environmental concerns of Eagle Mountain Lake. 

The study is planned to conclude its initial draft phase by the end of December. Therefore, we are 
asking that you review the attached questionnaire and, if possible, respond in a timely fashion. The 
information which you supply will help increase the accuracy of our conclusions and will enhance the 
likelihood of a solution which will meet the needs of the population in the watershed. Also, some of 
the questions/requests may not pertain to your entity. If you have other information which is not 
asked for, but which you think might be of assistance, please include it. 

Should you need additional information, please call me. 

Enclosures: Meeting notes and handouts 
Contact sheet 
Questionnaire 

Sincerely, 

J-Nt~ 
J. Kelly Carta, P.E. 

2001 W. IRVING BLVD. 
915 FLORENCE STREET IRVING. TEXAS 75061 
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Current Cost Factors: 
Please list your current utility (water and wastewater) rates and charges. Include a fee 
schedule, if available, with tap fees, volume and service charges: --------

Please list any outstanding debt on your wastewater facilities and general payment 
schedule:---------------------------

3. CURRENT PLANNING: 

Based on your projections, provide the following: 

1997 
2000 
2010 
2020 
2030 

Average Daily 
Population Customers Water Use 

Average Daily 
Sewer Flow 

% Residential 
Development 

What are you currently doing to promote economic development?--------

In general, have your economic development efforts been successful? -------

What is your target land use mix for your jurisdiction (in percent by land area) 
Agricultural 
Parks/Open Spaces 
Schools/Churches 
Ranchette Lot Residential (2+ Acres) 
Large Lot Residential (1-2 Acres) 
Single Family Residential (<1 Acre) 
Multi- Family Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Other 

Who should we contact for additional questions about your current wastewater operations or 
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Current Cost Factors: 
Please list your current utility (water and wastewater) rates and charges. Include a fee 
schedule, if available, with tap fees, volume and service charges: ---------

Please list any outstanding debt on your wastewater facilities and general payment 

schedule:--------------------------

3. CURRENT PLANNING: 

Based on your projections, provide the following: 

1997 
2000 
2010 
2020 
2030 

Average Daily 
Population Customers Water Use 

Average Daily 
Sewer Flow 

o/o Residential 
Development 

What are you currently doing to promote economic development?--------

In general, have your economic development efforts been successful? -------

What is your target land use mix for your jurisdiction (in percent by land area) 
Agricultural 
Parks/Open Spaces 
Schools/Churches 
Ranchette Lot Residential (2+ Acres) 
Large Lot Residential (1-2 Acres) 
Single Family Residential (<1 Acre) 
Multi- Family Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Other 

Who should we contact for additional questions about your current wastewater operations or 
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:l c:T LIST FOR WALNUT CREEK R'EGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY [DRAFT) 

1 Flrstname lastname 5uf'l'tt Title Oraanlutlon Md'r1 ,t,ddr2 Clv ..... Zip Phon• Fax 
Ye<7 Loretta Mol<rv Alan Plummer and Assocatn lne. 841 W1111t Utchell straot Alln- T•xa• 16013 817·461-1481 817-860-3339 
YoC Hlchard sm., Atan Plummer .and AHoelltes Inc. 7524 Mot:ltrvtt~wcourt Fort Worth T1a1 rena 817-2&4-2724 817-58~72 

Mr. Bradllef'N .,., amclberrv Water SUDPI\1 Comranv P. 0. Bok29S Bovd TIDI 7602l 

~ HKiy _ Green Presdeflt CIINR.I Tex111 UUII'- InC. P. 0. BDK 13666a FOfiWorth Ttltlt 73136 817-237-UU 817-237-8217 
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TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

MEETING NOTES 

TO: All Attendees PROJECT: 

NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. PROJECT#: 

MEETING INFORMATION· 

DATE: 
TIME: 
PLACE: 

December 19, 199Ei 
7:30p.m. 
Council Chambers, Springtown City Hall 

Walnut Creek Regional Sewer SbJdy 
Springtown, Texas 
SPR 96219 

PURPOSE: Posted Public Meeting to Discuss Initial Preliminary Findings 

ATIENDEES: 

Loretta Mokry 
Darrell Riding 
Jim Scanlan 
Bill Pembrook 
Tom Gentry 
AI Swan 
Bob Salinas 
Robert Wilson 
Clarage Dockery 
Mark Ernst 
Kelly Carta 
Chetta Owens 

Meetjnq Notes· 

REPRESENTING: 

Alan Plummer Assoc. 
City of Az!e 
City of Fort Worth 
Rady and Assoc.JKimley-Horn 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
City of Springtown 
Tarrant Regional Water District 
Teague, Nail and Perkins 
U.S. Corps of EngineersJL.A.E.R.F. 

PHONE#: 

817-481-1491 
817-444-2541 
817-871-8203 
817-335-6511 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-220-2006 
817-237-8585 
B 17-336-5773 
972-436-2215 

1. Second formal public meeting. Purpose of this meeting to discuss preliminary input and findings 
to be used for draft report. 

2. Had participants sign the sign-up sheet. (See above) 

3. Kelly Carta distributed preliminary inputs, calculations, and population data for all to review. 

4. Only Springtown and Azle have returned the questionnaires for existing systems and city plans. 

5. Azle plans to serve Pelican Bay by next year. 

6. It was noted that the Fort Worth extraterritorial jurisdiction (ET J) extends to Sanctuary. 

7. Teague Nail and Perkins requested ET J maps from Azle and Fort Worth. Azle has "agreed to" 
boundaries for most of their ET J. 
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8. Bill Pembroke noted that the curves used in the Alan Plummer study of 1990 tend to have excess 
costs for small plants (less than 1 mgd). Suggested Kelly talk to Mark Perkins of Alan Plummer 
to verify curves. 

9. Meeting Adjourned. 
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TO: All Attendees 

NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. 

TEAGUE NAIL AND PERKINS 

MEETING NOTES 

PROJECT: 

PROJECT#: 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

Walnut Creek Regional Sewer Study 
Springtown, Texas 
SPR96219 

MEETING INFORMATION· 

DATE: 
TIME: 
PLACE: 
PURPOSE: 

ATTENDEES· 

Loretta Mokry 
Frank Crumb 
Bill Pembrook 
Bob Salinas 
Mark Ernst 
Kelly Carta 
Mack Wood 
Betsy Schaffer 
Carl Wilson 
Cheryl Anderson 
Steven McKeever 
Dorcas Beemer 
Mark Bronson 
Dee Cvetko 
Sharon Davis 
Carol Godbey 
Sue Harvison 
Randy Kressler 
Neil Kretzer 
Mike Muncy 
Duke Palmer 
Reed Pigman 
Penny Yost 
llze Knesnik 

Meeting Notes· 

January 9, 1997 
7:00p.m. 
Lake Country Club, Board Room 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake Board Meeting 

REPRESENTING· 

Alan Plummer Assoc. 
City of Fort Worth 
Rady and Assoc.ll<imley-Hom 
City of Springtown 
Tarrant Regional Water District 
Teague, Nail and Perkins 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 

PHONE#: 

817-461-1491 
817-871-8243 
817-335-6511 
817-220-2006 
817-237-8585 
817-336-5773 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 
817-861-7133 

1. Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator, gave a presentation to the full Save Eagle Mountain 
Lake Board. 
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2. Questions and Responses: 

a.) Why is Springtown trying to promote growth? 
Springtown realizes that the factors are in place which will cause growth to continue to happen. 
It is not a matter of promoting growth but accommodating it. It would be better to have some 
control of sewage in the region than to have no control. 

b.) Why does Springtown want someone else to pay for their problem? 
The problem is not Springtown's. Effluent problems and septic tanks will effect the whole area. 
It just so happens that Springtown's problems have caused them to take the pro-active lead in 
investigating a regional approach. 

c.) Why is a regional approach needed to control effluent and septic tanks? Can't it (they) be 
controlled now? 
The individual cities (Az.le and Springtown) can control septic tanks and effluent within their city 
limits. Reno is all septic tanks and depends on Parker County for control. Likewise for the 
unincorporated areas. Parker County, as a county, cannot initiate zoning. They can only set 
minimum lot sizes to comply with state criteria. This is currently 1.5 acres per lot minimum, up 
from 1.0 acres per lot in past years. Unfortunately, a number of areas are already denser and will 
not be easily changed. The county only has one sanitarian to regulate new and failed septic 
systems for the whole county. As such, the problem is larger than the enforcement. 

Tarrant Regional Water District can control septic systems within 2000 feet of the lake and 
effluents within 5 miles of the lake. However, a regional wastewater district could regulate the 
whole Walnut Creek Watershed. 

d.) Mark Emst, Tarrant Regional Water District, was asked about the effect of effluent on the 
water quality in the lake. Mark stated that once flows were determined, he could run some quality 
analysis. Mark also mentioned that it could be beneficial to have the effluent quantity of water 
returned to the lake, especially in drought times like occurred this past year. 

e.) Bill Pembroke, Rady/Kimley Hom, was asked about Azle's plant and water reuse. He noted 
that Azle is planning to upgrade its Ash Creek plant and service Pelican Bay. All of the effluent 
from the plant is being pumped to the golf course but not all is being used directly on the golf 
course. 

f.) Could the effluent from a regional plant be pumped back up Walnut Creek for release so that 
it could be "cleansed" by the creek? 
Yes, but not without great expense. This approach would not be practical. 

g.) Frank Crumb, City of Fort Worth, was asked about Fort Worth's plans for the region. Frank 
noted that Fort Worth addresses service to the Azle area as a contingency in their master plan. 
Service to the area is shown in the plan to potentially occur sometime between 2006 and 2016, 
however such service is not now actively being planned. 

3.) The presentation portion of the meeting ended and all non-SEML participants were dismissed. 
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i~f) TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS 
J[jj:, CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

Teague Nail and Perkins, Inc. 
915 Florence Street 
FortWorth, Texas 76102 
Attn: Mark Berry 

Dear 1\tt. Berry: 

January 15, 1997 

RE: Walnut Creek Regional 
Wastewater Study 
Springtown, Texas 
Proj. No. SPR96219 

This letter is tc inform all participants of the next scheduled meeting regarding the Walnut Creek Regional 
Wastewater Study. This meellng will be held on Thursday, January 23, at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers 
of Springtown City Hall. We will be discussing the draft report 

Copies of the draft report will be sent to the Texas Water Development Board at the end of this week. Due to 
the bulk of the report and the expanded number on our mailing list (we now have 66), we have decided not 
to distribute individual copies at this lime. Instead, we are sending advance copies to the representatives listed 
below. Other incfiViduals are asked to share these copies. If this causes a major Inconvenience, please call 
me tc discuss additional copies. Copies will be sent out, or hand delivered, either late this week or Monday. 

Draft Distribution: 
Loreta Mokry, Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc. 
Darrell Riding, City of Azle 
Frank Crumb, City of Fort Worth 
Billy Heaton, City of Pelican Bay 
Lloyd Bailey, City of Reno 
Floyd Galloway, City of Sanctuary 
Bob Salinas, City of Springtown 
Michael Eastland, North Central Texas Council of Governments 
Danny Choate, Parker County Precinct 1 
Bill Pembroke, Rady/Kimley-Hom 
Mack Wood, Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc. 
Mark Ernst, Tarrant Regional Water District 
Kelly Carta. Teague Nail and Perkins 
Un Zhang, Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission 
Gary Laneman (7), Texas Water Development Board 
Chetta Owens, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers LAERF 
Jerry Holsomback, Walnut Creek Special Utility District 
L. D. McDonald, Wise County Judge 
Lou Bridges, Wise County Water Control and Improvement District 
Eddie Cheatham, Cheatham and Associates 

Should you need additional information, please call me. 

Sincerely, 

!-~~ 
J. Kelly Carta, P.E. 

P:\SPR96219\DOCS\LETTER2.FRM 

2001 W. IRVING BLVD. 
915 FLORENCE STREET IRVING, TEXAS 75061 
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HANDOUT FOR DRAFT REVIEW MEETING 
WALNUT CREEK REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY 

PARKER, WISE AND TARRANT COUNTIES OF TEXAS 
TWDB # 97483198 TNP # SPR96219 

January 23, 1997 

This is a public meeting to review the findings of the draft report submitted to the Texas 
Water Development Board regarding the current Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater 
Study. All of the entities which have been involved in this report, as well as the general 
public, are invited to review the report and submit comments. Due to delays in completion, 
some entities have not received a copy of the report prior to the meeting. Copies of the 
report will be available to these entities following tonighfs presentation. 

Some items in the report have already been amended. These will be discussed herein and 
during the meeting. Please keep this handout with any copies of the report for reference 
to these changes. 

In summary, four general service methods (INhich we have called 'scenarios'), were studied 
for a 30 year planning period from 1997 to 2027. The first scenario was for three 
wastewater treatment plants (W\NTP's); a replacement plant in Springtown, a new plant 
in Reno, and an upgraded plant in Azle. In this scenario, each major city in the region 
would service its own area plus portions of the surrounding county and smaller cities. The 
second scenario was for two W\NTP's, one in Reno to serve Reno, Springtown and 
unincorporated areas and another in Azle to serve Azle, Sanctuary and Pelican Bay. The 
third scenario was for an upgraded W\NTP in Azle to serve the whole region. The fourth 
and last scenario was for the region to be serviced by the City of Fort Worth. 

In the draft report, some scenarios had options to only serve a part of their allotted 
scenario service area. This caused some confusion and also made comparison difficult 
since some results were not based on identical areas. To correct this problem, the 
calculations have been redone to allow for two 'options' to each scenario. One option 
would be service to only existing population centers during the 30 year planning period, 
and one option to serve the whole region during the same period. In addition, the timing 
of pipe system implementation was synchronized to allow easer comparison. The 
amended results to the original draft report are contained herein. Note that it may not be 
beneficial to serve some of the sparsely populated outer areas of Reno and 
unincorporated areas prior to 2027. 

Also since the publishing of the draft report, the City of Fort Worth has contacted TNP to 
express that they feel they were misquoted in the report when it state that Fort Worth could 
provide service in a timely manner if wastewater was delivered to the Jenkins Lift Station 
in Fort Worth. Fort Worth may not be able to upgrade their system from the Jenkins Lift 
Station to their Village Creek Plant without cost being assessed to the requesting 
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customer. If this is verified, then the results for costs to Fort Worth could be increase 
substantially. 

You may have also noticed the pair of articles in the Fort Worth Star-Telegram yesterday 
regarding the Tarrant Regional Water District. In short, TRWD has agreed to perform 
quality studies pertaining to scenario effluent. TRWD also appears to be concerned with 
the amount of water that would not be recycled to Eagle Mountain Lake should treatment 
by Fort Worth take place. 

Attached is a table summarizing the revised report findings. This report, and these 
findings, are still in draft phase. This report only addresses treatment plant cost, cost of 
trunk mains for main creek tributaries (not minor collectors) and operation/maintenance 
costs. Based on these findings, it appears that some form of regionalization would be 
most beneficial the study area as a whole. It also appears the service to Fort Worth would 
be most cost effective provided upgrades downstream of Jenkins Lift Station can be 
excluded. 

Although the present value of capital and O&M costs for the total of all treatment plant 
systems for each of the three scenarios does not change dramatically, it should be noted 
that the average cost per customer for the total of all customers reduces as the number of 
plants are reduced. 

Thank you for your attendance at tonights meeting. We will look forward to your continued 
comments and suggestions as we strive to improve life for the citizens of our area. 
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Report Summary of Studied Service Options 

Monthly Cost 2027 Treatment 
Total Present Value Per Customer Average Population Plant Capacity, (mgd) 

Partial Full Partial Full Partial Full Partial Full 

Scenario 1 
Springtown $11 ,244,808 $22,078,221 $63.70 $77.21 5572 8695 2.50 3.60 
Reno $2,794,843 $5,380,133 $188.76 $86.09 670 3053 0.25 0.66 
Azle $34,097,169 $34,097,169 $32.03 $32.03 23917 23917 6.40 6.40 
TOTAL $48,136,820 $61,555,523 $41.36 $47.67 30159 35665 9.15 10.66 

Scenario 2 
Reno $14,537,410 $30,075,821 $70.73 $75.19 6222 11748 2.67 4.42 
Azle $34,097,169 $34,097,169 $32.03 $32.03 23917 23917 6.40 6.40 
TOTAL $48,634,579 $64,172,990 $40.02 $46.25 30139 35665 9.07 10.82 

Scenario 3 
Azle $48,734,158 $63,589,168 $37.80 $39.82 30146 35961 8.78 10.57 

Scenario 4 
Fort Worth $34,329,556 $48,300,011 $22.94 $26.36 30135 35573 0.00 0.00 
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Scenario 1 - Plant 1 - Partial Option - Springtown Only 

P .. nt tit ........... 8dp of lltana ill ..,. lprtnatown, tprflltfOWI ETJ, 1111111& Plpl AIM 

..... ....... ....... Tom .. ,, Rala (YeP>) 
4.0'"' ....... 211 

71110 .-.a C1pllt COdl C.plal CMt1 Totol Totol 
P1onl Tllggor PopiJotlo Doly Oeolgn n .. - C_.an Copllal Capilli 

COpodly Capadly - flOW Flaw P1ar0 Bytilelll Colis coots 
voor /'dl.ly (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) (S 1868) (S 1111111) (S 18118) (SFuln) 

1997 stiff Prop• 0.211 0.20 2&45 ua 0.43 so so so so 
1008 0211 0.20 21107 .... 0,44 so so so so 
1008 0.20 0.20 ""' 0.~1 .... 10 .. so so 
21100 0.20 0.20 31t5 0.!12 1.48 10 so so so 
21101 0.28 0.211 3321 0.33 0,!10 so so so so 
:ZOO% New 1.\5 meld Plllnt, BS lhe 9 1.42 UJ .... 0.35 0.52 S4,1li.5Z1 $1,210,10< •• 109,415 $7.730 .... 
2003 Add SB LN t7 1.42 1.01 ., .. 0.31 0.58 so $428,1518 1428,581 15111,381 
2004 T•b Eldstlng Planl Oil-tile 1.18 0.117 .... 0.38 o.oa .. so so so .... 1.18 0.17 ... , 0.41 0.81 so .. so so 
2000 UB U7 ..... 0.42: 0.83 so so so so 
21107 1.18 U7 .j13JI o ..... ~ .. so so so so .... 1.18 U7 .... 0.45 0.01 so so so so 
2000 1.18 0.17 4118 o .. n 0.71 so so so $0 
2010 1.16 0.17 .... 0.<48 O.T.l $0 so so so 
2011 1.18 0.87 .... 0.!11 0.78 so so so $0 
201Z 1,18 0.17 5287 .... 0.78 so so so so 
2013 t.lll 0.87 .... . ... .... so so so so 
201< 1.18 0.17 ., .. 0.17 0.88 so so so so 
21115 1.16 0,87 .... o.aa .... $0 10 so 10 
2018 1.18 0.17 8151 .... O.lt! so so so $0 
2017 1.18 0.17 .. ., o.e4 .... so so so so 
2011 1.18 0.87 .... 0.00 1.00 so so so so 
21110 1.16 0.17 .... o.oa 1.D< $0 so so so 
2020 1.18 0.17 7173 0,72 1.01 so .. so so 
2021 1.18 0.87 7<52 0,75 1.12 so so so so 
202Z Add t.:l4lt'lgd lo Pllnl 2.50 1.11 na Ul t.tB 11S,222,ll27 so $5,222.527 11<4,47111,281 
2023 .... .... .... .... 1.21 .. 10 so so .... 2.50 1.11 .. ., 1.14 "'" so so .. so 
21125 2.50 1.88 .... 1.87 1.30 so so .. so 
2020 2.50 1.111 8021 .... 1.35 so so so so 
21121 2.50 ua .,. 1.94 1.-41 .. $0 so so 

TOTALS for Plllllfn.J hrlad (itt7 • 21271 A .. • ..,. tt0,011.NI &1,117 .. tZ ,1t,7U,UI t22,171,1tl 

20<2 2.50 ua 188<0 1.88 .... 
PfesentV•Iue ~ 1996 dolllrt) ol .. costs cfi.Rlg pta~ pertod (t997-1D27) • II1.2C4.1DI 
C.I~IOfll repre'lent MWoxpendiUes only. 

""""" 
O&M - CntPtr ··- 1000 Glllans 

0.1019 1.01 

1007-20ZJ 1\nn!Jal -od D&U 
Copllal cast 
COols ($l*a'o) 

$144,530 $287,810 ........ $302,141 
11-44.530 $327,200 ........ $353,1137 ........ $lii,BV 
...~ ... 1<12,811) 
Df4,530 14411,747 
$144,130 1411,151 
$U4,53D $520,264 
IM·U3D ........ 
$844,.130 S6C7.241 ........ $058,1151 
.... 530 $708,103 ........ S701,701 ........ Ul!7,511 ....... .. ...... 
P4<1,530 ........ 
1&44,130 5t.D43MD ........ lt.127,tltB 
$&44,530 11,211.2'1 

11.-474,748 11,318.2'18 
11,47<4,748 111,<22~ 
S1,41.C.7.t8 $1,636,147 

"·"'·"" $1,1180,413 
11,474,749 $1,114,178 
St.474,?41 $1,8311,1101 

llilll,llD IH.,AI,JII 

p.....,. 
Par 

-old 
2.$4 - -TDiol COli Coot Monlllly 

Arnlal P• Per -Coot C.pltl HOUI.. Cost 
(trulln) (S1ulure) (Sfulure) (Siulure) 

S1.t12,4tD $322 U11 $111.2111 
11.147.471 - $778 f84.7o 
11.171.7110 - ""' $81.110, 
11,1U,G81 .. .. S751 ...... 
11,228,451 .... P<O seuo 
11,257.133 - $131 ..... 
$!.DUn .... P22 180.151 
1i1,328,oa9 $211 $'11< 151.81 
tl,38<,71< $278 - SSB.fllll 
IUOO,IH $278 $102 1158.50 
11.451,m .... .,., 151.12 
11,5110,111 $273 - 1157.13 
11,1513,333 $212 .... 1157.82 
$1,810,321 $212 - 1157.110 
$1,1171,815 $272 - $!7.<7 
$1.731,483 $272 -, ...... 
11.110,314 $212 .... ...... 
111,UI,078 $273 11185 .., ... 
$1 ,072,046 $278 - 111.11 
SZ,DB2,181 $211 P03 .., .... 
IZ,111,1HI - $818 Slii.!IO 
$2,117,001 - $818 1178.23 
~11.485 .... .. ,. f1U7 
113.135,221 $381 1117 Slll.a 
$3,2111,128 - - Sl8.70 
$3,413,.410 PS< - m.oo 

Aw- tll.71 
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Scen3rio 2 - Plant 1 -Partial Option - Downtown Reno/Springtown 

Pa.nt .. •ulltft ..... of Keao t•-. DDWIItowa ble MJflp'*'PWII 

loan Coplbl ....... '"'""" Tono Roc-v 
Rata Polo (Vurs) Fo""' 

<OM' 
.__ 20 0.1011 

1 .... ...... C.pllil com C•plll casts Tobl Tobl 111&7-20%1 
Plml TrtQger PopllltiD Ddy ~· Treatment Collo- c ..... CopiOII -· Clpielly C.paclly ...... Flow Aow .... System com costs .,.,., 

Year - (mtld) Cmodl (p-) (11\ld) (11\ld) ($10illll ($1111111) ($1000) (SF-) Costs 

1997 Sllrl PniQf'.lm 021! 0.20 21415 0.21 0.-43 $0 $0 10 $0 

""' 0.211 0.20 .... 0.30 D.-44 .. .. .. .. , ... a>S 0.20 3074 o.:n 0.46 .. .. 10 10 
2000 0.20 0.20 310!1 o.:rz D • .C8 10 10 10 10 
2001 0.20 0.20 3321 D.:t:l .... 10 .. 10 10 
2002. New 1.29 Plant, Add li'lts hi,III,D, tO .... 1.18 .... o.:tS .... $5,121,121 $4.3(10,011 $11,.C21,138 $11,820,148 $1,271.330 
201)) Add ss lilt 17 .... 1.18 4440 o ..... 0.81 10 ........ J.428,&11 1511,.361 $1.271.330 
tone Tata EJtsq sprtngtown Planl O!l.tkle 1.211 0,87 4084 0.48 0,88 .. so so so 51.271.330 
200!1 129 0.87 47541 0.411 0.71 so so .. .. $1,271,330 
2000 1.29 0.87 4020 0.~8 0.7~ $0 Ill Ill Ill $1.271,3.10 
2007 1.21 0.87 5093 lUll 0.78 $0 Ill Ill so S1,271,:t:IO 
2001 1.21 O.t7 5211 0.03 0.711 .. 10 so .. $1,271,33Q 
2000 121 0.01 5457 .... U2 so Ill 10 Ill 11.271,330 
2010 1.ZD 0.97 .... .... 0.15 Ill 10 10 10 II ,271 ,)!UJ 

2011 1.20 0.01 0149 .... OAI Ill Ill Ill Ill 11,271,.330 
2012 1.20 0.87 0051 0.81 0.11 Ill Ill .. Ill $1,271,330 
2013 1.21 0.81 lll1Z 0.83 0.1< .. Ill .. Ill 11.271,330 
2014 U9 0.87 .... 11.811 O.Dl .. .. 10 so $1.271,330 
2015 1.21 O,lt7 ff1Z7 0.67 1.01 Ill Ill Ill Ill 11.211,330 
2018 1.211 0.97 .... 0,70 1.05 Ill .. Ill 10 $1,27t,330 
2017 1.29 0.87 1211 0.72 1.08 10 $0 10 Ill $1,271,3311 
2011 1.29 D.B7 1471 0.1~ 1.t2 10 10 Ill .. $1,271,330 
2019 129 11.81 7147 0.71 1.1& "' .. .. .. $1,211~30 
2020 1.21 0.81 ID211 D.&ll 1.20 .. $0 .. "' 11,27t.J30 
20Z1 1.29 0.81 1318 0.13 1.20 .. $0 10 .. $1,271,330 
2022 Add 1.311 mad to plant 2.87 2.00 8817 O.BG 1.20 ... ~.742 10 SS,303,7412 114,704.<484 $t,497,B82 
2023 2.111 2.00 11030 o.aa t.:t4 "' .. 10 .. 11 ... 97,612 
2024 2.81 2.00 .... O.ll 1.39 "' Ill 10 "' $1 ... 91,812 
2025 2.87 2.00 058Z 0.06 1.-44 "' 10 "' 10 $1 ... 97,612 
20211 2.81 2.00 .... 0.19 1.411 10 "' .. 10 $1.481,612 
2027 2.67 2.00 IDJil.O 1.03 us Ill .. 10 .. 11,497,682 

TOTALI!I fDr Plannl1g P•tlod CtiiJ' -1117) A VI• 1221 ........ 111 IW,J'ZI,tlt t11,111,.fll ,27,111,171 114,411,117 

20<2 2.61 .... 111T7 1.18 2.87 

Pre!!eniValue (tl19§8 dollars) aran c:om dLrfng pl1rft\g period (1997-1827) • lt4,117,.f11 
Calculdom represent new expendtturn any_ 

- -- ------

DIM 
Cost Per 

1000 Gallont 
1.82 

........ 
O&U 
cost 

tuanl 

$283,317 
1345,4188 
1371,712 
S4Dft,t22 
$430,682 
$4113,574 
$498,044 
$>37,27< 
IJ578.~82 
$622,10Z 
$670,ll1 
$:12a,412 
$1l8,0l1 
11131,1113 
1002.792 
107z.571l 

$1,047,111 

"· 121,11111 
$1.218,4&1 
$1~10,118 
$1,412.701 
$1,522,1137 
St.841,013 
11,188,822 
$t,l00,7011 
112,055,464 

124,401,111 

p.....,, 
Per 

-~· .... 
....... '""""'' Tolol Cool Coli ,..,.., 

......... Per Por ......... , 
cost ca_ptta Househal coa 

($truro) ($ldl0e) (11\JUe) (ll*n) 

$1,534,711 $438 $1,101 102.21 
$1,818,111 $3114 - m.o& 
$1_a43,U2 CIS I -StUll 
11.811,452 $352 111113 rl4.4Z 
I1,701,88Z - Sll1i $13.22 
$1,134...,. $341 -$12.11 
St,no,nc 1338 ... , $11.01 
$1,101.604 $>31 1142 $70.1!!1 
$1, ... 9,112 1327 .... tea.31 
$1,1114,232 1324 1123 1!11.!4 
11,842,111 1321 11114 187.11 
$1.8:83,142 $311 HIT 181.21 
S2,1Ht.401 $318 IMII 188.11 
$2, 108,·413 $314 $1111 18<1.>7 
12,114.122 $312 "" $80.04 
12,243,800 "" $7110 ...... i 
12,311,141 $310 $7llll ... .... 
12,4110,2111 1310 S111 ::::1 12,417,11:il1 1310 1117 
12.012,211 "" f}l8 1811.72 
12,t1D,311l 1331 .... S11.<9 
$3,1120,2211 $331 - fll.aal 
$3,131.085 $338 $1111 $71.71 
$3,2811,104 "" .... moa 
$3,404,3&7 $342 11170 $12,4&1 
13,1153,148 "" 111111 $12.11' 

A- 171.71 

J A 1\j 'I ··: , .. \I f..,. .J 1
•.-·.l-. .., 
:1,) ( 
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Scenario 2 - Plant 2 - Azle 

.. QIII A2ll AM CIHt lo..,..,. Azll, PelloM lillY an II ..... u.ry 
Asnmn W.ln•t Cr. II P .. d T.llen 011 ltf hrvlh ar liM II J,y Meno/aprlagtown (OfiiOJIJ 

loon 
~n.lon htered Term .... Rale (YNrl) ....... 1.00% 20 

"'" A'<l C.pltll casts Clpltlll Coslv Total Tobl ...... Tr1aaer Popubllll Daly """"" Treatmenl """""'"' Capital Capitol 
CIJ)Iclty Cspadty ...... Row A,.. ...... SJISiom eam com 

"•• Ar:Niy (mgd) (mgd) (peOpl<) ( ... d) (mud) (> 18110) (> 18110) (> 111111) (I Futuro) 

Ulg-r stat Ptaggm 1.74 .... ..... 1.t8 ,_.,. 10 10 10 18 
1888 Add li\es t,Z,I.3 (Sillld, P.B. ETJ) 1.7~ 1.31 1.C544 us 2.18 18 13.735.800 12,135.600 $4.1WO,QI 
1DOO 1.74 1.31 1 .... 1.151 2.28 18 18 10 18 .... 1.11 1.31 1551& .... 2.34 18 .. $0 18 
2001 1.74 U1 \0122 1,01 ..... 18 18 .. 18 
'2002 Add <I.M mgd, Mothbllf w.c. 8.40 . ... 1 .... 1.87 .... S11,562,4S3 $0 $11,562.493 ............ 
2003 8.40 .... 17288 1,73 2.51 $0 18 18 18 
2004 B.-40 .... 17171 1.111 2.81 $0 18 18 $0 
20D5 e.•o .... IICIIl I,Q 2.77 so .. so so 
2008 8.<10 .... 11142 1.11 2.17 so 18 18 $0 
2007 B.olll 4.10 1H10 1.81 2.17 $0 .. 18 18 
2001 8.-40 .... 2G503 .... :1.01 .. 10 18 18 
20011 8.-40 .... 21218 2.12 3.11 $0 .. .. .. ,.,. 8.40 .... ..... uo 3.21 $0 18 .. $0 
2011 BAD .... ZZ5-44 2.20 .... 18 .. 18 18 
2012 8,40 .... 2:1234 2.32 :u1 so 18 .. sn 
2013 8.40 .... 23848 2.38 .... .. so 18 .. 
2nt 6.40 .... 2_, 2.47 ,.70 .. 18 .. 10 
2015 8.40 .... 2 .... 2.55 uz 10 18 .. sn 
2010 8.-40 .... ..... 2.82 ,.., 18 18 .. .. 
2017 8.40 .... 271107 2.71 .... 18 10 10 .. 
2018 8.40 .... 27818 2.78 •••• 18 sn 18 18 
201D 8.40 oi.IO , . ..., 2.18 .... 10 18 10 .. 
2020 B.-to 4.10 28704 Ul .... 18 18 .. 10 
2021 6.40 4.110 , .... 3.00 4.80 18 18 18 .. 
2022 8.40 -t.ID 31!113 3,18 -4.74 10 18 10 .. 
2023 8,40 4.10 32574 3.211 4.11 18 $0 .. .. 
202.t 8.40 4.10 33510 '·"' .... 10 $0 .. 18 
2025 8.40 4.10 34181 3.-U 5.20 10 $0 18 .. .... s.-to uo 30700 .... 5.30 .. $0 so .. 
21127 8,-40 .... ..... 3.89 5.53 10 $0 so sn 

TOTALS for Plannllg Period 111t7 • 21%7) A VII• Z1117 ltt,lf2AII 11,711,101 ttl,:zti,MJ 111,170,117 

2042 .... .... ..... 1.27 BAO 

Pres.,._ V.lue (In 1998 dolllf1) ofllli:osb dllfna plwd1g periOd (1987.1921) • IU.117,111 
CalCUlations r•Pfellnt newexpendiUta only. 

Capital D&M Persons 
Ro<.-y CO•IPtr Per .. _ 

1000 Gallons -·· 1.1018 1.22 .... 
l\nnUII Amuol ,...,...., ........ , Tolal Colt cost 

_, -.. O&M 

_, 
Por ,.,. HDU5ehol 

C.pbl Coot Call c.pb tlouHhDI cost .,_ _, 
(I&Ua) -·) ($0An) -) 

11,101,841 1700,480 12,0D2,139 $1111 " .. 131.17 
t;1,101,B40 lJ83.J167 ....,,.,eoo .,. SIC& 137.34 
$1,11'01.84• Slt1~DB tl,l13, 154 111' """ 138.11 
11,1111.848 1113.447 R,71B,DIIII 1112 "" t:l8.43 
..... 1.841 1940,111 $2.341,788 ann &133 t:!O.O<I 
$1,101,848 $1.011,871 $2.913,526 .... $4211 m.11 .......... 11.088,118 R,II0,1BC 1187 "~ m.42 
11,101,849 11,112,200 ........... .... "" 136.18 
II,IIOI,IHI lt,il!t,732 ... 183,310 .... ~ PUB 
II,D0t.D48 .......... 13.210.893 .... Sill· 13U3 
11,1101.841 $1,481.708 $3,3113,:150 .... "" 13<.72 
$1,1111.841 $1,573,281 1!.474,m .... SilO ... ... 
lt,DOt,lloC& 11.893,310 .......... .. .. &110 Sl.c.es 
$t,DDt,a.c.a 11.807,1152 ... 7011,001 .... &118 El<.l3 
11.801.841 $1.137,141 $3,131,410 .... $120 134.1)1 
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$o1,486,603 $4,418.803 $134 1338 l28:>1l 
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$5,164,113 ~.18(113 .... 13117 130.57 
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Scenario 3 - Plant 1 - Partial -Regional Eagle Mountain Lake -Without County and Greater Reno 

Plant •rttlt M•••'-~• a..•• to h1tllllty •1'\111 IU:III, aprhlateww. •dawwtoWII• baa, Poll•n a.y lftlll a.darV . ......., Cauaty...,.... ••II h nt.t of IIHe .. bl pU.d In .. a laW MM. 
I!Chdlll pil.nla In aprln_. • ..,. and AUto M •••DIJHM'IIIHI••cller pu.H aut. 

loin ........ kltornt T.., 
Roll Rola rv ... , 
4.0~ ··- 20 

""' A\11 Clpllll COlli Clpllll cam Tot~ Toll! 
pt ... THgger PoplJ11JO Ddy Design Traalmtnl. C~lodon Coplllot C.pltal 

C.pldly C.pao:ly ...... Fl"" AOoV Plonl -m com COats 

'" 
..._ (mgd) (mgd) ,...,..) (mgd) (mgd) ($ tDII8) (511196) ($ 11196) ($FuUI) 

11117 stan Prtagl'lm (SpmgbMn.IA!Ie) Z.DO .... t..fBU 1.41 2.21) .., .., .., .., 
1B91 Add l.bJ1.Z,~ (P.B .. Sanct,ETJ) z.ao .... t7595 1.18' 2.1M .. $3,135,600 ~.7311,800 54,040.420 .... 2.110 1.50 ..... 1.1Z 2.74 .. .. .. .. 
2000 2.110 uo ISBa& U9 z.n 10 $0 .. 10 
2801 2.00 UJO 19517 1.00 2.1U .. .. so .., 
2002 Md !5.<11 mgd Pl-. Add Unn .C,a.,lb,l, tO 7 . .(1 .... 20817 2.10 3.1!11 $12,8.371 ~.7711,081 St7,771,468 rzz..caa.&71 
2003 Mo1hblll SprtngtoN'Iand W:: Plants, Add LIM I 8.03 4.52 21191 2.18 3.21 .. $420,011 *<28,008 1581.381 
2004 8.113 .(.52 ..... 2.27 l,-40 $0 .. 10 .. 
2005 .... 4.52 20478 2.35 .... $0 .. so $0 
211110 .... 4.52 24313 2.43 3.811 .., .., .. .., 
2007 .... .... nne .... 3.78 .., .. $0 $0 .... .... . ... 20071 2.61 3.91 10 so so .. 
Z009 8.03 4.52 27001 2.70 4.05 so .. so .. 
2010 8.03 4.52 mn 2.80 ... .. .. .. .. 
2011 8.03 4.52 21384 2.14 4.211 10 .. .., .. 
2012 8.03 4.02 211291 2.83 •. 38 .. .. .., .. 
2013 8.03 4-.I!Z 30221 uz 453 .. .. $0 .. 
2014 .... 4.52 :JttM :1.12 4.61 10 .. so so 
2010 .... (.52 32111 3.22 4.13 .., .. so .., 
2018 1.03 4.!12 33215 3.32 4.88 so .. so .., 
2017 8.03 (.52 3f2B5 3 •• 3 !1.14 so $0 so so 
2011 8.03 4.52 35lBJ 3,114 !1,31 .. .. .. 10 
2018 8.03 4.52 30541 .... 5.41 so .. .., 10 
20211 11.03 U2 37730 3.77 .... .. .. so .., 
2021 0.03 4.52 31982 3..011 1.14 so so .. .., 
2022 Add 2.7510 Plldl B.ll .... 40200 4.02 0.03 $B,OlO,U1 so SI,03D,B8t ......... 03 
2023 &.71 8.51 40194 4.00 8.13 $0 so .. .. 
21124 1.711 .... 42234 4.22 6.34 .. .. .. so 
2025 &.71 .... 431123 ..30 8.54 .. 10 .. so 
2028 8.71 u;a 40002 4.51 8.76 "' $0 so so 
2027 8.71 lUIS 49~52 4.88 8,811 $0 SD $0 .. 

TOTALS rorP .. Iflll\1 p.f1od (1117·2GZ1) A .. a 11141 U1,127,2H h,a7 ,!81 IZI,IU,ICI Ul,tU,Ttl 

20<2 8.711 ..... ..... us 11.18 

Presenl Value (kl1896 dotlan) ef aU cosb: dumg pl'lniWlg p•rlod (1997-1D27) • ftl,714,tll 
Calculatlans represent new erpsndRJxe:a only, 

Copllol D&M 
RICOIIO!Y Colt Per 

Fo<tor 1000 Gallons 
0.1019 t.1111 

111117.-7 ....... , 
Artnuollml O&M 

C.plllol C.Ot 
com ($!Uiu"o) 

12,7!1Q,OtO P28.0U 
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12,751,810 11,211,201 
12,758,010 $1,347,5!2: 
$'2,751,010 $1,451,3-45 
12.7 ... 810 $1,583,188 
12,751,010 11,813,8311 
$2,751,010 $1,113,-431 
S2,751,D1D 11,853,286 
12,751,D10 12,103,827 
12,758,010 52:,221,051 
12.,151,010 .. ... 2,1121 
SZ,159,010 S2,558,801l 
$Z,nii,D10 $2,7-43,820 
12,7!1Q,010 .......... 
12,751,010 $3,181,074 
12,79,010 $3.,38l,o43Z 
12,28'1,710 $3,8f3,211l 
12,287.710 $3,811,8110 
12,2117,7 .. S4,20D,n!!i 
12,2117,710 14,1111,434 
12,2117,710 $4,&41.D1f 
12,28'1,710 SS.121.Bf7 
12,28'1,710 15,5D0,167 
$2,21117,710 ....... ooo 
12,28'1,710 IB.:U8,131 
SZ,201,710 18,820, ... 0 

11l~I'T~'II IU~1,17i 
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Plf 

HIIUSehDid 
2.54 

......,.t ........ 
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TEAGUE NAIL AND PERKINS 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

MEETING NOTES 

TO: All Attendees PROJECT: Walnut Creek Regional Sewer Study 
Springtown, Texas 

NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. PROJECT#: SPR 96219 

MEETING INFORMATION: 

DATE: 
TIME: 

January 23, 1997 
7:00p.m. 

PLACE: 
PURPOSE: 

Council Chambers, Springtown City Hall 
Posted Public Meeting to Discuss Draft Report 

ATTENDEES: 

Loretta Mokry 
Darrell Riding 
Frank Crumb 
Sam Brush 
Bill Pembrook 
Ed Braun 
Mack Wood 
Ben Long 
Floyd Galloway 
Tom Gentry 
AI Swan 
Bob Salinas 
Charlie Hodges 
Ralph Stroud 
Les Keeble 
Mark Ernst 
Mark Berry 
Kelly Carta 
Gary Laneman 
Jerry Holsomback 
Daniel Gernity 
Chetta Owens 

Meeting Notes· 

REPRESENTING· PHONE#· 

Alan Plummer Assoc. 817-461-1491 
CityofAzle 817-444-2541 
City of Fort Worth 817-871-8243 
North Central TX Council of Governments 817-895-9213 
Rady and Assoc./Kimley-Hom 817-335-8511 
City of Reno 817-221-2500 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133 
Parker County Judge 817-598-8148 
City of Sanctuary 817-677-3008 
City of Springtown 817-220-2006 
City of Springtown 817-220-2006 
City of Springtown 817-220-2006 
Springtown Epigraph 817-
Springtown Independent School District 817-220-7122 
Tanglewood 817-221-5370 
Tarrant Regional Water District 817-237-8585 
Teague, Nail and Perkins 817-336-5773 
Teague, Nail and Perkins 817-336-5773 
Texas Water Development Board 512-463-8062 
Walnut Creek S.U.D. 817-523-4463 
Camp, Dresser and McKee 817-332-8727 
U.S. Corps of Engineers/L.A.E.R.F. 972-436-2215 

1. Third formal public meeting. Purpose of meeting to discuss draft report. 

2. Had participants sign the sign-up sheet. (See above} 

3. Tom Gentry, Mayor of Springtown, gave a quick welcome and introduction on behalf of the City 
of Springtown. 

4. Mark Berry, of Teague Nail and Perkins, presented overview of draft report purpose and findings 
using overheads. 
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5. Kelly Carta, of Teague Nail and Perkins, presented handout which included updates since 
completion of the draft report. Noted desire of Tarrant Regional Water Board to keep effluent 
flowing into Eagle Mountain Lake and response by City of Fort Worth that connection to City could 
be more costly and time consuming than originally reported (See handout). The handout also 
included some updated cost figures to more accurately distinguish between "full region· and 
"population center only" costs. 

6. Questions and Responses: 

a.} What about the need to keep 1 mgd of effluent going to the golf course in Azle? 
This has not been addressed in the current draft but will need to be added. 

b.} What about 1=0sts included for Fort Worth infrastructure improvements? 
The draft report addressed costs to Fort Worth's Jenkin Heights lift station in Lake Worth. The 
cost of upgrading the system to the Village Creek Treatment Plant was considered to be a part 
of the Fort Worth system costs and included in the normal Fort Worth connection fees. Frank 
Crumb, of the Fort Worth Water Department, noted that this would probably not be the case. He 
submitted a fact sheet to the engineers noting that Fort Worth only had plans to serve the Azle 
area should a need arise and it was mutually beneficial. He also noted that existing upgrades, 
potential future upgrades would probably require pass through cost to the regional client and 
would probably not facilitate connection in a "timely manner". In addition, Fort Worth would prefer 
the effluent to be discharged back into Eagle Mountain Lake to be available for water reuse to Fort 
Worth. 

c.} What about the total cost to Reno since they do not have an existing infrastructure? 
The costs shown in the report are for costs associated with treatment facilities and trunk mains 
only. They do not include existing debts or minor lines. In the case of Reno (and unincorporated 
areas of the county}, no minor lines exist and such costs would have to be added to the amounts 
shown. The scope of determining the size and extent of minor lines depends on a number of 
unknown variables and is beyond the scope of this study. However, the study has been divided 
into service to the whole region and service to "population centers• so that a cost could be 
generated to serve denser populated areas now and address the more sparsely populated areas 
as they develop. 

d.) Gary Laneman of the Texas Water Development Board noted that Senate Bill1 had already 
been introduced into the Texas Senate. This bill concerns drought problems in Texas and water 
conservation issues. Water reuse and drought provisions will be critical to any water/wastewater 
projects. Gary also noted that state funds through the TWDB are continuing to decrease. 

e.) Frank Crumb noted that Fort Worth is currently estimating they will need to expand the 
transmission system from the Jenkins Heights lift station to the Village Creek Wastewater 
Treatment plant around 2010 at a cost of $7 Million to $10 Million. This does not include 
expansion to the plant itself. 

f.) Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator, reminded everyone that water recycling will be 
critical. Based on the newspaper article about their last meeting the Tarrant Regional Water 
District is also concerned about wastewater recycling issues. 

g.) Frank Crumb went on to explain that Village Creek is currently permitted to treat 166 mgd and 
the next expansion should take it to over 180 mgd. Fort Worth is looking at satellite plants 
upstream of Village Creek to allow for water reuse. Frank was asked if he would be in favor of 
a regional plant in Azle and what were Fort Worth's interests in water reuse. After some 
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discussion, Frank summarized that they would be in favor of a regional plant discharging into 
Eagle Mountain Lake to make water reuse available, but that Fort Worth is not currently interested 
in treating the water from the region or in financially participating in a regional plant. 

h.) Tom Gentry made a request of all participants to express any support for regionalization which 
they might have in a resolution form and submit it to the City of Springtown. He stressed that the 
time for such action is short since the final report is due to the Texas Water Development Board 
on March 19, 1997. 
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A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING 
A REGIONAL WASTEWATER SYSTEM 

FOR THE WALNUT CREEK WATERSHED 
OF PARKER, WISE AND TARRANT COUNTIES 

OF TEXAS 

WHEREAS, the Walnut Creek watershed flows into Eagle Mountain Lake and drains 
approximately 87.5 square miles of Parker, Wise and Tarrant Counties of Texas; and 

WHEREAS, most of the watershed, save the Cities of Azle and Springtown, is not served by a 
collective wastewater collection and treatment system; and 

WHEREAS, many septic systems within the watershed do not operate in a consistent and reliable 
manner; and 

WHEREAS, a centralized system is necessary to serve increased growth in the area; and 

WHEREAS, water quality and quantity in Eagle Mountain Lake is a concern to the local area; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City of Springtown and Walnut Creek Special Utility District have matched 
funds from the Texas Water Development Board to study the feasibility of a regional wastewater 
system for the watershed and contiguous populated areas; and 

WHEREAS, the draft report for such study has indicated a feasibility for wastewater 
regionalization in the watershed; and 

WHEREAS, the undersigned entity has a vested interest in the water quality and quantity of the 
Walnut Creek watershed; 
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by----.,.-----.-~-::---:-::--;------~ 
(g<l\'CI'IIillg body of c:utity) 

of __ -7--~~~--------------------------~--------------------~ (supporting entity) 

THAT we support the concept of wastewater regionalization for the Walnut Creek watershed and 
that this resolution of support shall be forwarded to the Texas Water Development Board, prior 
to or concurrent with, the final study report being submitted to the TWDB due March 19, 1997. 
We also understand that this resolution is not supporting a particular method ofregionalization 
but only supports the concept of regionalization itself. 

This resolution was (approved)( disapproved) this ____ day of _____________ -'1997 
by the following vote of its governing members. 

AYES NAYS 
(In .favor ofTe901ution) (Opposed to resolution) 

This vote is recorded as made this day. 

(Mayor or Authorized Agent) 

ATTEST: 

(TITLE) 
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Walnut Creek S.U.D. Presentation 
on Regional Wastewater Study 

February 11, 1997 

1. SPRINGTOWN'S ORIGINAL NEED: The City of Springtown must currently take action 
regarding wastewater planning and service due to area growth and a TNRCC Enforcement 
Order. 

2. SPRINGTOWN SEARCHES FOR A SOLUTION: The City of Springtown decided in May 
1996, at the suggestion of the TNRCC, to investigate the need for a regional system that 
could benefit Springtown, Reno, and other incorporated and non-incorporated areas of the 
Walnut Creek watershed. 

3. GRANT REQUEST FOR REGIONAL STUDY: Springtown applied to the Texas Water 
Development Board for funding support for a regional wastewater study. This study was 
funded by the TWDB on the condition that Walnut Creek S.U.D. participate. Walnut Creek 
S.U.D. agreed to participate in the study. · 

4. REGIONAL STUDY: Teague Nail and Perkins began the study in late November. The study 
is now in the draft report and comment stage. The final study report is due to the TWDB by 
March 19, 1997. 

5. STUDY GROUP: The study has included the input and cooperation of Walnut Creek S.U.D., 
Texas Water Development Board, Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission, 
Tarrant Regional Water District, Wise County Water Control and Improvement District, Wise 
County Commissioner's Court, Parker County Commissioner's Court, City of Azle, City of 
Reno, City of Fort Worth, City of Sanctuary, City of Pelican Bay, Save Eagle Mountain Lake 
Inc., Community of La Junta, the Community of Tanglewood, the engineering firm of Alan 
Plummer and Associates, the engineering firm of Rady and Associates/Kimley Hom, and the 
firm of Teague Nail and Perkins .. 

6. STUDY MEETINGS: To date, three meetings have been held with the representatives of 
the groups listed above. A kickoff meeting was held in November, a meeting was held in 
December about midway through the study process and a meeting was held in January to 
present the draft findings. A separate meeting was held with, and at the request of, Save 
Eagle Mountain Lake in January to brief their board of directors. 

7. DRAFT REPORT RESULTS: The regional wastewater draft report indicates that 
wastewater collection and treatment for the Walnut Creek Watershed needs to be handled 
on a regional basis. The City of Springtown and Walnut Creek S.U.D. have a high level of 
interest in achieving a regional wastewater collection and treatment solution and have been 
willing to incur expense in exploring a mechanism to solve the problem. 

8. PUSH FOR REGIONALIZATION: The State of Texas (TNRCC and TWDB) is currently 
encouraging regionalization of facilities. A 1990 report by Tarrant Regional Water District 
indicated that Azle should be the regional entity for the lake area, but did not treat the 
watershed as a whole. For this reason, Azle has since started a staged upgrade of their 
treatment facilities and plans to supply wastewater treatment to Pelican Bay within the next 
year. The regional sewer draft report supports the use of Azle's facilities for regional 
wastewater service. 
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9. REGIONAL SOLUTION: The most readily apparent solution currently is the creation of a 
new regional wastewater district under general or special law to own and operate the 
regional collection facility. (The treatment will be handled by either the City of Azle being a 
part of the regional district or by contracting on an interlocal basis for Azle to treat the 
district's collected wastewater.) 

10. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc., is concerned about 
water quality in Eagle Mountain Lake. 

11. DROUGHT CONCERNS: Tarrant Regional Water District and the City of Fort Worth are 
both worried about depletion of lake water during a drought and would like to see effluents 
returned to the lake. This desire has, in part, led to Senate Bill 1 now before the Texas 
Senate. 

12. FORT WORTH TREATMENT OPTION: The draft report indicated that the expenditure of 
funds for wastewater in the region would be best spent by concentrating on a collection 
system and connecting to the Fort Worth System at the Jenkin's Heights lift station. The City 
of Fort Worth has since indicated that they would NOT be able to accept such flows in a 
timely manner and would probably charge the regional system for upgrades up to, and 
including, the Village Creek Treatment Plant near Arlington. This would, therefore, make the 
Fort Worth service option impractical. For this reason, the Fort Worth option has been 
dropped from consideration. 

13. SOMETHING NEW: A number of the entities in the study group have expressed interest 
and support for a new regional entity to provide wastewater service for the region. The 
establishment of a new regional entity is a new problem for all of the people in the region, 
including the officials of Springtown. Because it is new, misunderstandings and 
miscommunications could take place. It is our pupose to explain the current situation and 
proposed solutions in a way which addresses the interests of governmental entities in the 
affected area. 

14. SUPPORT RESOLUTION: Copies of a resolution supporting a regional wastewater entity 
have been provided for all participants in the study. It currently appears that the cities of Fort 
Worth and Azle support the need for a regional entity but do not want to be a member of the 
entity (i.e., district). Likewise, Tarrant Regional Water District appears to support the 
concept of a regional district but does not want to be a voting member. They do want to 
have an advisory role. Also, Azle would like to contract with any created district to treat their 
wastewater flows. 

15. LEGAL ADVICE: Based on a preliminary review and preliminary consultation with legal 
counsel, it appears that the most advantageous solution for the creation of a regional 
wastewater authority would be to establish a new special law district by act of the legislature. 
Initially, other possible solutions were reviewed and analyzed (including municipal utility 
districts), but for various reasons, all of these other options have been rejected or relegated 
to second and third choices. 

16. PUBLIC UTIUTY AGENCY vs. SPECIAL LAW DISTRICT: Walnut Creek S.U.D. has 
suggested the use of a Public Utility Agency in lieu of a Special Law District. Public Utility 
Agencies are interlocal group agencies in which member entities retain ownership of assets 
but collectively allow the PUA to operate, maintain, and improve the facilities through user 
fees and revenue bonds. A PUA is created by joint ordinance or resolution of the 
partidpatjng entuies However, each member entity retains ownership liabilities. A Special 
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Law District is an entity created by the legislature and could aquire ownership of certain 
assets from the member entities. Provisions are flexible during the creation and the District 
is bound by the final enacting legislation. Member entities would have a guiding voice but 
would be further shielded from day to day operations and liability. 

17. SPRINGTOWN UNDER PRESSURE: Springtown is currently "under the gun" for a 
wastewater solution. Should Springtown decide not to pursue a regional entity, and upgrade 
their current treatment plant, it will most likely be 20 years or more before it would be feasible 
to start placing infrastructure in areas of the county and incorporated areas where collection 
systems do not now exist. 

18. FASTEST COURSE OF ACTION: Due to the timeframes and procedures required for 
legislative action, it has been deemed necessary to publish a notice regarding the legislative 
requests for a spe<::iallaw district. The notice has already been sent for publication. 

19. DESIRE TO HAVE WALNUT CREEK S.U.D. AS A MEMBER: The City of Springtown and 
other participants in this proposal recognize that the cooperation of Walnut Creek Special 
Utility District is highly desirable, mainly because of the desire of the City of Springtown and 
other entities in the area to maintain a beneficial and positive working relationship with 
Walnut Creek S.U.D. For these reasons, The City of Springtown wishes to incorporate input 
from Walnut Creek S.U.D. regarding the structure and powers of the proposed district. 
Attached are some of the more important provisions which are proposed for inclusion in the 
District. Please note that both the publication notice and the proposed language make it 
clear that the District should NOT have the power to levy property taxes. 

20. NO CONFLICT WITH WALNUT CREEK S.U.D.: Specifically, it is the desire of the City of 
Springtown and other entities involved to create a new district which does not conflict directly 
with the current powers and purpose of the Walnut Creek Special utility District. Most 
importantly it is desired that the new District not be involved in the drinking water business 
or in competing with other services which are provided by the Walnut Creek Special Utility 
District. 

21. ACCOMPLISHING GOALS: In these regards, we desire positive and meaningful input from 
your District in accomplishing the wastewater service goals. 

22. CRITICAL ISSUES: Important: Can your support be counted on in creating a regional 
wastewater authority? MORE IMPORTANT: If not, can you be counted on not to oppose a 
new regional wastewater authority? 

23. IMPLEMENTATION: The regional wastewater study clearly determines that the projected 
needs of the region, as well as existing needs, require the creation of a regional system for 
wastewater. As you are aware, no wastewater system can be provided without incurring 
expense. However, the most economical and effective mechanism is to have a regional 
system. True leadership requires the implementation of an immediate solution for a number 
of reasons. 

A If we do not implement the regional system, then someone else will do it or force it 
to be done in a manner not of our choice (e.g., Aledo middle school). It is better to 
have a solution implemented without pressure from the outside to be operated by 
citizens who live in the area and who use the facilities. 

B. Historical comparisons show that delays in implementing solutions allow problems 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1997- PAGE C52 



2-1 2-' 997 Li, : 2?f I r ~ . .Jt-1 C: Tv .JF SPR I 'JGTOWN 8 1 /5:2331 79 

~ UUlVY7 14:411 'a811 640 ?e06 N.C. TEti.AS C.o.G 

North Central Te~ Cut.anc 

TO~ Wwtvr R98ourcea Council DATE: Fvbr~.tary 7, 1997 

FROM: Warren 9~wer, Ch~i'"'"" 

SUBJECT; Notice and Agenda for February 13, 1997 
Water Resources Council Maatlng 

The next meeting of the Water Resources Council will be held; 

on: Thur$day, February 13,1907 

at: 10!00 a.m. 

In: NCTCOG Offlcos 

ACTJQN/WSCUSSION ITEMS 

1. summary of mo oecamber 12. 1996 MMtlng. rne summary (tan) is inel~;ded 111 your 
paOI.et. · 

2. 1997 Annual Water Quality Men•gement Plan. The staff will preseot additional 
watershed informatiQn and review a prototype of the f~;~rmat to be used in lhe Annual Plan. 
According to this 'ormat each city will have a dqta sheet for ~ch watershed in wtlich tt 
falls. The data will include the reSI.IIts of the decision VP.e analysis using the AWWA 
watersl'lsa rnanagament procedum outlin!M'J at fl'l(! last mestmg, as well as addtU<mal 
information on ann~l pollutant loadings, comrtituent5 at concem, selected pollution 
sources and s menu ot potential Best Mana9emant Pru.ctlces. 

3. Walnut C~k f(egiol'l81 W1Jstewa~er Study - Parker, WI- and Tarrant Countias of 
Texas. The City of Springtown and the Walnut Creek Special Utility District have 
undertaken the above srudy with Texas Water Development Bo~nd funding, The study is 
nearing completion. and recommandatiOna huv" been outlined. The end~d materials 
(blue) represmrt kay excerpts from the !:tudy. The study group is seeking suppert for tns 
.concept of formally erot!UJiilohing a regicn.al entity that can continLie to explore appropri~te 
wast&wat9r sRrvice ~rrangements Within me basin. Tne WAC is baing 2!0kto)d 1'0 consider 
QleprQSSJng suppor1 in writing to the Texas Water Development Board. Tho staff will 
provide an additional overview on tllis prOJect and seek comment and direction regarding 
any aClions to be taken. A representativ$ from the conwlting eng1neering firm tor !he 
proJect will be invited to attend &nd respond to questions ~bout the study 
recommenoations and service atternatlv!'!S. 

OW :I"' ~ llri~ ~"lo>W>nl '1\oo 
9. 0 ll<1>t 5111111. ~· '!IIIIlS 7000'5-511&8 

1a, n ~o-:~:~oo fo'\11; e1r ·114~:>-rl!ou $rm'O'ec~ ~""' 

flJQOl 



~-: ,r-::- 1 ::::1~ 1 0 . 1 ..:51--"'1'--~ t·· r-<.UH L l 1 ·r ur- ~~ro:; 1.1\JG W•~'\i o 1 /!:JL,.j..::) r ~ 

u.;IU!UI H7'4ll 'Q"Ull ll4U HU!i N.\:. TEXAS ('.Q.G 

4. Senate Sill 1 Dlacugglcn. The statewide droughl conditions over the past year h01ve 
resulted in heightened artentm by ttle legislature to planning for water resources. One 
outcome has been tl'le proposed ~nate Bill No. 1. which covers an array of W9!er 
resource develOPment and management topics. Several WRC members have expressed 
interest in discussing this bill ana the potential regional Impacts. Copies of tha bill Will be 
available at me meeting. anct me staff will provide an overv1ew and note any key impilcts 
that can oa e~eterrn,neel. 

REV1EW I!EfdS 

5. TAus Review and comment SY$1em. There is one item fQr ruview by the WRC this 
month. Descriptio~ of the prOJect and acCQmpa.nying documentation are included (green). 
The staff will ba presenting this item and seel<ang dimctlon from WRC members on ttleir 
preferred recommendation lor the project. 

INFQflMAnON ITEMS 

e. Statu& Report on ~iQnal Stann Water Aellvitie, WRC memberS will be briefed on 
tho current activities 1,mderway through NCTCOG's regional storm water management 
program as well as the statua of the 319(h) funded Texas Nonpoint Source800K project. 
which has recently experienced ~gme changes to the grant arrangements. 

7. NCTCOG External Survey. Recwntly you were mailed a survey document asklng tor your 
opinion& on the servlcos providad to you by NCTCOG. If you have not yet returned tne 
survey to Univei'Sity of North Tema. please consider doing so. The February 14th cut off 
date for UNT is tomorrow. If you did not r60flive a survey Qr need another copy, please 
see susan Wiggins tor an additional copy of the survey and a postage paid envelope. 

6. NCTCOG Programs and Environmental Activities. The staff will report on other 
enVIronmental or water resource l,ICiivities of in~erest to WRC membe~ if there is availabh!l 
time. 

9. SCnedule for Next Mealing of the Water Resources Council. The next regularly 
£cheduled meeting of th9 WFIC is teo~tively ~et for March 13, 1997. 

1 looK lorward to seeing you at the upc;oJTling meeting. 

W:mAn B!'BWer 
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APPENDIX 0 - PRESS COVERAGE 

FORT WORTH STAR-TELEGRAM (1/22/97)- WATER SHORTAGE/GIS LEWIS LOBBY 

AZLE NEWS 1/30/97- DRAFT WATERSHED STUDY, REGIONAL SYSTEM NEEDED 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH - 1/30/97 - STUDY SHOWS SEWER PLAN 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH -1/30/97- BANK EXPANSION, CITY LOOKS AT MUD 

AZLE NEWS 2/6/97- STUDY SUPPORTS REGIONAL WASTEWATER 

AZLE NEWS 2/6/97- COUNCIL ACCEPTS BIDS FOR WASTEWATER PLANT EXPANSION 

AZLE NEWS 2/13/97- GLASGOW TO LOBBY FOR DISTRICT 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 2/13/97- CITY TO PURSUE SPECIAL LAW DISTRICT 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 2/20/97 -WALNUT CREEK AGREES TO PURSUE DISTRICT 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 2/20/97 - CITY TO APPROACH COUNTY FOR AGREEMENT 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 2/20/97 - WINN-DIXIE SHOPPING CENTER UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 3/6/97- CITY MEETS WITH PARKER COUNTY 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 3/6/97- EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE FULL 

WEATHERFORD DEMOCRAT 3/13/97 - COUNTY COMMISSIONERS SUPPORT DISTRICT 

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 3/6/97 -COUNTY COMMISSIONERS SUPPORT DISTRICT 
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Wednesday,January22. 1997 
Metro 

Texas expected to rmi short on water by 2010 
Tarrant water district hires Gib Lewis 
as lobbyiSt: for likefilegislative battles 

Recycling waste water proposed 
in report to be introduced as bill 

BYA:"iiTABAKER 
Sw-Tclcp31E1 SLU!Wn1~r 

FORT WORTH- The Tarrant 
Regional Water District board yes
terday hired fanner Texas House 
Speaker Gib Lewis as a lobbvist to 
represent the agency on majo~ state 
water legislation. 

"We have never had one be~ 
fore," said James Oliver, district 
general manager. But se,.·eraJ water 

BY JAY ROOT issues expected to arise during the 
legislative session could affect the 
district's water supply planning, he 
said. 

In another' issue, the board was 
told about a water district study to 
determine whether proposed 
expansion of waste~w8ter treat~ 
ment for the Springtown area will 
affect water quality at Eagle Moun
tain Lake. 

A public meeting on the expan
sion proposals is scheduled (or 7 
p.m. tomorrow in Springtown City 
Hall. 102 E. Second St. 

AUSTIN -In kss tha11 15 years. 
T c~as will not be able to supply 
c:noueh water to meet its urban 
needs- unless policy makers make 
adjustments now. accordinl!. to a 
Slat!! report released yesterdaY. 

The board hired Lewis. whose 
clients range from Dallas!Fort 
Worth Airport to Laidlaw Waste 
Systems. for two years at S3.000 a 

A summary of the State Water 
Plun. crafted by the Texas Water 
Devdopmt!nt Board. concluded (More on LOBBY on Page 13) 

I 

Water 
l From Page 1, 

a,J_d economy will require ad
dhonal water development.·· 
/The ~eport. which lists recom

nendatmns such as recycling water 
md crafting a drought response. 
?ian. will serve as the "general 
lramework" for legislation cur
rently being prepared bv lawmak
ers. said the bill's chief sponsor. 
Sen. J.E. "Buster" Brown, R-Lake 
Jackson. 

Brown, expectl!d to file the legis
lation today. said he expects a heat
ed debate over any changes to 
water rights. 

"Somebodv said that whiskev is 
made for d;inking and wate~ is 
made for fighting," Brown said. 
"There's going to be real strono 
feelings [for] leaving things lik~ 
they are in certain areas." 

Among the inost contentious is· 
sues is the "rule of capture," which 
essentially gives landowners abso

- lute ownership of ground water. 
Brown said the legislation could 

indirectly addres ... s that long
standing legal principle. but he- cast 
doubt on any wholesale changes. 

''It's a recognized rule ;f law, 
one that has a great tradition in 
Texas and one that I think probably 
would not be changed unless there 
were extreme emergencv needs in 
the state." he said. - · 

The report addressed an issue of 
major concern to Tarrant Countv 
by suggesting that the Legislatur~ 
amend the Water Code to define 
the parameters for reusing treated 
waste water. 

The Tarrant Re!lional Water 
District is studying the feasibility of 
recycling some of the treated sew~ 
age that is pumped into the Trinitv 
River from waste water plants. • 

The water would be picked up in 
lakes downstream after being fil-
tered through wetlands. ... 

A potential snag is that the Texas 
Natur<Jl Resource Conservation 
Commission has an ··interim poli
cy" saying that once the waste 
water goes into the river. its owner
ship returns to the state. 

Without the reuse option. Tar
rant Countv mav have no choice 
but to co~pete- with Dallas and 
other municipalities that are seek· 
ing surface water in Northeast 
Texas. said Tony Bagwell, director 
of Water Resources Planning for 
the development board. ... 

"And they (Tarrant County] may 
be the last ones through the door," 
he said. -

Asked about the prospect ofTar
rant County residents drinking 
what started out as treJted sewer. 
Bagwell said: •·Jt·s mainlv con
sumer perception .... It's g~ing to 
be pretty darn clean water once it 
ends up in those lakes. The water in 
those lakes will be clc::Jnc::r than the 
water in the rive:: ... 

that a do-nothing scenario would 
lc:.~vc 15 percent of the state':'~ 

urb:.~n w::~tcr nc:r.:ds unmt:t hy 2010. 
The cnst to th~.: Tex;:as economv: 

up to $40 billion <1 ye<Jr. -
··The era of plentiful water. wh~.:n 

an area's need could he rcadilv mel 
with development of new suPplies. 
[i..;j past."' th..: report saiJ. "Thc 
state'..; rapiJiy growing. populali11n 

I More on WATER on Page 13) 
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Lobby 
~ . From Page 1 

month, plus expenses not to exceed 
$500 a month. Fees before ex
penses will total $72,000, O!iver 
said. 

Lewis said yesterday that water 
rights issues may lead to major 
fights this session. 

"We need to have a drought plan 
in place that would get us into and 
beyond the next century since the 
population will double in the next 
.50 years," he said. 
: The Tarrant water board has 
done an "absolutely wonderful job 
in this region," Lewis said. Unfor
tunately, other parts of the state 
have not done as well and efforts 
must be made to protect Tarrant 
County water resources, he said. 
:~ Oliver said the district has spent 
kore than $1 million on pilot 
projects involving reuse of Trinity 
River water downstream near the 
district's Richland-Chambers Res
·~rvoir. 
: The district is involved in a 
project that, if successful, may lead 
to pulling water from the Trinity 
River, running it through wetlands 
to improve water quality, then di
recting it into the Richland
Chambers Reservoir. 

One of the battles expected in 
the Legislature is who has rights to 
river water. 

Additional legislation is ex-
_pected to deal with interbasin 

transfers- the movement of water 
from one river watershed to an
other. Tarrant and other area water 

districts are eying the Sulfur River 
in Northeast Texas as a potential 
water source. 

In other action, district officials 
said they have been asked by Save 
Eagle Mountain Lake Inc. to study 
how plans for expanding waste
water treatment for Springtown 
area residents might affect Eagle 
Mountain Lake. 

At question is the Walnut Creek 
drainage basin, which flows 
through portions of Tarrant, Park
er and Wise counties, said Bob Sali
nas, Springtown city manager. 

The city and the Walnut Creek 
Special Utility District are consid
ering expanding sewage facilities to 
many communities that now rely on 
septic tanks. The proposal may call 
for expansion of waste-water facili
ties in Springtown or construction 
of a new plant. 

Treated water from the Spring
town plant flows into Walnut Creek 
and eventually into Eagle Moun
tain Lake. 

"Anytime you are looking at 
building a waste-water treatment 
plant or redoing one or going to 
Austin to upgrade your permit, we 
get concerned about how it will af
fect overall water quality in the 
lake," said Mac Wood, president of 
Save Eagle Mountain Lake. 

Salinas said his city is also con
cerned about lake water quality. 

"Eagle Mountain Lake is our 
drinking water source and we don't 
want to mess it up," he said. 

Other options might involve di
recting waste water to an Azle 
plant or to Fort Worth facilities, 
said Woody Frossard, water district 
manager of environmental services. . -
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4A The Azle Ne,;.,s January 30, 1997 

Study shows regional waste water system needed 
BY CHARLES HODGES 

Would a regional wastewater 
authority be good for the Walnur 
Creek watershed? The initial draft 
nf a sltldy commissioned by the city 
of Springtnwn, Walnut Creek 
Special Utility District and the 
Texas Water Developmenl Board 
says yes, 

The findings of the study were 
released in draft fonn last Thursday 
night during a meeting of groups 
involved in the study area, and the 
Azlc city council gave a consensus 
agreement during a workshop 
Tuesday night. 

The purpose of the study was to 
de1erminc if regional wastewater in 
the watershed was feasible, and then 
developed four scenarios to show 
how it can be done. The study did 
not I?O into the business side of how 
to g~t the job done. 

Springtown city administrator 
Dob Salinas said that is going to be 
up to experts in cooperative urility 
districts to work with cities and 
communities in the area to 
determine how to make the concept 
of a regional wastewater authority 
become a reality. 

He said getting suppon for the 
regional concept is what is 
importanl. That is why he asked 
those in attendance who represented 
Azle, f .. alunta, Sanctuary, 
Tanglewood, Parker County, Fan 
Worth and Save Eagle Mountain 
La.ke to look at the report's findings 
and send a letter of suppon to 

· ~ •~ • .... -~ "' oh.~ J;,...,, 

Mullins said she is in favor of 
sending a leue:r of suppon to 
Springtown, and the council agreed 
by consensus since a fonnal vote 
was not allowed be:cause it met in 
a workshop. 

She added, however, that Azle 
needs to help Springtown get the 
authority in place quickly out of 
counesy to Springtown because of 
the city's immediate wastewater 
problems. 

The study released lase Thursday 
was the result of SpringtOwn 
staning to look ahead to im~~?ve-

and Reno and utilize the two 
wastewarer planlS in Azle. The second 
was to build a plant in Reno, while 
using the two Azle plants. The third 
was to put in transmission lines to 
let the Azle plants serve the entire 
watershed area. A founh plan called 

for all of the region's wastewater to 
be sent to Fort Worth. 

The first two plans were cost 
prohibilive, Berry said. The only two 
that had any financial meril were 
using the Azle plants or Fort Worth. 
But the Fan Worth water depanment 
informed Springtown officials the 
plan to contract with Fort Worth was 
not possible because the city could 
not handle the flows expected. 

Thai: leaves Azle as the only viable 
option. 

Riding told the council another 
reason Azle is the only option is so 
water can be recycled into Eagle 
Mountain Lake. If the wastewater 
was sent lo Fort Worth, he said, the 
depletion from the lake would do a 
great deal of harm. 

He lold his council there are 

recycling methods where water from 
wastewater plants can be recycled 
in ways that would be cosl effeclive 
and help the lak:e. Recycling of 
wastewater is included in Senate Bill 
I, which is rewriting state water 
control laws. 

Even though the study is in its first 
draft, Gary Laneman, Texas Water 
Development Board engineer in the 
facility needs section of the planning 
division. told those at last Thursday's 
meeting there is enough from the 
preliminary draft for Springtown 
officials to meet with State Rep. Ric 
Williamson and State Sen. David 
Sibley to sec if any funds can be made 
available to help establish a regional 
authority. 



Lake to look at the report's findings 
and send a letter of suppon to 
Springtown to attach to the final 
report that will be sent to !h~ Texas 
Water Development Board. 

By showing a united front behind 
the concept, state officials can work 
to get money allocated to establish 
the authority and let work proceed 
on getting the infrastructure in place 
to aet the system working. 

Azle public works director 
Darrell Riding told his council 
Tuesday he agrees with the concept 
of regional wastewater. Azle is a 
key piece in the puzzle because out 
of the four scenarios outlined in the 
study, the one that calls for Azle to 
handle the treatment of the 
wastewater is tlie best option 
available. 

Riding said that scenario would 
be good for Azle because it would 
help development between Azle and 
Springtown. Because there is no 
wastewater treatment in the area 
now, large scale development is 
virtually impossible. 

Since he has no problem with the 
concept of a regional wastewater 
authority, he recommended the 
council write a letter to Springtown 
supporting the idea so officials with 
the Texas Water Development 
Board and Texas Natural Resources 
Conservation Commission can 
move forward with helping to 
establish the authority. 

However, Riding did say that a 
Monday meeting between 
Springtown city administrator Bob 
Salinas and mayor pro-tem Al Swan 
brought up an area of disagreement. 

was the result of Springtown 
starting to look ahead to improve
ments to its own wastewater plant. 
The TNRCC told the city that if it 
was aoing to look at its own needs, 
why ~ot start looking at a regional 
level. The TNRCC is the regulatory 
arm overseeing the state's wastewater 
plants. 

After getting a grant from the Texas 
Water Development Board and getting 
the Walnut Creek SUD to cover one
quarter of the cost of the study, and 
talking to every governmental agency 
involved in the area, Teague, Nall 
and Perkins, the city's engineering 
firm, was hired to conduct the study. 

The mandate of the study was to 
determine whether it was economi
cally feasible to collect and treat 
wastewater in the Walnut Creek 
watershed and determine the best 
ways to physically do it. 

Teague, Nall and Perkins engineers 
Mark Beny and Kelly Carta came 
up with four plans. The first was to 
build regional plants in Springtown 

Swan brought up the idea of 
developing a Municipal Utility 
District (MUD) to be the 
wastewater authority. Riding told 
the council he disagreed with the 
MUD concept because that could be 
used to develop a taxing district, 
which would take taxing control 
away from the city council. 

He said the letter to Springtown 
will be sent only after the final draft 
of the study is complete. The target 
date for completion is March 19. 

But Riding said there are a 
number of ways a regional authority 
could be made up that would satisfy 
Azle's concerns, including the 
establishment of a MUD that does 
not include the city of Azle, 
interlocal agreements between the 
different entities in the watershed 
could join an authority together 
while Azle handles the treatment of 
the wastewater, and Azle handling 
treatment and Springtown putting 
in the collection system for the 
watershed. 

Azle's Mayor pro-tem June 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL 
WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1997- PAGE 05 
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Study 
shows 
sewer 
plan 
by Charles Hodges 
The Springtown Epigraph 

Would a regional wastewater 
authority he good for the Walnut 
Creek watershed? The initial draft 
of a study commissioned by the city 
of Springtown, Walnut Creek 
Special Utility District and the 
Texas Water Development Board 
says yes. 

The findings of the study were 
released in draft form last Thursday 
night during a meeting bf groups 
involved in the study area, and the 
Azle city council gave a consensus 
agreement during a workshop 
Tuesday night. 

The purpose of the study was to 
determine if regional wastewater in 

See Sewer, page 17 

The area in the darl< lines is the watershed for Walnut Creek and covers most of the area of the 
proposed regional wastewater authority area. The dashed line coming from south of Azle to Include 
Sanctuary and from Eagle Acres west to just north of Reno outline the rest of the proposed area. 
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Sewer: Plan shows need for regional wastewater program 
From the front page 
the watershed wus feasible, and then 
de\'Cioped four scenarios to show 
how it can he done. The study did 
nm go into the business side of how 
to get the job done. 

Springtown city administrator 
Bob Salinas said that is going to be 
up to experts in cooperative utility 
districts to work with cities and 
communities in the area to 
determine how to make the concept 
of .3. regional wastewater authority 
become a reality. 

He said gelling support for the 
regional concept is what is 
importanl. That is why he asked 
those in anendance who represented 
Azle, LaJunla, Sanctuary, 
Tanglewood, Parker County, Fort 
Wonh and Save Eagle Mountain 
Lake to look at the report's findings 
and send a letter of support to 
SpringlOwn to attach to the final 
report that will be sent to the Texas 
Water Development Board. 

By showing a united front behind 
the concept, state officials can work 
to get money allocated to establish 
the authority and let work proceed 
on getting the infrasuucture in place 
to get the system working. 

Azle public works director 
Darrell Riding told his council 
Tuesday he agrees with the concept 
of regional wastewater. Azle is a 
key piece in the puzzle because out 
of the four scenarios outlined in the 
study, the one that calls for Azle to 
handle the treatment of the 

wastewater is the best option establishment of a MUD that does The mandate of the study was to 
available. not include the city of Azle, detenninewhetheritwaseconomi-

Riding said that scenario would interloc.al agreements between lhe cally feasible to collect and treat 
be good for Azle because it would different entilies in lhe watershed wastewater in the Walnut Creek 
helpdevelopmentbetweenAzleand could join an authority together watershed and determine the best 
Springtown. Because there is no whileAzlehandlesthetreatmentof ways to physically do it. 
wastewater treatment in the area the wastewater, and Azle handling Teague, Nail and Perkins engineers 
now, large scale development is treatment and Springtown putting Mark Berry and Kelly Carta came 
virtually impossible. in the collection system for the up with four plans. The first was to 

Since he has no problem whh the watershed. build regional plants in Springtown 
concept of a regional wastewater Azle's Mayor pro-tem June and Reno and utilize 1he two 
authority, he recommended the Mullins said she is in favor of wastewater plants inAz)e. 'The second 
council write a letter to Springtown sending a letter of support to was to build a plant in Reno, while 
supporting the ideasooflicials with Springtown, and the council agreed using the two Azle plants. The third 
the Texas Water Development by consensus since a formal vote was to pul in transmission lines to 
Board and Texas Natural Resources was not allowed because it met in Jet the Azle plants serve the entire 
Conservation Commission can a workshop. watershed area. A fourth plan called 
move forward with helping to She added, however, that Azle for all of the region's wastewaterto 
establish the authority. needs to help Springtown get the be sent to Fort Worth. 

However, Riding did say that a authority in place quickly out of The first two plans were cost 
Monday meeting between courtesytoSpringtownbecauseof prohibitive,Benysaid.Theonlytwo 
Springtown city administrator Bob the city's immediate wastewater that had any financial merit were 
Salinas and mayor pro-tem AI Swan problems. using the Azle plants or Fort Worth. 
brought up an area of disagreement, The study released last Thursday But the Fort Worth water depanment 

Swan brought up the idea of was the result of Springtown informed Springtown officials the 
developing a Municipal Utility starting to look ahead to improve- plan to contract with Fort Worth was 
District (MUD) to be the ments to its own wastewater planr. not possible because the city could 
wastewater authority. Riding told The TNRCC told the city that if it not handle the flows expected. 
the council he disagreed with the was going to look at its own needs, That leaves Azle as the only viable 
MUD concept because that could be why not start looking at a regional option. 
used to develop a taxing district,_level. TheTNRCCis the regulatory Riding told the council another 
which would take taxing control ann overseeing the state's wastewater reason Azle is the only option is so 
away from the city council. plants. water can be recycled into Eagle 

He said the letter to Springtown After getting a grant from the Texas Mountain Lake. If the wastewater 
will be sent only after the final draft Water Development Board and getting was sent to Fort Worth, he said, the 

. of the study is complete. The target _the Walnut Creek SUO to cover one- depletion from the lake would do a 
date for completion is March 19. quarter of the cost of the study, and great deal of harm. 

But Riding said there are a talking to every governmental agency He told his council there are 
number of ways a regional authority involved in the area, Teague, Nail recycling methods where waterfrom 
could be made up that would satisfy and Perkins, the city's engineering wastewater plants can be recycled 
.Azle's concerns, including the finn, was hired to conduct the study._ in ways that would be cost effective 

and help the lake. Recycling of 
wastewater is included in Senate Bill 
I, which is rewriting state water 
control laws. 

Even though the study is in its first 
draft, Gary Llfneman, Texas Water 
Development Board engineer in the 
facility needs section of the planning 

division, told those at last Thursday's 
meeting lhere is enough from the 
preliminary draft for Springtown 
officials to meet with State Rep. Ric 
Williamson and State Sen. David 
Sibley to see if any funds can be 
made available lo help establish a 
regional authority. 
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Bank 
builds 
branch 
First Banlc starts 

construction 
Af£er five years working out of 

the old Mutual Building and Loan 
office on Ave C, First Bank is 
starting construction on a new 
home. 

Tuesdav, the Azle-based bank 
broke grou.nd on a new 4,000 square 
foot building located on the south 
side of Hwy. 199 just east of 
Springtown, near Gieb Veterinary 
Clinic. 

"We came om here five years 
ago, it was a commitment to the 
people in this community," bank 
president Scolt Allred said. 

That commitment paid off with 
a new building that doubles the 
amount of customers that can be 
served and adds services such as 
safe deposit boxes. 

Vice president and hronch 
manager Craig Doyle said the bank 
is just answering the growth that has 
come to the Springtown area. 

Thursday, February 6, 1997 50 cents 20 pages plus supplements 

Photo by Charles Hodges 
Officials from the Springtown Chamber of Commerce, city of Springtown and First Bank break 
ground for the bank's new Springtown offices on Hwy. 199 just east of the city. Vice president 
and branch manager Craig Doyle said the new building Is needed for the facility to keep up with 
growth In the area. 

He pointed to the development 
of the Winn Dixie shopping center 
and other business ventures that 
came to the area and the influx of 
people moving here. 

''\Ve have seen growth, too," he 
said. 

The new facility will have four 
teller windows inside and a four-car 
drive through system. Both can be 
expanded, Doyle said, to six inside 
windows and six drive through 
lanes, 

Aside rrom 1he sare deposit 

boxes, Allred sa~d the building will 
have a commumty room available 
for meetings when needed. 

Construction. on the stone 
building will begin in the next 10 
days. II is hoped it will be ready for 
business in six months. He said it 
will cost $750,000. 

Springtown, Texas 
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.B.eXV:er,.request may go·· to Austin 
by Charles Hodges 
The Springtown Epigraph, 

The initial draft of a feasibility 
study released last week shows that 
the Walnut Creek watershed, 
stretching out west from Eagle 
Mountain Lake, is a candidate for 
a regional wastewater authority. 

The study, funded by the city of 
Springtown, Walnut Creek Special 
Utility District (SUD) and the Texas 
Water Development Board, 
indicates a need for regional 

wastewater treatment capability as 
the rural population grows and 
cities struggle to meet increasingly 
stringent state mandates on treating 
effluent. 

Springtown city officials have 
announced plans to seek legislation 
creating such an authority in the 
current session. The city council 
had scheduled a meeting Tuesday 
to vote on a resolution asking the 
Texas legislature to pass such a bill, 
and hiring former State Sen. Bob 
Glasgow of Stephenville to see it 

through the House and Senate. 
But the meeting was called off 

when the council failed to achieve 
a quorum. 

Currently, the city of Springtown 
is working with a $250,000 state 
grant to bring its sewer plant up to 
state standards and out from under 
an enforcement order issued by the 
Texas Natural Resource Conserva
tion Commission (TNRCC), 

,"This is a window of opportuni
ty," mayor Thomas Gentry ,,said. ~ 
"We have to pas$ a resolution and 

have a notice published in the paper 
for 30 days .before there can be a 
vote in Austin." · 

Mayor pro-tern AI Swan said the 
city is not trying to force a regional 
authority, but having it created by 
the legislature would save 18 
months to three years, as well as a 
cost of about $200,000. 

The city does not have the time 
or the money to waste, Swan added. 

City cm.mcilman Doc Dockery 

See Sewer, page 1 B. 
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Sewer: City, Walnut Creek disagree over type of authority 
From the front page 

said even with impfovements to the 
city's wastewater treatment 
facilities, it will likely be hack 
under an enforcement order in two 
years because of growth and 
expected 10ugher state standards. 

The area is even looking at 
tougher restrictions on septic 
systems coming out of Austin in the 
next lew years, and water issues are 
on the front burner in the legislature 
this session. 

"\Ve are nmning out of time," 
Parker County judge Ren Long said 
about gcuing sewer service for the 
emire area. 

EVen if the legislature approves 
the authority, it will he between 
:woo and 2002 before service will 
he available to customers. · 

The city of Azlc was involved in 
the smdy, providing information 
and acting as an unofficial sponsor. 
Also brought in to fonn an advisory 
committee were Parker County, 
Save Eagle Mounlain Lake, Inc., the 
city of Reno, the Tanglewood sub
division, the city of Fort Worlh and 
the Tarrant County Regional Water 
Board. 

While Springtown is taking the 
lead in trying to have the authority 
established, it is not known what the 
make up of the authority will look 
like. According to city administrator 
Bob Salinas, all Springtown wants 

to do is get the ball rolling so 
everything will be in place for final 
passage by the time the legislature 
adjourns in early June. 

Once it adjourns, the bill cannot 
he considered for at least two years 
unless it is put on the agenda for a 
special session - and those are 
usually called only for major 
statewide issues. 

Salinas said discussions among 
the different groups which have 
been pan of the study process may 
point out changes that will be 
rieeded ·even after the initial 
legislation is filed. Swan said it will 
be up to Glasgow to work with Sen. 
David Sibley ami Rep. Ric William
son to get the hill through the 
Legislature and omo Gov. George 
W. Bush's desk for his si!mature. 

While there has he;n much 
discussi-on un what the authority 
should or would look like, Salinas 
said no!hing is written in s!one and 
the make up of the authority may 
change up to the day of final 
passage by the House or Senate. 

"I don't know what the authority 
will look like. Everything is up for 
discussion so everyone can be 
sensitive of the needs of the entities 
involved," Salinas said. 

Springtown started working on 
a regional wastewater plan at the 
request of the TNRCC, which 
regulates wastewater issues. The 
city expressed interest in doing a 

study to see what it will need to do Holsomback supports another option, 
to rebuild its current wastewater plant a Public Utility Authority or PUA, 
for future use. _ for organizing the authority. Legisla

The city is proposing the 
establishment of a Municipal Utility 
District (MUD). Mark Berry. an 
engineer for Teague, Hall and Perkins 
who worked on the feasibility study, 
said a MUD is a special district that 
would provide a specific service to 
a spcciftc area - much like a 
municipality would provide a service 
to its residents. The MUD is an 
independent body that could own 
assets, oversee and maintain equip
ment, and receive loans, grants and 
other seed money from state and 
federal sources. 

According to Swan~ only a MUD 
will give a regional wastewater 
authority the ability to effectively 
get grants and loans, while at the same 
time being able to own the 
transmission lines and other 
equipment needed to make a sewer 
service work for the entire area. 

There are other ways to create an 
authority, however. A Special Utility 
District (SUD) such as Walnut Creek, 
which provides water service to a 
large area around Springtown, could 
not tap into federal resources. Swan 
said having the ability to go after 
federal dollars would reduce the cost 
of the system to those who tap into 
the lines. 

Walnut Creek SUD director Jerry 

tion allowing PUAs was passed in 
the late 1970's. Holsomback said it 
would allow the authority to have 
the benefits of a MUD without having 
the ability to tax. 

The ability 10 tax sent a red Hag 
up for Azle public works director 
Darrell Riding when he talked 10 the 
Azle city council last Tuesday. Riding 
said he would oppose Azle becoming 
part of a MUD because it could take 
taxing control away from the council. 

Holsomback said Springtown was 
"premature" in going to lhe 
legislature and hiring Glasgow to 
see illhrough. 

"I, myself or Walnut Creek, will 
not agree or sponsor any kind of 
district that has a taxing authority,'' 
he said. "'There are ways of doing 
this where everyone is represented. 
I think it should be Springtown. 
Walnut Creek, Reno and Azle." 

Holsomback said he does not feel 
an authority with the ability to tax 
would be good for the area. And, he 
added, a MUD might have to hold 
bond elections to get capital needed 
for major construction projects. 
Those taxes would have to be 
approved by voters within the 
authority's boundaries. 

''I don't think anything you have 
right now that would allow any kind 
of taxing would be beneficjal or 

acceptable to the people," More engineering will need to be 
Holsomback said. "As I have told done to determine the final cost. 
people on the Springtown council, Another big unknown is how much 
we can have a public utility agency state mOney will be available to 
for wastewater and sewer only. h start the authority. That "seed 
hastbeabilitytodoanythingexcept money" from Austin is a major 
tax. The AUorney General's office reason Springtown wants to get the 
said it is a good piece of legislation. authority established now, so it can 
Our attorneys in Austin have said take advantage of current grant 
it would work.. We had them review polls. State officials have told the 
it. We can support something in that city the total amount grant money 
direction." offered to local governments by the 

Springt-own officials stressed state may be reduced by the 
they are not proposing a district that legislature in its current session. 
would tax for the sake of laxing, or ''The timing may not be right, •• 
that people who are not gelling Salinas said. ··we have talked to 
services would pay a tax. everyone we can, but there are 

•'Thiscouncil would not vote for others we have not talked to like I 
anything that would tax people for would have liked. The fact is, we 
something lhey are nol getting," are facing a deadline. We know an 
Swan said. "In fact, it can't tax. It authority has to be created and 
is in the codes." details still need to be ironed out. 

Swan and Gentry said the initial · "We are sensitive to the needs 
proposal the cily is considering for of the different communities," he 
themakeupoftheauthoritycontains added. "We have to be flexible to. 
a provision that only those who are do it." 
receiving services will pay for the Since the Walnut Creek SUD put 
use of those services. up$7,500 to help pay for the study, 

Any extra charges would not be Salinas asked Holsomback if there 
a tax, Swan said. Customers of the could be a meeting between the 
services provided by the authority engineers who conducted the study 
would pay a surcharge lo have lines and the Walnut Creek board to go 
installed coming off the main over the findings. 
uansmission lines that would Holsomback said such a meeting 
provide the sew~r service to the willtak.eplaceinthenextcoupleof 
individual home. weeks. 

The exact cost of providing that 
service is not known, Berry said. 
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Study supports regional wastewater 
. . . . 

BY CHARLES HODGES the study hy providing information. In fact, Springtown's city council 
A feasibility study released last . Azle, which three years ago began ' ' had scheduled a meeting Tuesday 

week shows that the Walnut Creek using its treated effluent to irrigate to vote on a resolution asking the . 
watershed, stretching out west from Cross Timbers Golf Course, has two • Texas legislature to pass such a bill, 
Eagle Mountain Lake, is a prime wastewater plants on Eagle I don't think any- and hiring fanner State Sen. Boh 
candidate for a regional wastewater Mountain Lake- one of which is th'ng· tha·t WO. Uld Glasgow of Stephenville to see it 
authority. currently idle. The city expects to I through the House and Senate. The 

The study, funded hy the city of· reopen that plant later this year allOW any kind•·of!':'lt····meeting was called off when the 
Springtown, Walnut Creek Special when it begins to accept and process • . . . . . council failed to achieve a quorum. 
Utility District and the Texas Water sewage from Pelican Bay. taxmg WOUld be Currently, Springtown is working 
Development Board, indicates a ThecityofSpringtownhasbeen t bl t' < th witha$250,000stategranttobring 
need for regional wastewater the driving force thus far behind . accep a e 0 e itssewerplantuptostatestandards 
treatment capability as the mral efforts to create some sort of people andoutfromunderanenforcement 
population grows and cities stmggle regional authority. City officials an- • order issued by the Texas Natural 
to meet increasingly stringent state nounced plans last wee~ to seek Jerry Holsomback Resource Conservation Commission 
mandates on treating effluent. legislation creating an authority in . Walnut Creek SUD director '· 

The city of Azle participated in the current session. PLEASE SEE STUDY, PAGE 4A. 
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Study: Wastewater entity needed 
. ' 

•STUDY, FROM PAGE ONE. 

(TNRCC), 
.. This is a windowofopponuni

ty," mayor Thomas Gentry said. 
"We have to pass a resolution and 
have a notice published in the paper 
for 30 days Defore there can be a 
vote in Austin." 

Mayor pro-tem AI Swan said the 
city is not trying to force a regional 
authority, bm having it created. by 
the legislature would save 18 
months to three years, as well as a 
cost of about $200,000. 

The city does not have the time 
or the money to waste, Swan added. 

City councilman Doc Dockery 
said even with improvements to 
Springtown's wastewater facilities, 
it will likely be back under an 
enforcement order in two year-s, 
because of growth and expected 
tougher state standards. · 

The area is also looking at 
tougher restrictions on septic 
systems coming out of Austin in the . 
next few years, and water issues are 
on the front bumerin the legislature 
this session. 

"We are running out of time," 
Parker County judge Ben Long said 
about getting sewer service for the 
entire area. 

Even if the legislature approves 
an authority for this area, it will be 
several ye~rs before service would 
become available. 

The city of Azle joined several 
other entities on an advisory 
committee for the study. Included 
were Parker County,_ Save Eagle 
Mountain Lake, Inc., the city of 
Reno, the Tanglewood subdivision 
west of Azle, the cityoff6rt Worth 
and the Tarrant County Regional 
Water Board. 

While Springtown is taking the 
lead in trying to have the authority 
established, it is not known what the 
authority will look like in its final 
form. According to city administra· 
tor Bob Salinas, aU Springtown 
wants to do is get the bait rolling so 
everything will be in place for final 
passage by the time the legislature 
adjourns in early June. 

Once it adjourns, the bill cannot· 
be considered for at least two years . 
unless it is put on the agenda for a 
special session - and those are· 
usually called only for major 

request of the TNRCC, which which provides water service to a 
regulates wastewaterissues. The city large area around Springtown, could 
expressed interest in doing a study not tax and would be unable to go 
to see what it will need to do to after federal dollars which might 
rebuild itscunent wastewater plant reduce the cost of the system to·those 
for future use. who tap into the lines. 

Among 1hc: options for organizing A PUA- the option favored by 

'' I don't know what 
the authority will 
look like. Every-
thing is up for 
discussion so 

, everyone can be 
.sensitive of the 
needs of the enti

ties involved. 
Bob Salinas 

Springtown city manager 

an entity are a Municipal Utility 
·District (MUD), a Special· Utility 
District (SUD) and a Public Utility 
Authority (PUA). 

. A MUD is a special district that 
would provide a specific service to 
a specific area - much· like a 
municipality provides a service to 
its residents. 'The MUD is an 
independent body that can levy taxes, 
own assets, oversee and maintain 
equipment, and receive loans, graniB 
and other seed money from state and 
federal sources. 

A SUD, such as Walnut Creek, 

Walnut Creek SUD director Jerry 
Holsomback - would offer the 
benefits of a MUD without the ability 
to tax .. 

The .. T-word" sent a red flag up 
for Azle public works director Darrell 
Riding when he talked to the Azle 
·city council last Tuesday. Riding said 
he would oppose Azle becoming part 
of a MUD because it could take taxing 
control away from the council. 

Holsomback said he felt 
Springtown was "premature" in 
going to the legislature and hiring 
Glasgow to see it through. 

''I, myself or Walnut Creek, will 
not agree or sponsor any kind of 
district that has a taxing authority,•• 

. he said. •·There are ways of doing 
this where everyone is represented. 
I think it should be Springtown, 
Walnut Creek, Reno and Azle ... 

Holsomback said he does not feel 
an authority with the ability -to tax 
would be good for the area. And, he 
added, a MUD might have to hold 
bond elections to get capital needed 
for major construction projects. Those 
taxes would have to be approved by 
voters within the authority's 
boundaries. 

.. I don't think anything you have 
right now that would allow any kind 
of taxing would be beneficial or 
acceptable to the people, •• 
Holsomback stUd. "As I have told 
people on the Springtown council, 
we can have a Public Utility Agency 
for wastewater and sewer only. It 

·statewide issues. . .. ;.~.':.:.· ··· ·• · 
Salinas said discussions among 

the different groups which have 
been part of the study process may 
point out changes that will be 
needed even after the initial 
legislation is filed. Swan said it will 
bl! up to Glasgow to work with Sen. 
David Sibley and Rep. Ric William
sun to get the bill through the 
Legislature and onto Gov. George 
W. Bush's desk fOr his signature. 

While there has been much 
discussion on what the authority 
should or would look like, Salinas 
said nothing is written in stone and 
the makeup of the authority may 
change right up to the day of final 
passage by the House or Senate. 

"J don't know what the authority 
willluok like. Everything is up for 
discussion so everyone can be 
sensitive of the needs of the entities 
invoh·ed," Salinas said. 

Springtown started working on 
a regional wastewater plan at the 

has the ability to do anything except 
tax. The Attorney General's office 
said it is a good piece of legislation. 
Our attorneys in Austin have said 
it would work. We had them review 
it We can suppon something in that 
direction." 

Springtown officials stressed 
they are not proposing a district that 
would tax for the sake of taxing, or 
that people who are not getting 
services would pay a tax: 

Swan and Gentry said the initi<ll 
proposal the city is considering for 
the makeup of the authority contains 
a provision that only those who are 
receiving services will pay for the 
use of those services. 

The possibility of obtaining 
"seed money" from- the state to 
start the auth,ority is a major reason 
Springtown wants to get things 
going quiCkly. State officials have 
told the city the total amount grant 
money offe~ to local governments 
by the state may be reduced by the 
legislature in its current session. 

"The timing may n()t be right." 
Salinas said ... We have talked to 
everyone we can, but there are 
others we have not talked to like I 
would have liked. The fact is. we 
are facing a deadline. We know an 
authority bas to be created and 
details stiJI need to be ironed out. 

.. We are sensitive to the needs 
of the different communities," be 
added ... We have to be flexible to 
do it." 

Holsomback said the engineers 
who conducted the study and the 
Walnut Creek board will meet in the 
next few weeks to go over the 
findings. 
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·cottncil sets forum, election 
BY ROBYN ADAMS SCHMIDT 

The Azle city council set the date 
Tuesday night for its May election 
of the mayor's position as well as 
city council places 3, 4 and 6. 

tr they choose to run again, 
Mayor Shirley Bradley and council 
members Van Hartnitt, Dick Gann 
and Leek Heflin will be up for re
election May 3. 

The first day to file for a place 
on the ballot will be Feb. 17. filing 
will close March 19 at 5 p.m. 

Early voting in person will be 
held from April 14 to April 29 
between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. at Azle 
City Hall. Citizens can apply for 
mail ballots starting March 4 and 
must be received in the city 
secretary's office by 5 p.m. April 
25. Applications for mail ballot 
should be mailed to: Kim Shelton, 
City Secretary; 613 SE Parkway, 
Azle, TX 76020. 

Council members also confirmed 
the location of the city.wide public 
forum that the council will sponsor 
Tuesday, Feb. 25 starting at 7 p.m. 
at Azle Elementary. 

Nuisance ordinance 
The council unanimously 

approved a revised version of the 
nuisance ordinances of the Az.le 
Municipal Code following a brief 
discussion about issues that were 
raised at the council's work session 
last week on the ordinance. 

Interim city manager Jerry 
Guillory explained to council 
members that state law sets out 

much of the requirements for the 
city's junk vehicle portion of the 
nuisanc;e ordinance. 

The new junk vehicle ordinance 
states that a vehicle may he cited as 
a junk vehicle if it is self-propelled 
and inoperable and one of the 
following: 

• Has an expired license plate or 
invalid motor vehicle inspection 
ce'rtificate; 

• Is wrecked, dismamled or 
discarded; 

• Has remained inoperable for 
more than 45 consecutive days. 

Waste water plant expansion 
The council accepted a bid 

contract from Control Specialists, 
Inc. to complete the expansion 
construction of the city's waste 
water treatment plant. 

The lowest bid the city received 
(from Control Specialists, Inc.) for 
$2.6 million, was about $3 million 
more than the city budgeted for the 
project. City engineer Bill 
Pembroke explained 10 the council 
that if1hey accepted the company's 
alternate bid of $2.3 million for the 
project, the city's public works 
department could negotiate with the 
company 10 alter the company's 
plans to include the construction 
needs that the city deems most 
important for the plant. 

Other action items 
The council apprOved an 

amendment to the Building Board 
of Adjustment's by-laws that would 
allow the board to meet when they 

City note: Laidlaw has 
moved its Friday re
cycling pickup in Azle 
to Tuesdays 

have agenda items or when a 
meeting is called by committee 
chairperson or two committee 
members, instead of having to hold 
monthly meetings. 

The council also unanimously 
~pproved a comracl with First 
Southwest Company to provide the 
documentation necessary to comply 
with the Securilies and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) requirements for 
cominu in g disc Iasure of munici pa I 
bond information to investors. The 
company's serVices were estimated 
to cost about $1,500 annually. 

Discussion Items 
Council members took a 

consensus to have interim city 

manager Jerry Guillory to begin the 
hiring process for the economic 
development director position that 
was approved in 1he 1996~ 1997 city 
budget, but has not be filled because 
the council Wl!S waiting to hire a 
pennanent city manager first. 
Council member B.J. Clark 
remained opposed to starting the 
hiring process unci! the new city 
manager is in place. 

Council members expressed 
concerns that waiting any longer to 
hire the economic development 
director would delay Azle's full 
participation in the development 
that is rapidly in the northwest 
sector of the Metroplex. 

"We waited for a good reason, 
but the- wait has been a. whole lot 
longer than we thought,• Hartnitt 
said. 

Council members also directed 
members Gann and Hartnitt 10 
continue recruiling people to serve 
on a Citizen Golf Committee. Gann 
reported that Tom Brace had 
expressed interest in the committee. 
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·to lobby 
for water 
·district 

BY CHARLES HODGES 

The ball is rolling on getting. a 
regional wastewater authority 
designed to serve the Walnut Creek 
watershed established by June. 

Monday, the Springtown city 
coiiricil voted to start preparing 
legislation to be introduced in the 
current session of the Texas 
Legislature - and to hire former 
State Sen. Bob Glasgow to push it 
through the Senate and House. 

The vote came just a few days 
after city officials found an 
alternative means of organizing the 
authority that gives it the powers 
needed to get grants and other 
funding without creating another 
taxing entity. 

The Special Law District was 
discovered by attorney John Lynch, 
who has been working as a 
consultant to the city to determine 
the best organizational. structure for 
a regional wastewater system. 

Springtown is taking the lead on 
establishing a wastewaterdistrictto 
cover the Walnut Creek watershed, 
but the city of Azle has been 

. involved through providing 
information for the study. Azle's 
wastewater plants are a potential . . 

PLEASE SEE WATER, PAGE2A. 
l 
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Water effort gclirls lobbyi~f~ 
MUD would have taxing authorirv 

•wATER, FAOM PAGE ONE. which is unacceptable to some of 
source of treatment capacity for the ' ' the entities involved in the study area. 
district, should it be created. "Afterrese:u-ch and consultation 

Springtown and the Walnut with an attorney, the Special Law 
Creek Special Utility District (SUD) . : District fitted our needs while working 
joinedforceswiththeTexasWater After research and consultation with an a compromise with the different 

~~~~~~~O:te~~.i~~ili_f~ t~ h~~~d~. ·;,, attcirney,1,the Special :Law'Distriet fit cdr_';·. e~~=~~~f:.e~::~~:~~tg 
regio~als:":e:authontytoservethe ~needs while' working' a compromise with ongettinglettersofsupportforthe 
are:t. An mtUal draft of the study . need for developing a regional 
shows it is- now the question is the different entities involved. wastewater authority. The letters 
how the regional authority should Springtown is receiving are not 
be established. binding on any governmental body 

Springtown· city officials · · Bob Salinas or state agency to establish the 
· originally proposed a Municipal Springtown city manager district, just recognizing there is a 
Utility District (MUD). But that needinthewatershedforaregional 
plan drew fire from the city of Azle wastewater collection system as small 
and Walnut Creek SUD because Because state lawmakers ·an: to be worked out, Salinas said. . cities . become unable to meet 
MUDs have the ability to levy currently in session, Salinas said it The authority would not have the increasingly sttict state mandates on 
property tl!Xes. is vital the city get a bill drawn up ability to tax, but it would be able their wastewater systems, and a 

The city council was scheduled 'and· approved by the first week of to issue bonds. Those bonds could growing rural population and smaller 
to meet Feb. 3 to approve drafting June -or the area will have to wait be financed by special user fees that Jot sizes makes septic tanks Jess 
legislation and hiring Glasgow, but two years before the SLD issue can would pay forinstalling a collection effective. 
the lack of a quorum canceled the be addressed again. system for a particular are:t, with The Reno citv council voted last 
meeting ... Last Wednesday, city "We just don't have the time to fees collected in that area paying for Monday to write a letter of support. 
administrator Bob Salinas, mayor wait," Salinas said. the work. Azle city staff is preparing a letter 
Thomas Gentry and mayor pro-tem Even if the legislature approves . That scenario is one Swan said that will be proposed to the council 
AI Swan met with Lynch in his an authority this session, Spring- he wanted to see in a MUD, but when the final draft of the feasibility 
office and discussed the idea of a town's city engineering firm, Lynch said last Wednesday that a study is released in March. 
Special Law District. Teague, Nail and Perkins, said it 

Swan said the city is backing off would be 2002 before it could begin 
the MUD because of the tax issue. operntions. With growth in the area 
Springtown's council would not be accelerating, Salinas said waiting 
in favor of establishing another two years could be a costly delay .. 
taxing authority, 1 just as Azle's A Special Law District is run by 
council informally said two weeks a board of directors and a manager. 
ago during a budget workshop, and The board would be appointed by 
Walnut Creek's director Jerry various cities and other entities 
Holsomback said last Tuesday. within the region or affected by the 

Salinas said Springtown has had region. Participating entities would 
staff contacts with Azle city staff to have designated positions on the 
inform them of the SLD possibility. board fur appointment. . 
Walnut Creek's board of directors How many board members and 
had a meeting with Salinas and how they would be selected still has 
Springtown city engineers Tuesday 
night. . 

According to information 
provided by the city, the SLD can 
only be created by the Legislature. 
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m, lty to take authority to. Austin 
:::: I ' f ' ' I _ y:Cluirles Hodgeo a tema.llve mean.s o ~rgamzmg 11e 
~ 1e s ringtown E' tgrnph · authonty that gtves 11 the powers 

p P needed to get grants and other 
'~ The hall is rolling on gelling a funding without creating another 
· (ii gionnl wastewater authority taxing entity. · 

-;6 signed to serve the Walnut Creek. The Special Law District was 
J!. alershed estahlished hy June. discovered hy attorney John Lynch, 
~ Monday, the Springtown city who has heen working as a 
rc unci! voted to start pre)laring . consultant to the city to determine 

.... gislation to he intrnrlnced in the the best organizational stmcture for 
~ rrent session of the Texas · a regional wastewater system. 

. Ii 'gislatnre- nne! to hire former Springtown is taking the Jeacl on 
:iS ate Sen. noh Glasgow to push it estahlishing a wastewater district to 
j] rough the Senate nne! Hotl$e. cover the Walnut Creek watershed, 
~ The vole came just a few days hut the city of Azle has heen 
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information for the study. Azle's 'Utility District (MUD). But that 
wastewater plants are a potential plan drew fire from the city of Azle 
source of treatment capacity for the and Walnut Creek SUD hecause 

·district, should it be created. MUDs have the ability to levy . 
Springtown and the Walnut property taxes. 

Creek Special Utility District (SUD) The city council was scheduled 
joined forces with the Texas Water to meet Feb. 3 to approve drafting 
Development Board to study . legislationandhiringGiasgow,lmt · 
whether it is feasible to have a the lack of a quorum canceled the 
regional sewer authority to serve the meeting .. Last Wednesday, city 
area. An initial draft of the sturly administrator Boh Salinas, mayor 
shows it is- now the question is Thomas Gentry and mayor pro-tem 
how the regional authority should AI Swan mel with Lynch in his 
he established. . office and discussed the idea of a 

Springtown city officials 
originally proposed a Municipal See SLD, page 3 
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SLD: District _plans sack t~es· ·. 
From the front page . 
Special Law District. 

Swan said the city is backing off 
the MUD because of the tax issue. 
Springtown's council would not be 
in favor of establishing another 
taxing authority, just as Azle's 
council informally said two weeks 
ago during a budget workshop, and 
Walnut Creek's director Jerry 
Holsomback said last Tuesday. 

Salinas said Springtown has had 
staff contacts with Azle city staff to 
inform them of the SLD possibility. 
Walnut Creek's board of directors 
had a me"eting with Salinas and 
Springtown city engineers Tuesday 
night. 

According to information 
provided by the city, the SLD can 
only be created by the Legislature. 
Because state lawmakers are 
currently in session, Salinas said it 
is vital the city get a bill drawn up 
and approved by the first week of 
June-orthe area will have to wait 
two years before the SLD issue can 
be addressed again. ' 

"We just don't have the time to 
wait," Salinas said. 

Even if the legislature approves 
an authority this session, Spring
town's city engineering firm, 

Teague, Nail and Perkins, said it 
wouid be 2002 before it could begin 
operations, With growth in the area 
accelerating, Salinas said waiting 
two years could be a costly delay. 

A Special Law .Oistrict is run by 
a board of directors and a manager. 
The board would be appointed by 
various cities and other entities 
within the region or affected by the 
region. Participating entities would 
have designated positions on the 
board for appointment. 

How many board members and 
how they would be selected still ~as 
to be worked out, Salinas said. 

The authority would not have the 
ability to tax, but it would be able 
to issue bonds. Those bonds could 
be financed by special user fees that 
would pay for installing a collection 
system for a particular area, with 
fees collected in that area paying for 
the work. 

That scenario is one Swan said 
he wanted to see in a MUD, but 
Lynch said last Wednesday that a 
MUD would have taxing authority, 
which is unaq:eptable to some of 
the entities involved in the study 
area. 

"After research and consultation 
with an attorney, the Special Law 
District fitted our needs while 

working a compromise with the 
different entities involved," Salinas 
said_ ;.. 

Meanwhile, work is continuing 
on getting letters of support for the 
need for developing a regional' 
wastewater authority. The letters 
Springtown is receiving are not 
binding on any governmental body 
or state agency to establish the 
district, just recognizing there is a 
need in the watershed for.aregional 
wastewater collection system as small 
cities become unable to meet 
increasingly strict state mandates on 
their wastewater systems, and a 
growing rural population and smaller 
lot sizes makes septic ~anks less 
effective. 

The Reno city council voted last • 
Monday to write a letter of support. 
Azle city staff is preparing a letter 
that will be proposed to the council 
when the final draft of the feasibility 
study is released in March. 

.. · 
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Walnut Creek approves plan 
by Charles Hodges 
The Springtown Epigraph 

"Jt is a better plan." 
That is the opinion of Walnut 

Creek Special Utility District Board 
member Mike Gilley afler hearing 
the last half of a proposal from 
Springtown city officials on the 
proposed regional wastewater 
authority. 

City engineers Mark Berry and 
Kelly Carta along with city 
administrator Bob Salinas met with 
Walnut Creek director Jerry 
Holsomback and the board last 
Tuesday to discuss the regional 
wastewater study, which was 
sponsored by Walnut Creek, 
Springtown and the Texas Water 
Development Board. 

Council 
to vote 
on pacts 
by Charles Hodges 
The Sprtngtown Epigraph 

Two interlocal governmental 
agreements helping to pave the way 
for the establishment of a regional 
wastewater authority will be 
considered Thursday night by the 
Springtown city council. 

The agreements are with Parker 
County and the Wise County Water 
Improvement District No. I, 
allowing the chy to "plan, develop 
and operate" facilities through a 
regional wastewater authorily. 

Mayor pro-tem AI Swan said that 

See Council, page ~8 

'' If we keep going the way we are now 
everybody will benefit from it. 

Jerry Holsomback 
Walnut Creek Special Utility District 

After expressing reservations 
over having a taxing authority run 
a wastewater district, Holsomback 
said he is encouraged by having the 
district established by a Special Law 
District (SLD), an authority that 
does not have taxing powers. 

"What was presented to our 
board was what we were looking for 

and what we wanted to happen," 
Holsomback said. "Going with the 
Special Law District is a good way 
to do it. Everyone will be represent
ed whh il." 

Springtown city officials 
originally proposed a Municipal 
Utility District (MUD) to be the 
governing body for the authority, 

but it drew fire from the city of Azle 
and the Walnut CreeL': because 
MUDs have the· ability to levy 
property taxes_. 

"The big h!)ng up we hnd was 
that it shouldn't have the taxing 
power," Holsomback said. ''I think 
we can accomplish the same 
purpose just as well [with the 
SLD]." 

According to information 
provided by the city, a SLD can 
only be approved by Che legislature. 
Because it is in the middle or its 
current session, city officials are 
working to have the legislature pass 
a bill establishing the authority 
before the end or the session in the 
first week of June or else the area 

See Sewer, page 17 

Tha front wall Is starting to go up on the new Wlnn Dixie. Construction continues on the supermarket 
and shopping center on Hwy. 199. 

Springtown, Texas 
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Council: City fathers 
face full n1eet~ng 

, From the front page 
despite the fact the agreements have 
language allowing the city to 
operate the wastewater system, 
Springtown has no intention of 
operating a regional wastewater 
authority. 

"Not until the authority is 
created and the board decides what 
to do. Besides where would [the 
city] get the money from to operate 
it in the first place?" Swan said. 

The agreements are needed to 
proceed with the development of the 
authority. 

In other action, the council is 
scheduled to approve an ordinance 
establishing late water bill payment 
policies. Based on a citizen request, 
the council decided to have county 
attorney George Staples review the 
late payment policy that originally 
gave customers until 10 a.m. the 
day after the 15th of the month 
when that day falls on a weekend 
or holiday to pay a utility bill before 

it is considered late and a late fee 
is charged. 

The new ordinance will give 
customers the entire business day 
after the weekend or holiday to 
make the payment. 

The council is also scheduled to 
consider a plat review, set May 3 
for the city council election and 
declare some equipment, furniture 
and other items belonging to the 
city and police department as 
surplus so it can be sold at public 
auction. 

A work session has also been 
planned so the council can hear a 
presentation from St. Environmental 
Services. It is the same company 
who talked to the council before 
about possibly contracting to 
operate the wastewater system. 

The current system will have to 
be used even if a regional 
wastewater authority is established 
because the authority will not 
provide service for the next five to 
seven years. 

Thursday, February 20, ~997/Page 17 

Sewer: Gets a boost 
From the front page 
will need to wait for two._years 
before the SLD issue can be 
addressed again. 

A SLD is run by a board of 
directors and a manager. The board 
will be appointed by various cities 
and other entities within the region 
or affected by the region. Participat
ing entities will have designated 
positions on the board for appoint
ment. 

How many board members and 
how they will be selected still has 
to be worked out, Salinas said. 

The authority will not have the 
ability to set property taxes, but it 
can have the ability to issue bonds. 
The bonds can be financed by 
special user fees that will pay, for 
example, for installing a special 
collection system for a particular 
area with the fees for that one area 
being paid for by those effected. 

That is the scenario Swan said he 
wanted to see in a MUD, but 
attorneys told Springtown officials 
a MUD will have to be a taxing 
authority, which is unacceptable t9 
some of the entities involved in the 
study area. 

Salinas said he was pleased that 
Walnut Creek came on board to 
support the SLD · after last 
Tuesday's meeting. 

"I am well pleased with the way 
things are turning around and the 
direction we are going now," 
Holsomback said. 'If we keep going 
the way we are now everybody will 
benefit from it." 

There is still a lot of work ahead 
to make the district become a 
reality. Reno city officials have not 
been formally told of the SLD and 
what impact it would have in that 
city, and Azle city officials have 
only been informally briefed on the 
SLD. 
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County sets new 
limits on two· roads 

There are new speed limits on 
two area county roads. 

The Parker Counly Commission· 
ers Court Monday voted to set a 
speed limit of 40 miles per hour on 
Knob Road from F.M. 2257 to 
Dobbs Trail. A 45 mile per hour 
limit was also placed on Veal 
Station Road from Old Springtown 
Road to Hwy. 51. 

The recommendations were made 
by Parker County commissioner 
Prec. 1 Danny Choate. 

The court also heard a presenta
tion from Springtown mayor 
Thomas Gentry asking for an 

interlocal governmental agreement 
concerning the proposed Walnut 
Creek watershed regional 
wastewater authority. 

.. We got the cart before the 
horse," Gentry 10ld the commis· 
sioners over the agreement. 

All the city needs from the 
county is a letter supporting the 
concept of a regional authority to 
go in the final draft of a feasibility 
study on the project, which will be 
completed on March 19. 

The city has started work to have 

See Court, page 20 

50 cents 20 pages plus supplements Springtown, Texas 

Photo by "Robyn Adams Schmidt 

After being closed for a week due to high water and debris, Eagle 
Mountain Lake reopened to recreational boaters last Saturday. 
As of Tuesday, the lake was Just above its normal level of 649 feet 
above sea level. Reservoir manager David Geary said Monday 
that there are no plans to close the lake this week, since the lake 
Is continuing to return to Its normal level. Here, a man watches 
as water Is still being let out of the lake through the dam. 

Coutt: 
SLD 
district 
From the front page 
the Texas Legislature approve the 
authority under a Special Law 
District, a non-taxing authority that 
would govern the wastewater 
district. 

The court wiii vote during its 
meeting on Monday, March 10, 
whether it will approve the 
recommendation letter, which is 
non-binding and does not commit 
the county to the regional authority. 
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The Democrat 
A quick visit to 

Austin 
See Knockin' About, page SA 

Weatherford, a great place to live 
Home of Sherry Young . __ ,., .. ______ .. .._..._ .... __ 
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I County commisioners express support 
for creation of proposed utility district 

By BRAD MICHAEL MOORE 
Democrat Reporter 

WEATI-IERFORD - In a show of sup
port, Parker County Commissioners Court 
Monday passed a motion made by Precinct 
4 Commissioner Rena Peden and seconded 
by Precinct3 Commissioner Charlie Horton 
to write a letter backing the proposed ere· 
arion of a utility district. The Parker County 
Utility District No. 1 (a regional wastewater 
district) would focus on wastewater issues. 

Springtown Mayor Thomas Gentry and 

City of Springtown Administrator Bob Sali
nas brought forth information on the pro
posed project to Parker County Commis
sioners. The leiter of support they requested 
will be included as support material in their 
proposalro be presented to the Texas Water 
Development Board March 17. 

"We've got to stop this poisoning of our 
ground," Gentry said while discussing 
Springtown's own need to address its waste
water issues. 

Salinas said that past and ongoing ceo-

nomic studies covering Parker County point 
out a need for concentrated dforts to 
improve the county's infrastructure includ
ing roads, water and wastewater treatmenl. 

"This (regional wastewater district) could 
be a great benefit, enhancing the health and 
quality of life for the people of Northeast 
Parker County," Salinas said. 

Initial groundwork for a study to get this 
inter-local agreement underway was kick
started by a $30,000 grant, $15,000 of 
which came from the Texas Water Develop-

ment Board to match $15,000 raised by the 
City of Springtown and the Walnut Creek 
Special Utility Disrrict. 

The proposed utility district would pro
vide wastewater services to public and pri
vate end-users serving portions of both 
Parker and Wise Counties. Revenue for diS
trict services would be funded by user feeS 
only and the districr would have no propei
ty taxing powers. Participation in the diS
trict's services would be volunrary for eli-

See Court, page 2A 



Court 
Continued from page 1A 

gible property owners who 
presently use septic systems. 

If the Texas State Legislature 
approves creation of the district 
upon recommendation of the Texas 
Water Development Board, a board 
of directors would be created and 
the utility district authority would 
be governed under the rules of a 
Special Law District. Members of 
the director's·· board would not 
receive compensation for their ser
vice and would have a four year 
board term. 

Board members will be appointed 
by a governing body of member 
entities made up of public and pri
vate utility providers which furnish 
retail service and contracting with 
the district. Entities having inter
ests or contracting with the district, 
but not having member entity sta
tus, would be eligible for Advisory 
Entity status. 

The utility district would not 
begin providing service to poten
tial customers until after the year 
2000 if the district plans come 
along according to its present 
timetables. 

Present boundaries for the pro
posed Parker County Utility Dis
trict No. 1 starts at Agnes (on 
Highway 199) going east to a line 
near · the communities· of Eagle 
Acres, Centf'r Point and Azle, com
ing south of Sanctuary in Parker 
County and going north of Spring
town to a line parallel with Aurora 
in Wise County (Aurora is being 
used as a reference and is not 
included). 

Thirty groups in the two-county 
area now support the proposed util
ity district including county gov
erning entities, special interest 
groups and individuals including 

Parker County Commissioners 
Court, Wise County Commission
ers Court, Wise County Water 
Improvement and Control District 
No. 1, Walnut Creek Special Utili
ty District, the cities of Spring
town, Reno, La Junta and Sanctu
ary, Save Eagle Mountain Lake, 
Inc., and Tarrant County Regional 
Water District. 

The letter Gentry and Salinas 
requested was signed by all sitting 
Parker County Commissioners 
Court members and reads: 

"Parker County is one. of the 
fastest growing counties in Texas. 
Subdivisions are rapidly covering 
major areas of Parker County, 
especially the undeveloped land. 

We have an urgent need to devel
op a Parker County Regional Utili
ty District to provide wastewater in 
an efficient and environmentally 
safe manner. 

The creation of a Regional Utility 
District in Parker County would 
make possible the building, operat
ing and maintaining facilities nec
essary for the treatment and trans
portation of wastewater. This 
would also protect, preserve and 
restore purity and sanitary condi
tions to both surface and ground
water in the County. 

With the creation of the Parker 
County Utility District, we will 
have a mechanism that will pro
vide an orderly basis for the treat
ment of wastewater, ·and solid 
waste, as well as the utility needs 
of its service area. 

The Parker County Commission
ers Court recognizes the need for 
such a district to be created at this 
time. The creation of this district 
would benefit all the citizens of 
Parker County; therefore, we add 
our support to this effort." 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1997- PAGE 022 
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Parker County commissioners Commissioners Court U1is lOth day o:: 
Monday put their signatures to a letler , ' ' of Murch, 1997." · <i. 

, supporting the fonnation of Parker · . Jerry Holsomback, manager of ~ 
, CountyUtilityDistrkt#l,anentlty .: · . ' Walnut. Creek Special Utility • 
' that would collect and treat waste- , ·" , • • • • District, said elected officials · b 

waterfromtherapi!}ly-growiflgrural .. The creatiOn of a Regional Utility Dlstnct .. throughout the area \')'ere asked to. ~ 
, populallon. . · · .. • p k C t . ld' l l . . ' · endorse,lheconocptofawastewatcr rn 
. CountyJudgeBenLongsafdthe .. 10 ar er oun y wou ... pro ec I district. ·Thelr support will. fend ffi 
. Jell~r Was fCqUeS~C~ by the city. Of . , preserve and restore purity and sanitary cred~noc [O effortS ~ndetWay in I ~ 
· Spnngtown, the drivmg force behind · , , · . . . · Auslln to gellhe distnet created in . S: 

the utility district. . COOdltJOnS tO both SUrface and ground-': this session by an act of the Stale. ~ 
"We fanned up a leller in support ·· · ,! ,.. . l · ·, · th C t Legislature. ~ 

•. ofil,andweallsignedit,"thejudge · Wa er In 9 OUn y. "As the study was progressing S: 
·said. "It was unanimous." Letter from Commissioners' Court we asked everybody concerned to. -' 

<( 

The text of the leiter says: In support of Wastewater District endorse it if they llwught it would 
"Parker County is one of the: . be a good rhing," he said. "So far, 

fastesl growing counties in Texas. they've all done that." 
· Subdivisions are rapidly' covering necessary for the treatment and . a~ the utility needs of its service Springtown city manager Bob 

major ·areas of Parker County, transportation of wastewater. This area. Salinas said I he bill to create the · 
: especially the undeveloped land. would also protect, preserve and ''The Parker Counly Commis- district has not gone to commill~e 
· "We have an urgent need to restore purity and sanitary condi· · sioners Court recognizes the need yet, but a draft copy was delivered 

develop a Parker County Regional lions to, both surface and ground- for such a district to be crealed at Friday loS tale Rep. Ric Williamson 
Utility DiSlrict· to provide . water in the County.· . this lime. The creation of this by lobbyist Bob Glasgow. Glasgow, 
wastewater. · ·· "With the creation ofthe Parker districl would benefit all the citizens a former Stale Senator and an 

"The creation of a Regional County Utility District, we will . of Parker County, therefore we add allorney in Stephenville, was hired 
Utility District in Parker County have a mechanism that will provide our support to this effort. by the city of Springtown to work 
would make possible the building, an orderly basis for the treatment of "It is therefore adopted, ordered 

' operating and maintaining facilities wastewater, and solid waste, as well and enlered into the. minutes of Please see DISTRICT, page 5 
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APPENDIX E- SCENARIO COST PROJECTIONS 

SCENARIO 1- PLANT 1 (SPRINGTOWN)- POPULATION CENTERS 

SCENARIO 1- PLANT 1 (SPRINGTOWN)- POPULATION CENTERS AND RURAL 

SCENARIO 1- PLANT 2 (RENO)- POPULATION CENTERS 

SCENARIO 1- PLANT 2 (RENO)- POPULATION CENTERS AND RURAL 

SCENARIO 1 - PLANT 3 (AZLE) - AZLE AREA 

SCENARIO 2- PLANT 1 (RENO)- POPULATION CENTERS 

SCENARIO 2- PLANT 1 (RENO)- POPULATION CENTERS AND RURAL 

SCENARIO 2 - PLANT 2 (AZLE) - AZLE AREA 

SCENARIO 3- PLANT 1 (AZLE)- POPULATION CENTERS AND AZLE AREA 

SCENARIO 3- PLANT 1 (AZLE)- POPULATION CENTERS, AZLE AREA AND RURAL 

SCENARIO 4- NO PLANTS (FORT WORTH SERVICE)- POPULATION CENTERS AND AZLE 

SCENARIO 4 - NO PLANTS (FORT WORTH SERVICE) - POPULATION CENTERS, AZLE AREA 
AND RURAL 

SCENARIO 5- AZLE SERVICE- POPULATION CENTERS (50 YEAR PIPES, RURAL EXPANSION) 

SCENARIO 5- AZLE SERVICE- POPULATION CENTERS AND RURAL 

SCENARIO 5- AZLE SERVICE- POPULATION CENTERS (20 YEAR PIPES, RURAL SIZED) 

SCENARIO 5- AZLE SERVICE- POPULATION CENTERS (20 YEAR PIPES, SIZED ONLY FOR 
POPULATION CENTERS) 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT- MARCH 1997- PAGE E1 



Scenario 1 - Plant 1 (Springtown) -Population Centers 

Plant at western edge of Reno to serve Springtown, Springtown ET J, and SE Pipe Area 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Yea"') Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.68 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 
Capacity Capacity SeJVed Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($1996) ($ 1996) ($ Fu1ure) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 0.26 0.20 2845 0.28 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 0.30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.26 0.20 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 New 1 .15 mgd Plant, SS Line 9 1.42 1.07 3453 0.35 0.52 $4,838,521 $1,270,894 $6,109,415 $7,730,359 $844,530 $267,889 $1,112.419 $322 $818 $68.20 
2003 Add SS Une 17 1.42 1.07 3754 0.38 0.56 $0 $426,588 $426,588 $561,361 $844,530 $302,941 $1,147,471 $306 $776 $64.70 
2004 Take Existing Plant Off-line 1.16 0.87 3900 0.39 0.58 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $327,260 $1,171,790 $300 $763 $63.60 
2005 t.16 0.87 4051 0.41 0.61 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $353,537 $1,198,067 $296 $751 $62.60 
2006 1.16 0.87 4208 0.42 0.63 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $381,927 $1,226,457 $291 $740 $61.70 
2007 1.16 0.87 4371 0.44 0.66 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $412,603 $1,257,133 $288 $731 $60.88 
2008 1.16 0.87 4540 0.45 0.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $445,747 $1,290,277 $284 $722 $60.15 
2009 1.16 0.87 4716 0.47 0.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $481,559 $1,326,089 $281 $714 $59.51 
2010 1.16 0.87 4899 0.49 0.73 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $520,254 $1,364,784 $279 $708 $58.96 
2011 1.16 0.87 5090 0.51 0.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $562,064 $1,406,594 $276 $702 $58.50 
2012 1.16 0.87 5287 0.53 0.79 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $607,241 $1,451,771 $275 $697 $58.12 
2013 116 0.87 5493 0.55 0.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $656,057 $1,500,587 $273 $694 $57.83 
2014 1.16 0.87 5706 0.57 0.86 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $708,803 $1,553,333 $272 $691 $57.62 
2015 1.16 0.87 5928 0.59 0.89 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $765,798 $1,610,328 $272 $690 $57.50 
2016 1.16 0.87 6158 0.62 0.92 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $827,385 $1,671,915 $272 $690 $57.47 
2017 1.16 0.87 6397 0.84 0.96 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $893,933 $1,738,463 $272 $690 $57.52 
2018 1.16 0.87 6646 0.66 1.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $965,844 $1,810,374 $272 $692 $57.66 
2019 1.16 0.87 6905 0.69 1.04 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $1,043,549 $1,888,079 $273 $695 $57.88 
2020 1.16 0.87 7173 0.72 1.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $1,127,516 $1,972,046 $275 $698 $58.19 
2021 1.16 0.87 7452 0.75 1.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $844,530 $1,218,251 $2,062,781 $277 $703 $58.59 
2022 Add 1.34 mgd to Plant 2.50 1.88 7743 0.77 1.16 $5,222,527 $0 $5,222,527 $14,479,298 $1.474,749 $1,316,299 $2,791,048 $360 $916 $76.30 
2023 2.50 1.88 8044 0.80 1.21 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,474,749 $1,422,252 $2,897,001 $360 $915 $76.23 
2024 2.50 1.88 8357 0.84 1.25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,474,749 $1,536,747 $3,011.495 $360 $915 $76.27 
2025 2.50 1.88 8683 0.87 1.30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,474,749 $1,660,473 $3,135,221 $361 $917 $76.43 
2026 2.50 1.88 9021 0.90 1.35 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,474,749 $1,794,176 $3,268,925 $362 $920 $76.70 
2027 2.50 1.88 9373 0.94 1.41 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,474,749 $1,938,661 $3,413,410 $364 $925 $77.09 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027} Avg= 5572 $10,061,048 $1,697,482 $11,758,530 $22,771,018 $25,739,090 $22,538,768 Average= $63.70 

2042 2.50 1.88 16846 1.66 2.50 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period {1997 -1927) = $11,244,808 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 1 - Plant 1 (Springtown) - Population Centers and Rural 

Plant at western edge of Reno to serve Springtown and Western County Watershed 

loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Tenn Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.47 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 

Capacity Capacity SeNed Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs ·Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 
Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($ 1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 0.26 0.20 2845 0.28 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 0.30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.26 0.20 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 New 1.87 Plant. line 9, County 2.13 1.60 3453 0.35 0.52 $6,296,154 $1,270,894 $7,567,048 $9,574,730 $2,165,738 $234,403 $2,400,141 $695 $1,766 $147.14 
2003 Add line 17 2.13 1.60 3754 0.38 0.56 $0 $426,588 $426,588 $561,361 $2,165,738 $285,073 $2,430,811 $647 $1,645 $137.05 
2004 Take Existing Plant Off-line 1.87 1.40 3900 0.39 0.58 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $286,353 $2,452,080 $629 $1,597 $133.10 
2005 Add Lines 11·16 1.87 1.40 7329 0.73 1.10 $0 $7,817,992 $7,817,992 $11,127,440 $2,165,738 $559,713 $2,725,451 $372 $945 $78.71 
2006 1.87 1.40 7558 0.76 1.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $600,298 $2,786,036 $366 $930 $77.46 
2007 1.87 1.40 7795 0.78 1.17 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $643,872 $2,809,610 $360 $915 $76.29 
2008 1.87 1.40 8040 0.80 1.21 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $690,659 $2,858,397 $355 $802 $75.20 
2009 1.87 1.40 8293 0.83 1.24 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $740,898 $2,906,636 $350 $880 $74.19 
2010 1.87 1.40 8555 0.86 1.28 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $794,849 $2,960,586 $346 $879 $73.25 
2011 1.87 1.40 8825 0.88 1.32 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $852,788 $3,018,526 $342 $869 $72.40 
2012 1.87 1.40 9105 0.91 1.37 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $915,017 $3,080.754 $338 $859 $71.62 
2013 1.87 1.40 9394 0.94 1.41 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $981,856 $3.147,593 $335 $851 $70.92 
2014 1.87 1.40 9694 0.97 1.45 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1.053,652 $3,219,380 $332 $844 $70.30 
2015 1.87 1.40 10003 1.00 1.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1,130,778 $3,296,516 $330 $837 $69.75 
2016 1.87 1.40 10323 1.03 1.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.165,738 $1,213,635 $3,379,373 $327 $831 $69.29 
2017 1.87 1.40 10654 1.07 1.60 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1,302,658 $3,466,393 $326 $827 $68.91 
2018 1.87 1.40 10997 1.10 1.65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1,398,304 $3,584,042 $324 $823 $66.60 
2019 1.87 1.40 11351 1.14 1.70 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1,501,081 $3,666,818 $323 $821 $68.38 
2020 1.87 1.40 11717 1.17 1.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1,611,524 $3,777,262 $322 $819 $68.23 
2021 1.87 1.40 12096 1.21 1.81 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,165,738 $1.730,214 $3,895,951 $322 $818 $68.17 
2022 Add 1.73 mgd to Plant 3.60 2.70 12489 1.25 1.87 $6,013,849 $0 $6,013,849 $16,673,215 $1,698,204 $1,857,774 $3,555,978 $285 $723 $60.27 
2023 3.60 2.70 12895 1.29 1.93 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,698,204 $1,994,876 $3,693,080 $286 $727 $60.62 
2024 3.60 2.70 13315 1.33 2.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,698,204 $2,142,245 $3,840,449 $288 $733 $61.05 
2025 3.60 2.70 13749 1.37 2.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,698,204 $2,300,658 $3,998,862 $291 $739 $61.56 
2026 3.60 2.70 14199 1.42 2.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,698,204 $2,470,954 $4,169,158 $294 $746 $62.15 
2027 3.60 2.70 14664 1.47 2.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,698,204 $2.654,037 $4,352,241 $297 $754 $62.82 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027) Avg= 8695 $12,310,003 $9,515,474 $21,825,477 $37,936,745 $53,503,974 $31,928,168 Average= $77.21 

2042 3.60 2.70 23981 2.40 3.60 

Present Value (In 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $22,078,221 
Calculations represent new expenditures onty. 
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Scenario 1 - Plant 2 (Reno) -Population Centers 

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve "Downtown" Reno and portions of Reno along Walnut Creek 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Tenn Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 2.30 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital ARnualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($fulure) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 Build .25 mgd Plant+ Lines 8, Bb 0.25 0.19 677 0.07 0.10 $3.824,693 $1,642,644 $5,467.337 $6,917,925 $704,606 $71,915 $776,521 $1,147 $2,913 $242.78 
2003 0.25 0.19 686 0.07 0.10 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $75.757 $780,363 $1,138 $2,690 $240.87 
2004 0.25 0.19 695 0.07 0.10 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $79,603 $764,409 $1,129 $2,868 $239.03 
2005 0.25 0.19 704 O.D7 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $64,066 $788,672 $1,121 $2,847 $237.27 
2006 0.25 0.19 713 0.07 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $88,557 $793,163 $1,113 $2,827 $235.58 
2007 0.25 0.19 722 0.07 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $93,287 $797,893 $1,105 $2,808 $233.97 
2008 0.25 0.19 731 O.Q7 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $98,270 $802,876 $1,098 $2,789 $232.43 
2009 0.25 0.19 741 O.Q7 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704.606 $103,519 $808,125 $1,091 $2,772 $230.97 
2010 0.25 0.19 750 0.08 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $109,049 $813,655 $1,085 $2,755 $229.59 
2011 0.25 0.19 760 0.08 0.11 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $114,874 $819,480 $1,079 $2,740 $228.29 
2012 0.25 0.19 770 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $121,010 $825,616 $1,073 $2.725 $227.07 
2013 0.25 0.19 780 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $127,474 $832,080 $1,067 $2,711 $225.94 I 
2014 0.25 019 790 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $134,283 $838,889 $1,062 $2,699 $224.88 
2015 0.25 0.19 BOO 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $141,456 $646,062 $1,058 $2,687 $223.92 
2016 0.25 0.19 810 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $149,012 $853,618 $1,054 $2,676 $223.04 
2017 0.25 0.19 821 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,608 $156,971 $861,577 $1,050 $2,667 $222.25 
2018 0.25 0.19 831 0.08 0.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $165,356 $869,962 $1,047 $2,659 $221.56 
2019 0.25 0.19 842 0.08 0.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $174.189 $878,795 $1,044 $2,651 $220.96 
2020 0.25 0.19 853 0.09 0.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $183,493 $888,099 $1,Q42 $2,645 $220.45 
2021 0.25 0.19 864 0.09 0.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,606 $193,295 $897,901 $1,040 $2,641 $220.05 
2022 0.25 0.19 875 0.09 0.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $203,620 $203,620 $233 $591 $49.27 
2023 0.25 0.19 886 0.09 0.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $214,496 $214,496 $242 $615 $51.24 
2024 0.25 0.19 898 0.09 0.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,954 $225,954 $252 $639 $53.29 
2025 0.25 0.19 909 0.09 0.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $238,023 $238,023 $262 $665 $55.42 
2026 0.25 0.19 921 0.09 0.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,738 $250,738 $272 $692 $57.63 
2027 0.25 0.19 933 0.09 0.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $264,131 $264,131 $283 $719 $59.94 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027) Avg= 670 $3,824,693 $1,642,644 $5,467,337 $6,917,925 $14,092,120 $3,862,599 Average= $188.76 

2042 0.25 0.19 1130 0.11 0.17 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $2,794,843 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 1 - Plant 2 (Reno) -Population Centers and Rural 

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve Reno and portions of the County downstream of the Springtown Plant 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Househofd 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 2.03 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Ailnualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($ 1996) ($ 1996) ($ 1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 Build .66 mgd Plant+ Lines 8, Bb 0.66 0.50 877 0.07 0.10 $3,918,312 $1,642,644 $5,580,956 $7,036,383 $945,008 $63,473 $1,008,481 $1,490 $3,784 $315.30 
2003 Add Lines 5-7 0.66 0.50 3158 0.32 0.47 $0 $1,703,614 $1,703,614 $2,241,840 $945,008 $307,964 $1,252,972 $397 $1,008 $83.97 
2004 0.66 0.50 3203 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $324,798 $1,269,805 $396 $1,007 $83.91 
2005 0.66 0.50 3248 0.32 0.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $342,555 $1,287,562 $396 $1,007 $83.90 
2006 0.66 0.50 3294 0.33 0.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $361,286 $1,306,293 $397 $1,007 $83.94 
2007 0.66 0.50 3341 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $381,045 $1,326,052 $397 $1.008 $84.02 
2008 0.66 0.50 3388 0.34 0.51 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $401,888 $1,346,895 $398 $1,010 $84.15 
2009 0.66 0.50 3436 0.34 0.52 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $423,875 $1,368,883 $398 $1,012 $84.33 
2010 0.66 0.50 3484 0.35 0.52 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $447,070 $1,392,077 $400 $1,015 $84.57 
2011 0.66 0.50 3534 0.35 0.53 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $471,538 $1,416,545 $401 $1,018 $84.85 
2012 0.66 0.50 3584 0.36 0.54 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $497,350 $1,442,357 $402 $1,022 $85.19 
2013 0.66 0.50 3635 0.36 0.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $524,580 $1,469,588 $404 $1.027 $85.58 
2014 0.66 0.50 3686 0.37 0.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $553,307 $1,498,314 $406 $1,032 $86.04 
2015 0.66 0.50 3739 0.37 0.56 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $583,612 $1,528,619 $409 $1,039 $86.55 
2016 0.66 0.50 3792 0.38 0.57 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $615,583 $1,580,590 $412 $1,045 $87.12 
2017 0.66 0.50 3846 0.38 0.58 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $649,312 $1,594,320 $415 $1,053 $87.75 
2018 0.66 0.50 3900 0.39 0.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $684,896 $1.629,904 $418 $1,061 $88.45 
2019 0.66 0.50 3956 0.40 0.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $722,437 $1,667,445 $422 $1,071 $89.22 
2020 0.66 0.50 4012 0.40 0.60 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $762,044 $1,707,052 $425 $1.081 $90.06 
2021 0.66 0.50 4070 0.41 0.61 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $803,831 $1,748,838 $430 $1,092 $90.96 
2022 0.66 0.50 4128 0.41 0.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $847,917 $847,917 $205 $522 $43.48 
2023 0.66 0.50 4187 0.42 0.63 $0 $0 $0 $0 $894,431 $894,431 $214 $543 $45.22 
2024 0.66 0.50 4246 0.42 0.64 $0 $0 $0 $0 $943,506 $943,506 $222 $564 $47.03 
2025 0.66 0.50 4307 0.43 0.65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $995,284 $995,284 $231 $587 $48.91 
2026 0.66 0.50 4369 0.44 0.66 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,049,915 $1,049,915 $240 $610 $50.87 
2027 0.66 0.50 4431 0.44 0.66 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,107,556 $1,107,556 $250 $635 $52.90 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027} Avg= 3053 $3,918,312 $3,346,258 $7,264,570 $9,278,223 $18,900,151 $15,761,051 Average= $86.09 

2042 0.66 0.50 5493 0.55 0.82 

Present Value (ln 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $5,380,133 
Calculations represent new expenditures onty. 
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Scenario 1 - Plant 3 (Azle) 

Plant at Azle Ash Creek to serve Azle, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary 

loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Tenn Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000Gallons Household 
4.00% 6.00% 20 0.1019 1.22 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized O&M Annual Per Per Househol 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($ 1996) ($1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) {$future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 1.74 1.31 11653 1.19 1.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1996 Add Lines 1,2,&3 (Sanct .. P.B. ETJ) 1.74 1.31 14544 1.45 2.16 $0 $3,735,600 $3,735,600 $4,040,425 $1,901,649 $700,490 $2,602,139 $179 $454 $37.87 
1999 1.74 1.31 15052 1.51 2.26 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $753,957 $2,655,606 $176 $446 $37.34 
2000 1.74 1.31 15576 t.56 2.34 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $811,506 $2,713,154 $174 $442 $36.67 
2001 1.74 1.31 16122 1.61 2.42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $873,447 $2,775,096 $172 $437 $36.43 
2002 Add 4.66 mgd, Mothball W.C. 6.40 4.60 16665 1.67 2.50 $11,562,493 $0 $11,562,493 $14,630,242 $1,901,649 $940,116 $2.641,766 $170 $433 $36.05 
2003 6.40 4.60 17266 1.73 2.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,011,676 $2,913,526 $169 $429 $35.71 
2004 6.40 4.60 17671 1.79 2.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,069,116 $2,990,764 $167 $425 $35.42 
2005 6.40 4.80 16496 1.85 2.77 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,172,250 $3,073,699 $166 $422 $35.16 
2006 6.40 4.60 19142 1.91 2.67 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,261,732 $3,163,360 $165 $420 $34.98 
2007 6.40 4.80 19610 1.96 2.97 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,358,044 $3,259,693 $165 $416 $34.83 
2008 6.40 4.60 20503 2.05 3.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,461,709 $3,363,358 $164 $417 $34.72 
2009 6.40 4.80 21219 2.12 3.18 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,573,288 $3.474,937 $164 $416 $34.66 
2010 6.40 4.80 21960 2.20 3.29 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,693,366 $3,595,035 $164 $416 $34.65 
20t1 6.40 4.80 22544 2.25 3.38 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1.607.952 $3,709,601 $165 $416 $34.63 
2012 6.40 4.80 23234 2.32 3.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901.649 $1,937,841 $3,839.490 $165 $420 $34.98 
2013 6.40 4.80 23949 2.39 3.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,077,330 $3,978,979 $166 $422 $35.17 
2014 6.40 4.60 24669 2.47 3.70 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,227,140 $4,128,789 $167 $425 $35.40 
2015 6.40 4.80 25454 2.55 3.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,388,047 $4,289,696 $169 $426 $35.67 
2016 6.40 4.80 26246 2.62 3.94 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,560,665 $4,462,534 $170 $432 $35.99 
2017 6.40 4.80 27067 2.71 4.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,90t,649 $2.746,552 $4,648,201 $172 $436 $36.35 
2018 6.40 4.80 27916 2.79 4.19 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,946,013 $2,946,013 $106 $266 $22.34 
2019 6.40 4.80 28795 2.88 4.32 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,160,306 $3,180,306 $110 $279 $23.23 
2020 6.40 4.80 29704 2.97 4.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,390,554 $3,390,554 $114 $290 $24.16 
2021 6.40 4.60 30646 3.06 4.60 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,637,955 $3,637,955 $119 $302 $25.13 
2022 6.40 4.80 31583 3.16 4.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,899,165 $3,699,165 $123 $314 $26.13 
2023 6.40 4.60 32574 3.26 4.69 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,182,348 $4,162,348 $126 $326 $27.18 
2024 6.40 4.80 33599 3.36 5.04 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4.486,603 $4.486,603 $134 $339 $28.26 
2025 6.40 4.80 34661 3.47 5.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,613,522 $4,613,522 $139 $353 $29.39 
2026 6.40 4.80 35760 3.58 5.36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,164,813 $5,164,613 $144 $367 $30.57 
2027 6.40 4.80 36696 3.69 5.53 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,542,317 $5.542.317 $150 $362 $31.79 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027} Avg= 23917 $11,562,493 $3,735,600 $15,298,093 $18,670,667 $38,032,974 $71,670,266 Average= $32.03 

2042 6.40 4.60 42698 4.27 6.40 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars} of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $34,097,169 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 2 - Plant 1 (Reno)- Population Centers 

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve Downtown Reno and Springtown 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 6.00% 20 0.1019 1.82 254 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1998) ($1998) ($1998) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 0.26 0.20 2645 0.26 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 0.30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.26 0.20 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 New 1.29 Plant, Add Lines 8a,8b,9, 10 155 1.16 3520 0_35 0_53 $5,121,121 $4,300,016 $9,421,139 $11,920,746 $1,271,330 $263,367 $1,534,716 $436 $1,107 $92.26 
2003 Add SS Line 17 1_55 1.16 4440 0.44 0_67 $0 $428,568 $426,588 $581,361 $1,271,330 $345,480 $1,616,811 $364 $925 $77.06 
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Line 1_29 0_97 4594 0.46 0.69. $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $371,762 $1,843,112 $356 $906 $75.70 
2005 1.29 097 4754 0.48 0.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $400,122 $1,671,452 $352 $693 $74.42 
2006 1.29 0.97 4920 0.49 0.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $430,882 $1,701,992 $346 $679 $73.22 
2007 1.29 0.97 5093 0.51 0.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $483,574 $1,734,904 $341 $685 $72.11 
2008 1.29 0.97 5271 0.53 0.79 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $499,044 $1,770,374 $336 $653 $71.09 
2009 1.29 0.97 5457 0.55 0.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $537,274 $1,606,604 $331 $642 $70.15 
2010 1.29 0.97 5850 058 0.65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $576,462 $1\849,812 $327 $632 $89.31 
2011 1.29 0.97 5649 0.56 0.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $822,902 $1,694,232 $324 $623 $86.54 
2012 1.29 0.97 6057 061 0.91 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $870,767 $1,942,117 $321 $814 $87.67 
2013 1.29 0.97 8272 0.63 0.94 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $722,412 $1,993,742 $316 $607 $87.28 
2014 1.29 0.97 8495 0.65 0.97 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $776,071 $2,049,401 $318 $601 $88.76 
2015 1.29 0.97 6727 0.67 1.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $636,063 $2,109,413 $314 $798 $66.37 
2016 1.29 0.97 6986 0.70 1 05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $902,792 $2,174,122 $312 $793 $66.04 
2017 129 097 7216 0.72 1.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $972,570 $2,243,900 $311 $790 $85.60 
2016 1.29 0.97 7477 0.75 1.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $1,047,616 $2,319,146 $310 $768 $85.85 
2019 1.29 0.97 7747 0.77 1.18 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $1,126,989 $2,400,299 $310 $767 $85.59 
2020 1.29 0.97 6026 080 120 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $1,218,491 $2,467,821 $310 $767 $85.61 
2021 1.29 0.97 6318 0.83 1.25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,271,330 $1,310,669 $2,562,219 $311 $789 $85.72 
2022 Add 1.38 mgd to plant 2.87 2.00 6817 0.68 1.29 $5,303,742 $0 $5,303,742 $14,704,464 $1,497,682 $1,412,706 $2,910,390 $336 $856 $71.49 
2023 2.67 2.00 6930 089 1.34 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,497,862 $1,522,537 $3,020,220 $336 $659 $71.59 
2024 2.87 2.00 9255 0.93 1.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,497,862 $1,641,013 $3,136,695 $339 $681 $71.76 
2025 2.67 2.00 9592 0.98 1.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,497,662 $1,766,622 $3,288,504 $341 $685 $72.06 
2028 2.67 200 9942 0.99 1.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,497,662 $1,908,705 $3,404,367 $342 $670 $72.46 
2027 2.67 2.00 10305 1.03 1.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,497,662 $2,055,484 $3,553,146 $345 $676 $72.96 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027) Avg= 6222 $10,424,663 $4,726,606 $15,151,469 $27,186,571 $34,412,697 $24,408,836 Average= $70.73 

2042 2.87 2.00 17777 1.76 2.67 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $14,537,410 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 2 - Plant 1 (Reno)- Population Centers and Rural 

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve Reno, Springtown and County 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0_1019 1.38 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($ 1996) ($ 1996) ($Fu1ure) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 026 0.20 2845 0.28 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 030 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.26 0.20 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 so $0 
2002 New 2.49 Plant, Add lines Ba,Bb,9,10 275 206 4130 0.41 0.62 $7,525,948 $4,300,018 $11,825,966 $14,963,620 $2,942,944 $263,201 $3,208,146 $776 $1,972 $164.33 
2003 Add Lines 5-7,17 2.75 2.06 6913 0.69 1.04 $0 $2,130,202 $2,130,202 $2,803,201 $2,942,944 $458,199 $3,401,143 $492 $1,250 $104.14 
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Line 2.49 1.87 7103 0.71 1.07 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $489,620 $3,432,564 $483 $1,228 $102.29 
2005 Add lines 11-16 2.49 1.87 10577 1.08 1.59 $0 $7,817,992 $7,817,992 $11,127,440 $2,942,944 $758,315 $3,701,259 $350 $889 $7407 
2006 249 1.87 10852 1 09 1.63 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $809,149 $3,752,093 $346 $878 $73.18 
2007 2.49 1.87 11136 1.11 1.67 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $863,487 $3,806,431 $342 $868 $72.35 
2008 2.49 1.87 11428 1.14 1.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $921,576 $3,664,522 $338 $659 $71.58 
2009 2.49 1.87 11729 1.17 1.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $983,689 $3,926,633 $335 $850 $70.86 
2010 2.49 1.87 12039 120 1.81 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,050,104 $3,993,048 $332 $842 $70.20 
2011 2.49 1.87 12359 1.24 1.85 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,121,130 $4,084,074 $329 $835 $89.60 
2012 2.49 1.67 12689 1.27 1.90 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,197,095 $4,140,040 $326 $829 $89.08 
2013 2.49 1.87 13029 1.30 1.95 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,278,353 $4,221,298 $324 $823 $88.58 
2014 249 1.87 13380 1.34 2.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,365,282 $4,308,226 $322 $818 $88.16 
2015 2.49 1.87 13742 1.37 2.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,458,288 $4,401,232 $320 $814 $87.79 
2016 2.49 1.87 14115 1.41 2.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,557,608 $4,500,751 $319 $810 $87.49 
2017 2.49 1.87 14500 1.45 2.17 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,664,308 $4,607,250 $318 $807 $87.26 
2018 2.49 1.87 14897 1.49 2.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,778,288 $4,721,232 $317 $805 $87.08 
2019 2.49 1.87 15307 1.53 2.30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $1,900,293 $4,643,237 $316 $804 $66.97 
2020 2.49 1.87 15730 1.57 2.36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $2,030,899 $4,973,643 $316 $803 $66.93 
2021 2.49 1.87 16166 1.62 2.42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $2,170,729 $5,113,673 $316 $803 $66.96 
2022 Add 1. 7 4 mgd to plant 4.42 3.32 16616 166 2.49 $8,034,080 $0 $6,034,060 $16,729,249 $2,942,944 $2,320,449 $5,263,394 $317 $805 $67.05 
2023 4.42 3.32 17081 1.71 256 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $2,480,778 $5,423,722 $318 $807 $87.21 
2024 4.42 3.32 17561 1.76 2.63 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $2,652,485 $5,595,429 $319 $809 $67.44 
2025 4.42 3.32 18056 1.81 2.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $2,836,398 $5,779,343 $320 $613 $67.75 
2026 4.42 3.32 18568 1.86 2.79 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $3,033,408 $5,976,351 $322 $818 $68.13 
2027 4.42 3.32 19096 1.91 2.86 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,942,944 $3,244,465 $6,187,409 $324 $823 $88.58 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027) Avg= 11748 $13,560,008 $14,248,212 $27,808,220 $45,623,510 $76,516,551 $40,687,792 Average= $75.19 

2042 4.42 3.32 29473 2.95 4.42 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $30,075,821 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 2 - Plant 2 (Azle) - Azle Area 

Plant at Azle Ash Creek to serve Azle, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary 
Assumes Walnut Creek Plant Taken Out of Service or used by Reno/Springtown (Option) 

loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
400% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.22 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Amualized O&M Annual Per Per Househol 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($1996) (S 1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program 1.74 1.31 11853 1.19 1.78 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 Add Lines 1,2,&3 (Sanct .. P.B. ETJ) 1.74 1.31 14544 1.45 2.18 $0 $3,735,600 $3,735,600 $4,040,425 $1,001,649 $700,490 $2,602,139 $179 S454 $37.87 
1999 1.74 1.31 15052 1.51 2.26 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,001,649 $753,957 $2,655,606 S176 $448 $37.34 
2000 1.74 1.31 15578 1.56 2.34 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,001,649 $811,506 $2,713,154 S174 $442 $38.87 
2001 1.74 1.31 16122 1.61 2.42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,001,649 $873,447 $2,775,096 $172 S437 $38.43 
2002 Add 4.66 mgd, Mothball W.C. 6.40 4.80 16685 1.67 2.50 $11,562,493 $0 $11,562,493 $14,630,242 $1,001,649 $940,118 $2,841,766 S170 $433 $38.05 
2003 6.40 4.80 17268 1.73 2.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,001,649 $1,011,878 $2,913,526 $169 $429 $35.71 
2004 6.40 480 17871 1.79 2.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,001,649 $1,089,116 $2,990,764 $167 $425 $35.42 
2005 6.40 4.80 18496 1.85 277 $0 $0 so so $1,901,649 $1,172,250 $3,073,899 $166 $422 $35.18 
2006 6.40 4.80 19142 1.91 2.87 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,261,732 S3, 163,380 $165 $420 $34.98 
2007 6.40 4.80 19810 1.98 2.97 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,358,044 $3,259,693 $165 $418 $34.83 
2008 6.40 4.80 20503 2.05 3.08 $0 so $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,461,709 $3,383,358 $164 $417 $34.72 
2009 6.40 4.80 21219 2.12 3.18 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,573,288 $3,474,937 $164 $416 $34.66 
2010 6.40 4.80 21960 2.20 3.29 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,693,386 $3,595,035 $164 $416 $34.65 
2011 6.40 4.80 22544 2.25 3.38 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,001,649 S1,807,952 $3,709,601 S165 $418 S34.83 
2012 6.40 4.80 23234 2.32 3.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $1,937,841 $3,839,490 $165 $420 $34.98 
2013 6.40 4.80 23949 2.39 3.59 $0 $0 $0 so S1,901,649 $2,077,330 $3,978,979 $166 $422 S35.17 
2014 6.40 4.80 24689 2.47 3.70 $0 $0 $0 so $1,901,649 $2,227,140 $4,128,789 $167 $425 S35.40 
2015 6.40 4.80 25454 2.55 3.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,388,047 $4,289,696 $169 $428 $35.67 
2016 6.40 4.80 26246 2.62 3.94 $0 so $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,560,885 $4,462,534 $170 S432 $35.99 
2017 6.40 4.80 27067 2.71 4.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,901,649 $2,746,552 $4,648,201 $172 $438 S38.35 
2018 6.40 4.60 27916 2.79 4.19 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,946,013 $2,946,013 $106 $266 $22.34 
2019 6.40 4.80 28795 288 432 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,160,308 $3,160,308 $110 $279 $23.23 
2020 6.40 4.80 29704 2.97 4.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,390,554 $3,390,554 $114 S290 $24.16 
2021 6.40 4.80 30646 306 4.60 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,637,955 $3,637,955 S119 $302 $25.13 
2022 6.40 4.80 31583 3.16 4.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,899,165 $3,899,165 $123 $314 $26.13 
2023 6.40 4.80 32574 326 4.89 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,182,348 $4,182,348 S128 $326 $27.18 
2024 6.40 4.80 33599 338 504 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,486,603 $4,486,603 $134 S339 $28.26 
2025 6.40 4.80 34661 3.47 5.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,813,522 $4,813,522 $139 $353 $29.39 
2026 6.40 4.80 35760 3.58 5.38 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,164,813 $5,164,813 $144 $387 $30.57 
2027 6.40 4.80 36898 3.69 5.53 $0 $0 $0 $0 S5,542,317 $5,542,317 $150 $382 S31.79 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 • 2027) Avg= 23917 $11,562,493 $3,735,600 $15,298,093 $18,670,667 $38,032,974 $71,670,266 Average $32,03 

2042 6.40 4.80 42699 4.27 6.40 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $34,097,169 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 3 - Plant 1 (Azle) - Population Centers and Azle Area 

Plant at Eagle Mountain Lake to lntially serve Azle, Springtown, "downtown" Reno, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary. Parker County watershed and the rest of Reno to be phased In at a later date. 
Existing plants In Springtown and Azle to be Incorporated andlor phased ouL 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
Inflation Interest Tenn Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.19 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Moolhly 

Plant Trigger Populatlo Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Atlnualized O&M Annual Per Per Household 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program (Springtown/Azle) 2.00 1.50 14698 1.47 2.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 Add Lines 1,2,3 (P.B .. Sanct,ET J} 2.00 1.50 17595 1.76 2.64 $0 $3,735,600 $3,735,600 $4,040,425 $2,759,010 $826,584 $3,585,594 $204 $518 $43.14 
1999 2.00 1.50 18235 1.82 2.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759.010 $890.938 $3,649,948 $200 $508 $42.37 
2000 2.00 1.50 18899 1.89 2.83 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $960,308 $3,719,317 $197 $500 $41.66 
2001 2.00 1.50 19587 1.96 2.94 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $1,035.083 $3,794,092 $194 $492 $41.00 
2002 Add 5.48 mgd Plant, Add Lines 4,8a,8b,9,10 7.48 5.61 20977 2.10 3.15 $12,996,371 $4,775,098 $17,771,469 $22.486,578 $2,759,010 $1,152,893 $3.911.903 $186 $474 $39.47 
2003 Mothball Springtown and WC Plants, Add Line 1 6.03 4.52 21891 2.19 3.28 $0 $426,588 $426.588 $581.361 $2,759.010 $1,251,208 $4.010.217 $183 $465 $38.78 
2004 6.03 4.52 22689 2.27 3.40 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.759.010 $1,347,552 $4,106,561 $181 $480 $38.34 
2005 6.03 4.52 23476 2.35 3.52 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $1.451,345 $4,210,355 $179 $456 $37.96 
2006 6.03 4.52 24313 2.43 3.65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $1,583.166 $4,322,175 $178 $452 .$37.63 
2007 6.03 4.52 25179 2.52 3.78 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $1,683,636 $4,442.646 $176 $448 $37.35 
2008 6.03 4.52 26077 2.61 3.91 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.759.010 $1,813,429 $4,572,438 $175 $445 $37.11 
2009 6.03 4.52 27006 2.70 4.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $1.953,268 $4,712,275 $174 $443 $36.93 
2010 6.03 4.52 27972 2.80 4.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $2,103.927 $4,862,937 $174 $442 $36.80 
2011 6.03 4.52 28394 2.84 4.26 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $2,221,058 $4,980,068 $175 $446 $37.13 
2012 6.03 4.52 29291 2.93 4.39 $0 $0 $Q $0 $2.759.010 $2,382,928 $5,141,938 $176 $446 $37.16 
2013 6.03 4.52 30221 3.02 4.53 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $2.556,909 $5,315,919 $176 $447 $37.23 
2014 6.03 4.52 31184 3.12 4.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $2.743.920 $5,502,930 $176 $448 $37.35 
2015 6.03 4.52 32181 3.22 4.83 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $2,944.953 $5,703,963 $177 $450 $37.52 
2016 6.03 4.52 33215 3.32 498 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $3.161,074 $5.920,084 $178 $453 $37.73 
2017 6.03 4.52 34285 3.43 5.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,759,010 $3,393,432 $6,152,442 $179 $458 $37.98 
2018 6.03 4.52 35393 3.54 5.31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.267,780 $3,643,263 $5,911,044 $167 $424 $35.35 
2019 6.03 4.52 36541 3.65 5.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $3.911,900 $6,179,680 $169 $430 $35.80 
2020 6.03 4.52 37730 3.77 5.66 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $4,200,775 $6.468,555 $171 $435 $36.29 
2021 6.03 4.52 36962 3.90 5.84 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $4,511,434 $6,779,214 $174 $442 $36.83 
2022 Add 2.75to Plant 8.78 6.58 40200 4.02 6.03 $8,030,891 $0 $8,030,891 $22,265,403 $2,267,780 $4.841,014 $7,108,794 $177 $449 $37.43 
2023 8.78 6.58 40894 4.09 6.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $5,121,547 $7.389,327 $181 $459 $38.25 
2024 8.78 6.58 42234 4.22 6.34 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $5,500,967 $7,768,748 $184 $467 $38.93 
2025 8.78 6.58 43623 4.36 6.54 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267.780 $5,909,096 $8,176,877 $187 $476 $39.68 
2026 8.78 6.58 45062 4.51 6.78 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $6,348,131 $8.615,911 $191 $486 $40.47 
2027 8.78 6.58 46552 4.66 6.98 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,267,780 $6,820,440 $9,088,220 $195 $496 $41.32 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 • 2027) Avg= 30146 $21,027,262 $8,937,286 $29,964,548 $49,353,766 $77,857,997 $88,246,175 Average-= $37.80 

2042 8.78 6.58 58553 5.86 8.78 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period {1997·1927) = $48,734,158 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 3 • Plant 1 (Azle) -Population Centers, Azle Area and Rural 

Plant at Eagle Mountain Lake to serve all of Walnut Creek Watershed plus parts of Azle, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary 
Existing plants in Springtown and Azle to be Incorporated and/or phased out. 

Loan Capital O&M Persons 
lnftation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.18 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized O&M Annual Per Per Househol 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($ 1996) ($1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program (Springtown/Azle) 2.00 1.50 14698 1.47 2.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1996 Add Lines 1,2,3 (P.B., Sanct,ETJ)) 2.00 1.50 17595 1.76 2.64 $0 $3,735,600 $3.735,600 $4,040,425 $3,948,422 $819,638 $4.768,060 $271 $688 $57.36 
1999 2.00 1.50 18235 1.82 2.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $883,451 $4.831,874 $265 $673 $56.09 
2000 Add New 5.79 Plant 7.78 5.84 18899 1.89 2.83 $13,527,265 $0 $13,527,265 $15.624.987 $3,948,422 $952,238 $4,900,660 $259 $659 $54.89 
2001 Add Lines 4,8a,8b,9,10 7.78 5.84 20255 2.03 3.04 $0 $4,775,098 $4,775,098 $5,809,637 $3.948.422 $1,061,409 $5,009,832 $247 $628 $52.35 
2002 Mothball Springtown and we Plants 7.23 5.42 20977 2.10 3.15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948.422 $1,143.205 $5,091,628 $243 $617 $51.38 
2003 Add Lines 5-7 and 11·17 7.23 5.42 27502 2.75 4.13 $0 $9,948.194 $9,948,194 $13,091,145 $3,948,422 $1,558.741 $5.507,163 $200 $509 $42.39 
2004 7.23 5.42 28386 2.84 4.26 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948.422 $1,673,170 $5,621.593 $198 $503 $41.92 
2005 7.23 5.42 29299 2.93 4.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $1,796,116 $5,744,538 $196 $498 $41.50 
2006 7.23 5.42 30245 3.02 4.54 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.948,422 $1,928,218 $5,876,641 $194 $494 $41.13 
2007 7.23 5.42 31222 3.12 4.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948.422 $2,070.166 $6.018,590 $193 $490 $40.80 
2008 7.23 5.42 32233 3.22 4.84 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $2,222,705 $8,171,127 $191 $486 $40.52 
2009 7.23 5.42 33279 3.33 4.99 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,946,422 $2,386,629 $6,335,051 $190 $484 $40.29 
2010 7.23 5.42 34362 3.44 5.15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.948.422 $2,562,799 $6,511,221 $189 $481 $40.11 
2011 7.23 5.42 34903 3.49 5.24 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948.422 $2.707,322 $8.655,744 $191 $484 $40.36 
2012 7.23 5.42 35923 3.59 5.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $2,897,909 $6.846.331 $191 $484 $40.34 
2013 7.23 5.42 36978 3.70 5.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $3,102,306 $7,050,728 $191 $484 $40.36 
2014 7.23 5.42 38068 3.81 5.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.948.422 $3,321,534 $7,269,957 $191 $485 $40.42 
2015 7.23 5.42 39196 3.92 5.88 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $3.556,692 $7,505,115 $191 $486 $40.53 
2016 7.23 5.42 40361 4.04 6.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $3,808,959 $7.757.381 $192 $488 $40.68 
2017 7.23 5.42 41566 4.16 6.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,948,422 $4,079,603 $8,028,025 $193 $491 $40.68 
2018 7.23 5.42 42813 4.28 6.42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584,845 $4,369,988 $6,954,833 $162 $413 $34.38 
2019 7.23 5.42 44101 4.41 6.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584,845 $4,661.580 $7,266,425 $165 $419 $34.88 
2020 7.23 5.42 45434 4.54 6.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584,845 $5,015,955 $7,600,800 $167 $425 $35.41 
2021 7.23 5.42 46812 4.68 7.02 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.584,845 $5,374,809 $7,959,653 $170 $432 $35.99 
2022 Add 3.34 to Plant 10.57 7.93 48199 4.82 7.23 $9,153,713 $0 $9.153,713 $25.378,393 $2,584,845 $5,755,476 $8.340,321 $173 $440 $36.63 
2023 10.57 7.93 49655 4.97 7.45 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584,845 $6,166,467 $8,751,312 $176 $448 $37.30 
2024 10.57 7.93 51160 5.12 7.67 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584.845 $6.607,569 $9,192,414 $180 $456 $38.03 
2025 10.57 7.93 52717 5.27 7.91 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584,845 $7,081,027 $9,865,873 $183 $466 $38.81 
2026 10.57 7.93 54328 5.43 8.15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.584.845 $7,589,257 $10,174,102 $187 $476 $39.64 
2027 10.57 7.93 55994 5.60 8.40 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,584,845 $8,134,854 $10.719.699 $191 $466 $40.52 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997- 2027) Avg= 35981 $22,680,978 $18,458,892 $41,139,870 $64,144,586 $104,816,902 $105,309,791 Average= $39.82 

2042 10.57 7.93 70470 7.05 10.57 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997 -1927) = $63,589,188 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 4 -No Plants (Fort Worth Service) -Population Centers and Azle Area 

Build regional collection infrastructure, pipe to Fort Worth and phase out existing plants. 

Loan Capital FWCharge Persons 
Inflation Interest Tenn Recovery Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 6.00% 20 0.1019 0.62 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Moothty 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital AHnualized FW Service Annual Per Per Househol 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($ 1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program (Springtown/Azle) 2.00 1.50 14696 1.47 2.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 Add Lines 1,2,3 (P.B., Sanct,ET J) 2.00 1.50 17595 1.76 2.64 $0 $3,735,600 $3,735,600 $4,040,425 $2,594,405 $430,657 $3,025,062 $172 $437 $36.39 
1999 2.00 1.50 16235 1.62 2.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $464,166 $3,056,591 $166 $426 $35.50 
2000 2.00 1.50 16699 1.69 2.63 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $500,326 $3,094,733 $164 $416 $34.66 
2001 Add Lines 18,19 and Lift Stations to F.W. 2.00 1.50 19567 1.96 2.94 $12,167,699 $0 $12,167,699 $14,626,443 $2,594,405 $539,267 $3,133,692 $160 $406 $33.66 
2002 Add lines 4,8a,Bb,9,10 0.00 0.00 20977 2.10 3.15 $0 $4,775,096 $4,775,096 $6,042,022 $2,594,405 $600,667 $3,195,072 $152 $367 $32.24 
2003 Mothball Springtown and WC Plants, Add Line 1 0.00 0.00 21891 2.19 3.28 $0 $426,566 $426,566 $561,361 $2,594,405 $651,690 $3,246,295 $146 $377 $31.39 
2004 0.00 0.00 22669 2.27 3.40 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $702,066 $3,296,491 $145 $369 $30.76 
2005 0.00 0.00 23476 2.35 3.52 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $756,163 $3,350,566 $143 $363 $30.21 
2006 0.00 0.00 24313 2.43 3.65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $614,422 $3,406,627 $140 $356 $29.66 
2007 0.00 0.00 25161 2.52 3.77 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $676,541 $3,470,946 $136 $350 $29.20 
2006 0.00 0.00 26056 2.61 3.91 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2.594,405 $944,124 $3,536,529 $136 $345 $26.74 
2009 0.00 0.00 26966 2.70 4.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,016,937 $3,611,342 $134 $340 $26.32 
2010 0.00 0.00 27952 2.80 4.19 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,095,367 $3,669,792 $132 $335 $27.94 
2011 0.00 0.00 26373 2.64 4.26 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,156,364 $3,750,769 $132 $336 $27.96 
2012 0.00 0.00 29271 2.93 4.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,240,646 $3,635,052 $131 $333 $27.73 
2013 0.00 0.00 30200 3.02 4.53 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,331,236 $3,925,643 $130 $330 $27.51 
2014 0.00 0.00 31162 3.12 4.67 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,426,614 $4,023,019 $129 $326 $27.33 
2015 0.00 0.00 32159 3.22 4.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,533,291 $4.127,696 $126 $326 $27.17 
2016 0.00 0.00 33192 3.32 4.96 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,645,626 $4,240,231 $126 $324 $27.04 
2017 0.00 0.00 34262 3.43 5.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405 $1,766,616 $4,361,221 $127 $323 $26.94 
2016 0.00 0.00 35369 3.54 5.31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,696,905 $1,696,905 $54 $136 $11.35 
2019 0.00 0.00 36517 3.65 5.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,036,767 $2,036,767 $56 $142 $11.81 
2020 0.00 0.00 37706 3.77 5.66 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,167,209 $2,167,209 $56 $147 $12.28 
2021 0.00 0.00 38937 3.69 5.64 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,346,975 $2,346,975 $60 $153 $12.77 
2022 000 0.00 40175 4.02 6.03 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,520,593 $2,520,593 $63 $159 $13.26 
2023 0.00 0.00 40894 4.09 6.13 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,666,369 $2,666,369 $65 $166 $13.61 
2024 0.00 0.00 42234 4.22 6.34 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,666,050 $2,666,050 $66 $172 $14.36 
2025 0.00 0.00 43623 4.36 6.54 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,076,669 $3,076,669 $71 $179 $14.94 
2026 0.00 0.00 45062 4.51 6.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,307,430 $3,307,430 $73 $166 $15.54 
2027 0.00 0.00 46552 4.66 6.96 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,553,507 $3,553,507 $76 $194 $16.16 

TOTAlS for Planning Period (1997- 2027) Avg= 30135 $12,187,899 $8,937,286 $21,125,185 $25,472,251 $51,888,100 $45,959,982 Average= $22.94 

2042 0.00 0.00 57935 5.79 8.69 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $34,329,556 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 4- No Plants (Fort Worth Service) -Population Centers, Azle Area and Rural 

Build regional collection Infrastructure, pipe to Fort Worth and phase out existing plants. 

Loan Capital FWCharge Persons 
Inflation Interest Tenn Recovery Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 0.62 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design Fort Worth Collection Capital Capital Annualized FW Service Annual Per Per House hole 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Connection System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($ 1996) ($1996) ($1996) ($Future) Costs ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) ($future) 

1997 Start Program (Springtown/Azle) 200 1.50 14698 1.47 2.20 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 Add Lines 1,2,3 (P.B., Sanct,ET J)) 2.00 1.50 17595 1.76 2.64 $0 $3,735,600 $3,735,600 $4,040,425 $3,923,926 $430,657 $4,354,583 $247 $629 $52.39 
1999 2.00 1.50 18235 1.82 2.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $464,186 $4,388,112 $241 $611 $50.94 
2000 2.00 1.50 18899 1.89 2.83 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $500,328 $4,424,254 $234 $595 $49.55 
2001 Add Lines 18. 19 and Lift Stations to F.W. 2.00 1.50 19587 1.96 2.94 $12,187,899 $0 $12.187,899 $14,828,443 $3,923,926 $539,287 $4.463,212 $228 $579 $48.23 
2002 Add lines4,8a,8b,9,10 0.00 0.00 20977 2.10 3.15 $0 $4,775,098 $4,775,098 $6,042,022 $3,923,926 $600,667 $4,524,593 $216 $548 $45.65 
2003 Mothball Springtown and WC Plants 0.00 0.00 21725 2.17 3.26 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $646,970 $4,570,896 $210 $534 $44.53 
2004 Add lines 5-7 and 11~17 0.00 0.00 28386 2.84 4.26 $0 $9,948,194 $9,948,194 $13,614,790 $3,923,926 $879,123 $4,803,049 $169 $430 $35.82 
2005 0.00 0.00 29299 2.93 4.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $943,722 $4,867,648 $166 $422 $35.17 
2006 0.00 0.00 30245 3.02 4.54 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,013,132 $4,937,057 $163 $415 $34.55 
2007 0.00 0.00 31222 3.12 4.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,087,715 $5,011,641 $161 $408 $33.98 
2008 0.00 0.00 32233 3.22 4.84 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,167,862 $5,091,788 $158 $401 $33.44 
2009 0.00 0.00 33279 3.33 4.99 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,253,991 $5,177,917 $156 $395 $32.93 
2010 0.00 0.00 34362 3.44 5.15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.923,926 $1,346,555 $5,270,481 $153 $390 $32.47 
2011 0.00 0.00 34903 3.49 5.24 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,422,491 $5,346,417 $153 $389 $32.42 
2012 0.00 0.00 35923 3.59 5.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,522,830 $5,446,556 $152 $385 $32.09 
2013 0.00 0.00 36978 3.70 5.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,630,Q25 $5,553,951 $150 $381 $31.79 
2014 0.00 0.00 38068 3.81 5.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,745,213 $5,669,139 $149 $378 $31.52 
2015 0.00 0.00 39196 3.92 5.88 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,868,771 $5,792,696 $148 $375 $31.28 
2016 0.00 0.00 40361 4.04 6.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $2,001,317 $5,925,243 $147 $373 $31.07 
2017 0.00 0.00 41566 4.16 6.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $2,143,520 $6,067,446 $146 $371 $30.90 
2018 0.00 0.00 42813 4.28 6.42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,296,095 $2,296,095 $54 $136 $11.35 
2019 0.00 0.00 44101 4.41 6.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,459,813 $2.459,813 $56 $142 $11.81 
2020 0.00 0.00 45434 4.54 6.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,635,502 $2,635,502 $58 $147 $12.28 
2021 0.00 0.00 46812 4.68 7.02 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,824,052 $2,824,052 $60 $153 $12.77 
2022 0.00 0.00 48199 4.82 7.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,024,064 $3,024,064 $63 $159 $13.28 
2023 0.00 0.00 49655 4.97 7.45 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,240,008 $3,240,008 $65 $166 $13.81 
2024 0.00 0.00 51160 5.12 7.67 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,471,773 $3,471,773 $68 $172 $14.36 
2025 0.00 0.00 52717 5.27 7.91 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,720,540 $3,720,540 $71 $179 $14.94 
2026 0.00 0.00 54328 5.43 8.15 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,987,576 $3,987,576 $73 $186 $15.54 
2027 0.00 0.00 55994 5.60 8.40 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,274,245 $4,274,245 $78 $194 $16.16 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 ~ 2027) Avg= 35773 $12,187,899 $18,458,892 $30,646,791 $38,525,680 $78,478,513 $55,141,831 Average= $26.38 

2042 0.00 0.00 70470 7.05 10.57 

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997~1927) = $48,300,011 
Calculations represent new expenditures only. 
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Scenario 5 - Azle Service -Population Centers (50 Year Pipes, Rural Expansion) 

Downtown Reno and Springtown to Contract with Azle for Treatmlnt and Only Construct Lines to Population Centlrs (Sized for full watershed Service} 

Loan Capital Con1Jac:t Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.65 2.54 

Amual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1897-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost Mon1hly 

Plant Trigger Pop.iation Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Copl1al Annualized O&M Amual Per Per Househol 
Capacity Capacity Served Row Flow Plant Sys1em Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Coplla Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgcl) (mgcl) (people) (mgcl) (mgcl) ($ 1996) ($ 1996) ($1996) ($Fulu"e) Costs ($fulu"e) ($future) ($future) ($fulu"e) ($future) 

1997 start Program 0.26 0.20 2845 028 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 0,30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 020 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.28 020 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 020 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 Add Unes 4,8a,8b,9, 10 0.26 0.20 3520 0.35 0.53 $0 $4,775,098 $4,775,098 $6,042,022 $672,569 $268.285 $940,834 $267 $679 $56.57 
2003 Add SS Une 17 0.26 0.20 4440 0.44 0.67 $0 $426,588 $426,588 $561,361 $672,569 $351,878 $1,024,447 $231 $586 $48.84 
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Une 0.26 0.20 4594 0.46 0.69 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $378,667 $1,051,236 $229 $581 $48.43 
2005 0.00 0.00 4754 0.48 0.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $407,532 $1,080,101 $227 $577 $48.09 
2006 0.00 0.00 4920 0.49 0.74 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $438,637 $1,111,206 $226 $574 $47.80 
2007 0.00 0.00 5093 0.51 0.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $472,158 $1,144,727 $225 $571 $47.581 
2008 0,00 0.00 5271 0.53 0.79 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $508,285 $1,180,854 $224 $569 $47.42 
2009 0.00 0.00 5457 0.55 0.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $547,224 $1,219,793 $224 $568 '$47.31 
2010 0.00 0.00 5650 0.56 0.85 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $589,194 $1,261,764 $223 $567 $47.27 
2011 0.00 0.00 5849 0.58 0.88 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $634,437 $1,307,006 $223 $568 $47.30 
2012 0.00 0.00 6057 0.61 0.91 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $683,209 $1,355,778 $224 $569 $47.38 I 
2013 0.00 0.00 6272 0.63 0.94 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $735,790 $1,408,359 $225 $570 $47.53 I 
2014 0.00 0.00 6495 0.65 0.97 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $792,479 $1,465,049 $226 $573 $47.74 
2015 0.00 0.00 6727 0.67 1.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $853,603 $1,526,172 $227 $576 $48.02 
2016 0.00 0.00 6968 0.70 1.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $919,510 $1,592,079 $228 $580 $48.36 I 
2017 0.00 0.00 7218 0.72 1.08 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $990,580 $1,663,149 $230 $585 $48.77 ' 
2018 0.00 0.00 7477 0.75 1.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $1,067,222 $1,739,791 $233 $591 $49.25 
2019 0.00 0.00 7747 0.77 1.16 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $1,149,875 $1,822,445 $235 $598 $49.80 
2020 0.00 0.00 8026 0,80 120 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $1,239,018 $1,911,587 $238 $605 $50.41 ' 
2021 0.00 0.00 8316 0.83 1.25 $0 $0 $0 $0 $672,569 $1,335,164 $2,007,733 $241 $813 $51.10 I 
2022 0.00 0.00 8617 0.86 1.29 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,438,869 $1,438,869 $167 $424 $35.34 
2023 0.00 0.00 8930 0.89 1.3 .. $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,550,732 $1,550,732 $174 $441 $36.76 
2024 0.00 0.00 9255 0.93 1.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,671,402 $1,671,402 $181 $459 $38.23 I 
2025 0.00 0.00 9592 0.96 1.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,801,578 $1,801,578 $188 $477 $39.76 
2026 0.00 0.00 9942 0.99 1.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,942,014 $1,942,014 $195 $496 $41.35 
2027 0.00 0.00 10305 1.03 1.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,093,528 $2,093,528 $203 $516 $43.00 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1817 • 2027} Avg= 1222 $0 $6,201,888 $6,201,888 $1,803,383 $13,461,383 $24,880,882 Average• $48.621 

2042 0.00 0.00 17777 1.78 2.87 

Present Value (1n 1996 dollars) of all costs during plaming period (1997-1927) • $1,818,862 
CaleUations represent new expenditu"es only. J 

--~---
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Scenario 5 - Azle Service - Main Watershed 

Rena, Springtown and Untcorporatlld Areas to Install Main Collection System and Contract wtth Azle for Tr.atrrant 

Loan Capital Conlract Peraons 
Inflation Herest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rote Rate {Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00'16 8.00'16 20 0.1019 1.65 2.54 

Amual Annual 

I 
75'16 Avg Capital Costs Capltll Costs To1al To1al 1997.:!027 Amual To1al Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Pop..dation Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Amualized O&M Annual Pet Per Household 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Cos1s Costs Capi1al Cost Cos1 Capita Household Co5t 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($1996) ($ 1996) ($ Fulure) Costs ($fulure) ($future) ($fulure) ($futu"e) ($fulure) 1 

1997 Star1 Program 0.26 0.20 2845 0.28 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 0.30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.26 0.20 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 Add Unes 4,8a,8b,9,10 0.26 0.20 4130 0.41 0.62 $0 $4,n5,098 $4.n5.098 $6,042,022 $2,034,260 $314,697 $2,348,957 $569 $1,445 $120.40 
2003 Add Unes 5-7,17 0.26 0.20 6913 0.69 1.04 $0 $2,130,202 $2,130,202 $2,803,201 $2,034,260 $547,647 $2,582,107 $374 $949 $79.06 
2004 Take Existing Sprlngtovm F'tant Off-Une 0.26 0.20 7103 0.71 1.07 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $585,415 $2,619,675 $369 $937 $78.07 
2005 Add Unes11-16 0.00 0.00 10577 1.06 1.59 $0 $7,817,992 $7,817,992 $11,127.440 $2,034,260 $906,681 $2,940,941 $278 $706 $58.85 
2006 0.00 0.00 10852 1.09 1.63 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $967,460 $3,001,720 $2n $703 $58.55 
2007 0.00 0.00 11136 1.11 1.67 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,032,430 $3,066,690 $275 $699 $58.29 
2008 0.00 0.00 11428 1.14 1.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034.260 $1,101,887 $3,136,147 $274 $697 $58.09 
2009 0.00 0.00 11729 1.17 1.76 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,176,149 $3,210,409 $274 $695 $57.94 
2010 0.00 0.00 12039 1.20 1.81 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,255,559 $3,289,818 $273 $694 $57.84 
2011 0.00 0.00 12359 1.24 1.85 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034.260 $1,340,481 $3,374,741 $273 $694 $57.80 I 
2012 0.00 0.00 12689 1.27 1.90 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,431,310 $3,465,569 $273 $694 $57.81 
2013 0.00 0.00 13029 1.30 1.95 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,528,466 $3,562,726 $273 $695 $57.38 
201.4 0.00 0.00 13380 1.34 2.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,632.402 $3,686,862 $274 $696 $58.01 
2015 0.00 0.00 13742 1.37 2.06 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,743,605 $3,777,865 $275 $698 $58.19 
2016 0.00 0.00 14115 1.41 2.12 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,862,595 $3,896,854 $276 $701 $58.44 1 

2017 0.00 0.00 14500 1.45 2.17 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $1,989,931 $4,024,191 $278 $705 $58.74 . 
2018 0.00 0.00 14897 1.49 2.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034.260 $2,126,214 $4,160,474 $279 $709 $59.12 
2019 0.00 0.00 15307 1.53 2.30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $2,272,089 $4,306,349 $281 $715 $59.55 
2020 0.00 0.00 15730 1.57 2.36 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $2,428,249 $4,462,509 $284 $721 

$60.051 2021 0.00 0.00 16166 1.62 2.42 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,034,260 $2,595,437 $4,629,696 $286 $727 $60.62 
2= 0.00 0.00 16616 1.66 2.49 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,774,450 $2,774,450 $167 $424 $35.34 
2023 0.00 0.00 17081 1.71 2.56 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,966,148 $2,966,148 $174 $441 $36.76 
2024 0.00 0.00 17561 1.76 2.83 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,171,450 $3,171,450 $181 $459 $38.23 
2025 0.00 0.00 18056 1.81 2.71 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,391.346 $3,391,346 $188 $477 $39.76 
2026 0.00 0.00 18568 1.86 2.79 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,626,899 $3,626,899 $195 $496 $41.35 
2027 0.00 0.00 19096 1.91 2.86 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,879,251 $3,879,251 $203 $516 $43.00 

TOTALS for Planning Porlod (1887 • 2027) Avg:::~ 11748 $0 114,723,212 $14,723,212 111,172, .. 3 $40,181,117 $48,148,447 Average • $87.11 

2042 0.00 0.00 29473 2.95 4.42 

Present Value (In 1996 dollars) of all costs dlwlng planning period (1997·1927) • $23,111,812 
Calculations represent new oxpendltu'es only. 

--------
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Scenario 5 - 1 Plant (Azle Service) -Population Centers ( 20 Year Pipes) 

Collection systamfar Springtown and downtown Reno. Pipes sized for 20 year population of fUll basin. Contract with Azlli fortreatn.nL 

Loan Capital Contract Persons 
Inflation Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Fac:tor 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.85 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Anr<lal Total Cost Cost Monthly 

Plant Trigger Population Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Arvluallzed Contract Anr<lal Per Per Househoh:l 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Row Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1998) ($1998) ($ 1998) ($ Futu-o) Costs ($futuro) ($future) ($futuro) ($fulu"e) ($future) 

1997 start Program 0.28 0.20 2845 0.28 0.43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.28 0.20 2957 0.30 0,44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.28 020 3074 0.31 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.28 020 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 028 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 Add Unes 4, 8a,8b,9, 10 0.00 0.00 3520 0.35 0.53 $0 $4,619,898 $4,819,898 $5,845,392 $595,388 $288285 $883,831 $245 $623 $51.93 
2003 0.00 0.00 3858 0.37 0.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $289,873 $885,239 $242 $615 $51.23 
2004 Take Existing Springtovm ~ant Off-Une 0.00 0.00 3800 0.38 0.57 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $313,228 $908,592 $239 $607 $50.81 
2005 0.00 0.00 3949 0.39 0.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $338,464 $933,830 $237 $801 $50.06 
2006 0.00 0.00 4103 0.41 0.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $385,739 $981,105 $234 $595 $49.59 
2007 0.00 0.00 4283 0.0 0.64 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $395218 $990,584 $232 $590 $49.19 
2008 0.00 0.00 4429 0.44 0.88 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $427,077 $1,022,443 $231 $588 $48.88 
2009 0.00 0.00 4602 0.46 0.69 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $461,509 $1,058,875 $230 $583 $48.81 
2010 0.00 0.00 4782 0.48 o.n so $0 $0 $0 $595,388 S498,n3 $1.094,089 $229 $581 $48.43 
2011 0.00 0.00 4989 0.50 0.75 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $538,943 $1,134,309 $228 $580 $48.32 
2012 0.00 0.00 5163 0.52 0.77 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $582,413 $1,177,779 $228 $579 $48.28 
2013 0.00 0,00 5385 0.54 0.80 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $629,394 $1224,781 $228 $580 $48.32 
2014 0.00 0.00 5575 0.58 0.84 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $880,173 $1,275,539 $229 $581 $48.43 
2015 0.00 0.00 5793 0.58 0.87 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $735,055 $1,330,421 $230 $583 $48.81 
2016 0.00 0.00 6020 0,80 0.90 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595.388 $79Un $1,389,738 $231 $588 $48.87 
2017 0.00 0.00 8255 0.83 0.94 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $858,484 $1,453,850 $232 $590 $49.19 
2018 0.00 0.00 8500 0.65 0.98 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $927,779 $1,523,145 $234 $595 $49.60 
2019 0.00 0.00 8755 0.68 1.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 S1,002,875 $1,598,041 $237 $601 $50.08 
2020 0.00 0.00 7019 0.70 1.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $1,083,828 $1,878,992 $239 $608 $50.83 
2021 0.00 0.00 7294 0.73 1.09 $0 $0 $0 $0 $595,388 $1,171,122 $1,788,488 $242 $815 $51.28 
2022 0.00 0,00 7580 0.78 1.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,285,893 $1,285,893 $187 $424 $35.34 
2023 0.00 0.00 7877 0.79 1.18 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,387,911 $1,387,911 $174 $441 $38.78 
2024 0.00 0.00 8188 0.82 1.23 so $0 $0 $0 $1,478,398 $1,478,398 $181 $459 $38.23 
2025 0.00 0.00 8507 0.85 1.28 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,597,818 $1,597,818 $188 $477 $39.76 
2028 0.00 0.00 8841 0.88 1.33 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,728,894 $1,728,894 $195 $498 $41.35 
2027 0.00 0.00 9188 0.92 1.38 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,888,413 $1,888,413 $203 $518 $43.00 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1117 • 2027) Avg• 5484 so $4,811,898 $4,819,898 $15,84&,312 $11,107,321 $21,881,212 Average• $47.10 

2042 0.00 0.00 17777 1.78 2.67 

Present Value (ln 1996 dollars) of all costs during plamlng period (1997-1927) • $8,408,417 
Calculations represent new expenditu'es only. 
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Scenario 5 - 1 Plant (Azle Service)- Population Centers ONLY (20 Year Pipes) 

Collection system for Springtown and downtown Reno With pipes sized for 20 year growtt.ln only the population cen11trs. Contrad with Azle for treatltnwnt 

Loon Capital Contract Persons 
.,flatlon Interest Term Recovery Cost Per Per 

Rate Rate (Years) Fa- 1000 Gallons Household 
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019 1.65 2.54 

Annual Annual 
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Coot Coot Monthly 1 

Plant Trigger Population Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Amuallzed Contract Annual Per Per Househol 
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capital Cost Cost Capita Household Cost 

Year Activity (mgd) (mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($1996) ($ 1996) ($ t996) ($Futu"e) Costs ($futu"e) ($future) ($futu"e) ($future) ($futu"e) 

1997 Start Program 0.26 0.20 2845 0.28 0,43 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1998 0.26 0.20 2957 0.30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0 
1999 0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2000 0.26 0.20 3195 0,32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2001 0.26 0.20 3321 0.33 0.50 $0 $0 $0 $0 
2002 Add Unes -4, 8a,8b,9, 10 0.26 0.20 3520 0.35 0.53 $0 $2,745,728 $2.745,728 $3,474,= $353,857 $268,265 $622,122 $1n $449 $37.41 
2003 0.26 0.20 3658 0.37 0.55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $289,873 $643,730 $178 $447 $37.25 
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off~Une 0.00 0.00 3800 0.38 0.57 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $313,228 $687,083 $176 $446 $37.16 
2005 0.00 0.00 3949 0.39 0.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $338,464 $692,321 $175 $445 $37.11 
2006 0.00 0.00 4103 0.41 0.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $365,739 $719,597 $175 $446 $37.13 
2007 0.00 0.00 4263 0.0 0.64 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $395.218 $749,075 $178 $446 $37.20 
2008 0.00 0.00 4429 0.44 0.68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $427,077 $780,934 $178 $448 $37.32 
2009 0.00 0.00 4602 0.46 0.89 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $461,509 $815,368 $177 $450 $37.50 
2010 0.00 0.00 4782 0.48 0.72 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $498,723 $852,580 $178 $453 $37.74 
2011 0.00 0.00 4969 0.50 0.75 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $538,943 $892,800 $180 $456 $38.03 
2012 0.00 0.00 5163 0.52 0.77 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $582,413 $936,270 $181 $461 $38.38 
2013 0.00 0.00 5365 0.54 0.80 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $629,394 $983,252 $183 $465 $38.79 
2014 0.00 0.00 5575 0.56 0.8-4 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353.857 $680,173 $1,034,030 $185 $471 $39.26 
2015 0.00 0.00 5793 0.58 0.87 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $735,055 $1,088,912 $188 $477 $39.79 
2016 0.00 0.00 8020 0.80 0.90 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $794,372 $1,148,229 $191 $484 $40.37 
2017 0.00 0.00 6255 0.83 0.94 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $858,484 $1,212,341 $194 $492 $41.02 
2018 0.00 0.00 6500 0.65 0.98 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $927,779 $1.281,836 $197 $501 $41.73 
2019 0.00 0.00 8755 0.68 1.01 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $1,002,875 $1,356,532 $201 $510 $42.51 
2020 0.00 0.00 7019 0.70 1.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $1,083,826 $1,437,483 $205 $520 $43.35 
2021 0.00 0.00 7294 0.73 1.09 $0 $0 $0 $0 $353,857 $1,171,t22 $1,524,979 $209 $531 $44.25 
2022 0.00 0.00 7530 0.76 1.14 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.265,693 $1,265,893 $187 $424 $35.34 
2023 0.00 0.00 7877 0.79 1.18 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,367,911 $1,367,911 $174 $441 $36.78 
2024 0.00 0.00 8186 0.82 1.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,478,396 $1,478,396 $181 $459 $38.23 
2025 0.00 0,00 8507 0.85 1.28 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,597,816 $1,597,816 $188 $477 $39.76 
2026 0.00 0.00 8841 0.68 1.33 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,728,894 $1,728,894 $195 $496 $41.35 
2027 0.00 0.00 9188 0.92 1.38 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,866,413 $1,866,413 $203 $516 $43.00 

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 • 2027) Avg= 8484 $0 $2,746,728 $2,746,728 $3,474,222 $7,on,143 $Z1,81&,26Z Average • $31.14 

2042 0.00 0.00 11n1 1.78 2.67 

Present Value On 1996 dollars) of all costs cluing planning period (1997-1927) • $8,702,838 
Calculations represent new expendltu'"es only. 
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APPENDIX F- PARTICIPATING INDIVIDUALS 

The following individuals were active participants in this study and associated meetings: 

Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc.: 
Loretta Mokry 
Richard Smith 

City of Azle: 
Shirley Bradley, Mayor 
Jerry Guillory, Acting City Manager 
Darrell Riding, Director of Public Works 
Dick Allen, Water and Wastewater 

City of Fort Worth, Water Department: 
Lee C. Bradley, Jr., Director 
Jim Scanlin, P.E., Regulatory/Environmental Coordinator 
Frank Crumb, P.E., Engineering Services Coordinator 

City of Reno: 
Loyd Bailey, Mayor 
Ned Pugh, City Council 
Ed Braun, City Council 
Matt Sisk, City Counci 
Dale Carroll, City Council 

City of Sanctuary: 
Floyd Galloway, Mayor 

City of Springtown: 
Tom Gentry, Mayor 
AI Swan, Mayor Pro-Tem 
Claredge "Doc" Dockery, City Council 
Don McBryde, City Council 
Robert Wilson, City Council 
Carl Moore, City Council 
Bob Salinas, City Administrator 
Cindy Hall, City Secretary 
Paul Bounds, Public Works Director 

Community Water Supply Corp. Company 
Doris Holyfield 

North Central Texas Council of Governments: 
Michael Eastland, Executive Director 
Sam Brush 

Parker County Commissioners Court: 
Honorable Ben Long, County Judge 
Danny Choate, Commissioner Precinct 1 

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY- FINAL REPORT- MARCH 1997- PAGE F1 



Mack Dobbs, Commissioner Precinct 2 
Charlie Horton, Commissioner Precinct 3 
Rena Peden, Commissioner Precinct 4 

Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Incorporated 
Mack Wood, President 
Betsy Schaffer, First Vice President 
Carl Wilson, Second Vice President 
Cheryl Anderson, Secretary 
Steven McKeever, Treasurer 
Wynette Parchman, Legal Council 
llze Knesnik, Executive Director 
Reed Pigman, Jr., Director 
Dorcas Boerner, Director 
Mark Bronson, "Director 
Dee Cvetko, Director 
Sharon Davis, Director 
Carol Godbey, Director 
Sue Harvison, Director 
Randy Kressler, Director 
Neil Kretzer, Director 
Mike Muncy, Director 
Duke Palmer, Director 
Penny Yost, Director 

Tanglewood Addition: 
Les Keeble, Community Leader 

Rady and Associates (Kimley Hom) 
Bill Pembroke, P.E., Project Manager 

Tarrant Regional Water District 
James Oliver, General Manager 
Mike Williams, Community and Customer Relations Managers 
Woody Frossard, Manager Environmental Services 
Mark Ernst, M.S., R.S., Water Quality Manager- Environmental Services 

Teague Nail and Perkins, Inc. 
Mark Berry, P. E., Principal 
J. Kelly Carta, P.E., Project Manager 

Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission 
Lin Zhang, Manager of Enforcement Section 
Albert Holck, Water Utility Rates and Services 
Clyde E. Bohmfalk, Program Specialist, Watershed Assessment and Planning 

Texas Water Development Board: 
Tommy Knowles, Deputy Executive Adminstrator for Planning 
Carolyn L. Brittin, Chief of Regional Planning and Projects 
Gary Laneman, P.E., Planning Division 
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U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Lewisville Aquatic Environmental Research Facility 
Chetta Owens, Research Biologist 

Walnut Creek Special Utility District: 
Jerry Holsomback, General Manager 
Ron Freeman, Attorney 
James Johnson, President 
Michael Gilley, SecretaryfTreasurer 
Lloyd Sisk, Director 
Ray Smith, Director 
Jerry DeWeese, Director 

Wise County Commissioners Court: 
Honorable L.D. McDonald, County Judge 

Wise County Water Control and Improvement District: 
Lou Bridges, Chairman 
Carl Cox, Board Member 
Todd Durden, Board Member 

Cheatham and Associates, Inc.: 
Eddie Cheatham, P.E., Principal 
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APPENDIX G -POPULATION TRENDS 

FORT WORTH HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

WEATHERFORD HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

UNINCORPORATED PARKER COUNTY HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

SPRINGTOWN HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

AZLE HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

SANCTUARY HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

PELICAN BAY HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

RENO HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION 

FORT WORTH POPULATION GRAPH 

WEATHERFORD POPULATION GRAPH 

UNINCORPORATED PARKER COUNTY POPULATION GRAPH 

SPRINGTOWN POPULATION GRAPH 

AZLE POPULATION GRAPH 

SANCTUARY POPULATION GRAPH 

PELICAN BAY POPULATION GRAPH 

RENO POPULATION GRAPH 
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FORT WORTH WEATHERFORD 

POPULATION HISTORY POPULATION HISTORY 
AND PROJECTIONS AND PROJECTIONS 

Fort Worth Weatherford 
Fort Worth 1.57% Weatherford 3.46% 

Year Census Growth Year Census Growth 

1850 1850 175 
1860 1860 1823 
1870 500 1870 1935 
1880 6663 1880 2046 
1890 23076 1890 3369 
1900 26688 1900 4786 
1910 73312 1910 5074 
1920 106482 1920 6203 
1930 163447 1930 4912 
1940 177662 1940 5924 
1950 278778 1950 8093 
1960 356268 1960 9759 
1970 393476 1970 11750 
1980 385164 1980 12049 
1990 447619 447619 1990 14804 14804 
1993 461650 469035 . 1993 15350 16394 

1995 16550 17549 
1995 473600 483878 1996 18000 18156 
1996 477850 491475 1997 18784 
1997 499191 2000 20802 
2000 523074 2005 24658 
2005 565445 2010 29230 
2010 611248 2020 41073 
2020 714286 2030 57714 
2030 834693 2040 81097 
2040 975396 2050 113953 
2050 1139818 
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UNINCORPORATED PARKER COUNTY 

POPULATION HISTORY 
AND PROJECTIONS 

Unicorporated 
Unicorporated Unicorporated Unicorporated Unicorporated Parker Co. 

Parker Co. Parker Co. Parker Co. Parker Co. 2.20% 
Year NCTCOG TWDB Low TWDB High TWCB M.L. Growth 

1970 18617 
1980 26658 26223 26223 26223 
1990 40737 40149 40149 40149 40737 
1993 41500 43485 
1995 44050 45420 
1996 45500 46419 
1997 47440 
2000 40438 56091 48105 50641 
2005 56462 
2010 42029 77455 58945 62952 
2020 42656 107630 70206 78256 
2030 42673 136658 82490 97280 
2040 42506 170553 92664 120930 
2050 42438 205266 100246 150329 

CITY OF SPRINGTOWN 

POPULATION HISTORY 
AND PROJECTIONS 

Springtown Springtown Springtown 
Springtown Springtown Springtown Springtown Springtown 0.59% 2.08% 3.95% 

Year NCTCOG TWDB Low TWDB High TWDB M.L. Questionnaire Growth Growth Growth 

1970 1194 1194 1194 1194 
1980 1658 1658 1658 1658 
1990 1740 1740 1740 1740 2169 2169 2169 2169 
1993 1750 1750 1750 1750 2208 2307 2436 
1995 1800 1800 1800 1800 2234 2404 2633 
1996 1800 1800 1800 1800 2588 2247 2454 2737 
1997 2588 2260 2505 2845 
2000 2060 2856 2432 3557 2300 2665 3195 
2005 2369 2954 3878 
2010 2277 4197 3149 5835 2440 3274 4707 
2020 2403 6065 3873 7760 2588 4022 6934 
2030 2469 7907 4638 10321 2744 4942 10215 
2040 2492 9997 5262 2911 6071 15048 
2050 2515 12639 5970 3087 7459 22168 
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CITYOFAZLE 

POPULATION HISTORY 
AND PROJECTIONS 

Azle Azle 
Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle 1.35% 3.52% 

Year Census 1990 lWDB Low 1990 lWDB High 1988 Masterplan NCTCOG lWCB Low lWDB High lWDB M.L. Questionnaire Growth Growth 

1960 2969 2969 2969 2969 2969 2969 2969 2969 
1970 4493 4493 4493 4493 4493 4493 4493 4493 
1980 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822 
1990 9272 9335 9304 9240 8868 8868 8868 9240 9304 
1993 9619 10321 
1995 10286 10357 9800 9910 9881 11061 
1996 10014 11450 
1997 9450 10149 11853 
2000 11300 11379 10750 10580 11790 14509 11790 10750 10566 13150 
2005 11733 11878 12000 11325 11299 15633 
2010 12165 12376 14000 12070 12978 19433 13816 14000 12082 18585 
2020 13731 24990 15871 22800 13816 26266 
2030 14046 30867 17346 37200 15799 37123 
2040 13794 38876 19092 18066 52467 
2050 13546 48969 21053 20658 74152 

CITY OF SANCTUARY CITY OF PELICAN BAY 

POPULATION HISTORY POPULATION HISTORY 
AND PROJECTIONS AND PROJECTIONS 

Sanctuary Pelican Bay 
Sanctuary 3.00% Pelican Bay Pelican Bay 3.40% 

Year TWDB Growth Year APAI Total APAI Sewered Growth 

1980 1980 
1990 234 234 1990 1513 1513 
1993 256 1993 1673 
1995 276 271 1995 1886 1583 1788 
1996 280 279 1996 1849 
1997 288 1997 1912 
2000 314 2000 2141 1895 2114 
2005 365 2005 2549 2300 2498 
2010 423 2010 2958 2705 2953 
2020 568 2020 4125 
2030 763 2030 5763 
2040 1026 2040 8051 
2050 1379 2050 11248 
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CITY OF RENO 

POPULATION HISTORY 

AND PROJECTIONS 

Reno 
Reno Reno Reno Reno 1.29% 

Year NCTCOG TWDB Low TWDB High TWDB M.L. Growth 

1970 688 688 688 688 
1980 1174 1174 1174 1174 
1990 2322 2322 2322 2322 2322 
1993 2300 2300 2300 2300 2413 
1995 2450 2450 2450 2450 2476 
1996 2500 2500 2500 2500 2508 
1997 2540 
2000 2296 3184 2712 2640 
2005 2814 
2010 2235 4120 3091 3001 
2020 2200 5552 3546 3411 
2030 2155 6902 4049 3877 
2040 2131 8550 4500 4407 
2050 2107 10591 5001 5010 
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APPENDIX H -WATER CONSERVATION PLAN 

(Not currently reviewed and approved, to be submitted under separate cover.) . 
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APPENDIX I- TREATMENT METHODS AND SEQUENCES 

PROCESSES USED FOR PLANT COSTS 

TREATMENT SEQUENCES REVIEWED FOR COST ANALYSIS 

.. 
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PROCESSES USED FOR PLANT COSTS 
(COSTS BASED ON STEEUMcGHEE CURVES) 

-----Removals----
Process Stage Process Name Process Influent Comes From %BODS % TSS %N %P 

AA Liquid Preliminary Treatment Raw 27 27 2 0 
AB Liquid Raw Sewer Pumping AA 0 0 0 0 
A1 Liquid Primary Sedimentation - Conventional AA,AB 30 55 15 0 
A2 Liquid Primary Sedimentation - 2 Stage Lime AA,AB 55 90 15 80 
A3 Liquid Primary Sedimentation - 1 Stage Lime AA,AB 55 90 15 75 
A4 Liquid Primary Sedimentation -Alum AA,AB 55 90 25 75 
AS Liquid Primary Sedimentation- FeCI3 AA,AB 55 90 25 75 
B1 Liquid Trickling Filter A1 90 75 25 80 
82 Liquid Trickling Filter A3 90 75 25 80 
B3 Liquid Trickling Filter A4 90 75 25 80 
C1 Liquid Activated Sludge A1 90 90 55 15 
C2 Liquid Activated Sludge A3 90 90 55 15 
C3 Liquid Activated Sludge AS 90 90 55 15 
C4 Liquid Activated Sludge +Alum A1 95 95 65 20 
C5 Liquid Activated Sludge+ FeCI3 A1 95 95 65 20 
C6 Liquid Activated Sludge, Higl'll;tate At 85 85 45 tS 
C7 Liquid Actvated Sludge, High Rate +Alum At 90 90 55 20 
C8 Liquid Activated Sludge, High Rate + FeCI3 A1 90 90 55 20 
D Liquid Filtration A2,C4,CS,F1,F2, B2,83,C2, C3, G 1,G2,G3,G4,H,J, K 90 75 0 80 
E Liquid Activated Carbon D 88 70 15 0 
F1 Liquid Two Stage Lime 8t 0 0 0 70 
F2 Liquid Two Stage Lime C1 0 0 0 0 
G1 Liquid Biological Nitrofication C6 0 0 5 0 
G2 Liquid Biological Nitrofication Bt 0 0 5 0 
G3 Liquid Biological Nitrofication A3,A4,A5 0 0 5 0 
G4 Liquid Biological Nitrofication A2,C7,C8 0 0 5 0 
H Liquid Biological Denitrofication G1,G2,G3,G4 0 0 80 0 
I Liquid len Exchange D,E 0 0 85 0 
J Liquid Breakpoint Chlorination A2,B 1,B2. B3,C1,C2,C3,C4,CS,F1,F2 0 0 95 0 
K Liquid Ammonia Slipping F1,F2 0 0 70 0 
R Liquid Disinfection ANY PROCESS 0 0 0 0 
L 1 Sludge Anaerobic Digestion At+Bt,At+C1,A1+C6 0 0 0 0 
L2 Sludge Anaerobic Digestion At +C4,A t +CS,A t +C7,A 1 +C8,A4+83,A4+C3,A5+83,A5+C5 0 0 0 0 
M1 Sludge Heat Treatment A1+B1,At+C1,A1+C6 0 0 0 0 
M2 Sludge Heat Treatment A 1 +C4,A 1 +CS,A 1 +C7 ,At +C8,A4+B3,A4+C3,A5+B3,A5+C5 0 0 0 0 
N1 Sludge Air Drying L t 0 0 0 0 
N2 Sludge Air Drying L2 0 0 0 0 
01 Sludge Dewatering A1+Bt,A1+C1,A1+C6 0 0 0 0 
02 Sludge Dewatering A 1 +C4,A t +CS.A 1 +C7,A t +C8,A4+83,A4+C3,A5+B3,A5+C5 0 0 0 0 
03 Sludge Dewatering A2 0 0 0 0 
04 Sludge Dewatering A3+82,A3+C2 0 0 0 0 
OS Sludge Dewatering Lt 0 0 0 0 
06 Sludge Dewatering L2 0 0 0 0 
07 Sludge Dewatering F1,F2 0 0 0 0 
08 Sludge Dewatering M1 0 0 0 0 
09 Sludge Dewatering M2 0 0 0 0 
P1 Siudge Incineration Ot 0 0 0 0 
P2 Sludge Incineration 02 0 0 0 0 
P3 Sludge Incineration 03 0 0 0 0 
P4 Sludge Incineration 04 0 0 0 0 
P5 Sludge Incineration 07+0t 0 0 0 0 
P6 Sludge Incineration 08 0 0 0 0 
P7 Sludge Incineration 09 0 0 0 0 
01 Sludge Recalcination 03 0 0 0 0 
02 Sludge Recalcination 04 0 0 0 0 
03 Sludge Recalcination 07 0 0 0 0 

w Wetland Advanced Tertiary Treatment R 0 99 82 72 
DPLUS Sewer Additional Filtration F1,F2,G1,G2,G3,G4,H,J,K 75 75 30 0 
ETC All Land,Engr,Permits, etc. All 
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TREATMENT SEQUENCES REVIEWED FOR COST ANALYSIS 

NO. LIQUID SLUDGE OPTIONAL 

1 AA A8 A1 81 F1 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
2 AA A1 81 F1 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
3 AA A8 A1 81 F1 K R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
4 AA A1 81 F1 K R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
5 AA A8 A1 81 G2 H R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
6 AA A1 81 G2 H R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
7 AA A8 A1 81 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
8 AA A1 81 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
9 AA A8 A1 81 F1 J R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
10 AA A1 81 

.. 
F1 J R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 

11 AA A8 A1 81 F1 K R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
12 AA A1 81 F1 K R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
13 A8 A1 81 F1 J R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
14 A1 81 F1 J R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
15 A8 A1 81 F1 K R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
16 A1 81 F1 K R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
17 AA A8 A1 81 F1 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
18 AA A1 81 F1 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
19 AA A8 A1 81 F1 K R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
20 AA A1 81 F1 K R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
21 AA A8 A1 81 G2 H R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
22 AA A1 81 G2 H R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
23 AA A8 A1 81 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
24 AA A1 81 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
25 AA A8 A1 81 F1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
26 AA A1 81 F1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
27 AA A8 A1 81 F1 K R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
28 AA A1 81 F1 K R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
29 AA A8 A1 81 G2 H R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
30 AA A1 81 G2 H R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
31 AA A8 A1 81 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
32 AA A1 81 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
33 AA A8 A1 81 F1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
34 AA A1 81 F1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
35 AA A8 A1 81 F1 K R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
36 AA A1 81 F1 K R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
37 AA A8 A1 81 G2 H R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
38 AA A1 81 G2 H R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
39 AA A8 A1 81 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
40 AA A1 81 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
41 AA A8 A1 C1 F2 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
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42 AA A1 C1 F2 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
43 AA AB A1 C1 F2 K R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
44 AA A1 C1 F2 K R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
45 AA AB A1 C1 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
46 AA A1 C1 J R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
47 AA AB A1 C1 F2 J R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
48 AA A1 C1 F2 J R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
49 AA AB A1 C1 F2 K R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
50 AA A1 C1 F2 K R 07 P5 WL DPLUS 
51 AA AB A1 C1 F2 J R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
52 AA A1 C1 F2 J R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
53 AA AB A1 C1 F2 K R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
54 AA A1 C1 F2 K R 07 03 WL DPLUS 
55 AA AB A1 C1 F2 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
56 AA A1 C1 F2 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
57 AA AB A1 C1 F2 K R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
58 AA A1 C1 F2 K R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
59 AA AB A1 C1 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
60 AA A1 C1 J R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
61 AA AB A1 C1 F2 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
62 AA A1 C1 F2 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
63 AA AB A1 C1 F2 K R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
64 AA A1 C1 F2 K R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
65 AA AB A1 C1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
66 AA A1 C1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
67 AA AB A1 C1 F2 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
68 AA A1 C1 F2 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
69 AA AB A1 C1 F2 K R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
70 AA A1 C1 F2 K R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
71 AA AB A1 C1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
72 AA A1 C1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
73 AA AB A1 C4 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
74 AA A1 C4 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
75 AA AB A1 C4 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
76 AA A1 C4 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
77 AA AB A1 C4 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
78 AA A1 C4 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
79 AA AB A1 C4 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
80 AA A1 C4 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
81 AA AB A1 C4 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
82 AA A1 C4 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
83 AA AB A1 C4 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
84 AA A1 C4 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
85 AA AB A1 C4 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
86 AA A1 C4 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
87 AA AB A1 C4 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
88 AA A1 C4 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
89 AA AB A1 C5 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
90 AA A1 C5 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
91 AA AB A1 C5 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
92 AA A1 C5 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
93 AA AB A1 C5 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
94 AA A1 C5 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
95 AA AB A1 C5 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
96 AA A1 C5 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
97 AA AB A1 C5 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
98 AA A1 C5 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
99 AA AB A1 C5 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
100 AA A1 C5 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
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101 AA AB A1 C5 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
102 AA A1 C5 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
103 AA AB A1 C5 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
104 AA A1 C5 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
105 AA AB A1 C6 G1 H R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
106 AA A1 C6 G1 H R L1 N1 WL DPLUS 
107 AA AB A1 C6 G1 H R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
108 AA A1 C6 G1 H R L1 05 WL DPLUS 
109 AA A8 A1 C6 G1 H R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
110 AA A1 C6 G1 H R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS 
111 AA A8 A1 C6 G1 H R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
112 AA A1 C6 G1 H R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
113 AA A8 A1 C6 G1 H R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
114 AA A1 C6 G1 H R 01 P1 WL DPLUS 
115 AA A8 A1 C7 G4 H R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
116 AA A1 C7 G4 H R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
117 AA A8 A1 C7 G4 H R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
118 AA A1 C7 G4 H R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
119 AA A8 A1 C7 G4 H R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
120 AA A1 C7. G4 H R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
121 AA A8 A1 C7 G4 H R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
122 AA A1 C7 G4 H R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
123 AA A8 A1 C8 G4 H R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
124 AA A1 C8 G4 H R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
125 AA A8 A1 C8 G4 H R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
126 AA A1 C8 G4 H R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
127 AA A8 A1 C8 G4 H R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
128 AA A1 C8 G4 H R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
129 AA A8 A1 C8 G4 H R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
130 AA A1 C8 G4 H R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
131 AA A8 A2 D E R 03 P3 WL DPLUS 
132 AA A2 D E R 03 P3 WL DPLUS 
133 AA A8 A2 G4 H R 03 P3 WL DPLUS 
134 AA A2 G4 H R 03 P3 WL DPLUS 
135 AA A8 A2 J R 03 P3 WL DPLUS 
136 AA A2 J R 03 P3 WL DPLUS 
137 AA A8 A2 D E R 03 Q1 WL DPLUS 
138 AA A2 D E R 03 Q1 WL DPLUS 
139 AA A8 A2 G4 H R 03 Q1 WL DPLUS 
140 AA A2 G4 H R 03 Q1 WL DPLUS 
141 AA A8 A2 J R 03 Q1 WL DPLUS 
142 AA A2 J R 03 Q1 WL DPLUS 
143 AA A8 A3 82 D E R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
144 AA A3 82 D E R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
145 AA A8 A3 82 J R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
146 AA A3 82 J R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
147 AA A8 A3 C2 D E R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
148 AA A3 C2 D E R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
149 AA A8 A3 C2 J R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
150 AA A3 C2 J R 04 P4 WL DPLUS 
151 AA A8 A3 82 D E R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
152 AA A3 82 D E R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
153 AA A8 A3 82 J R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
154 AA A3 82 J R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
155 AA AB A3 C2 D E R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
156 AA A3 C2 D E R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
157 AA AB A3 C2 J R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
158 AA A3 C2 J R 04 Q2 WL DPLUS 
159 AA AB A3 G3 H R WL DPLUS 
160 AA A3 G3 H R WL DPLUS 
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161 AA A8 A4 83 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
162 AA A4 83 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
163 AA A8 A4 83 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
164 AA A4 83 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
165 AA A8 A4 83 0 E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
166 AA A4 83 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
167 AA A8 A4 83 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
168 AA A4 83 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
169 AA A8 A4 83 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
170 AA A4 83 0 E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
171 AA A8 A4 83 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
172 AA A4 83 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
173 AA A8 A4 83 0 E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
174 AA A4 83 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
175 AA A8 A4 83 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
176 AA A4 83 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
177 AA A8 A4 C3 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
178 AA A4 C3 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
179 AA A8 A4 C3 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
180 AA A4 C3·. J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
181 AA A8 A4 C3 0 E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
182 AA A4 C3 0 E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
183 AA A8 A4 C3 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
184 AA A4 C3 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
185 AA A8 A4 C3 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
186 AA A4 C3 D E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
187 AA A8 A4 C3 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
188 AA A4 C3 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
189 AA A8 A4 C3 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
190 AA A4 C3 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
191 AA A8 A4 C3 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
192 AA A4 C3 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
193 AA A8 A4 G3 H R WL DPLUS 
194 AA A4 G3 H R WL DPLUS 
195 AA A8 A5 83 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
196 AA A5 83 D E R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
197 AA A8 A5 83 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
198 AA A5 83 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
199 AA A8 A5 83 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
200 AA A5 83 D E R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
201 AA A8 A5 83 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
202 AA A5 83 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
203 AA A8 A5 83 0 E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
204 AA A5 83 0 E R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
205 AA A8 A5 83 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
206 AA A5 83 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
207 AA A8 A5 83 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
208 AA A5 83 D E R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
209 AA A8 A5 83 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
210 AA A5 83 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
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211 AA AB A5 C3 D E I R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
212 AA A5 C3 D E I R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
213 AA AB A5 C3 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
214 AA A5 C3 J R L2 N2 WL DPLUS 
215 AA AB A5 C3 D E I R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
216 AA A5 C3 D E I R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
217 AA AB A5 C3 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
218 AA A5 C3 J R L2 06 WL DPLUS 
219 AA AB A5 C3 D E I R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
220 AA A5 C3 D E I R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
221 AA AB A5 C3 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
222 AA A5 C3 J R M2 09 P7 WL DPLUS 
223 AA AB A5 C3 D E I R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
224 AA A5 C3 D E I R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
225 AA AB A5 C3 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
226 AA A5 C3 J R 02 P2 WL DPLUS 
227 AA AB A5 G3 H R WL DPLUS 
228 AA A5 G3 H R WL DPLUS 
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APPENDIX J -INFLATION COST FACTORS 

COST (PRICE) INDICES 

Consumer 1996 
Price ENR Adjusted 

Year Index Index CPI 

1950 23.8 510 0.154 
1951 25.9 0.166 
1952 26.5 0.169 
1953 26.8 0.170 
1954 26.9 0.171 
1955 26.7 660 0.171 
1956 27.2 0.173 
1957 28.1 0.179 
1958 28.9 0.184 
1959 29.1 0.185 
1960 29.6 824 0.189 
1961 29.8 0.190 
1962 30.2 0.192 
1963 30.6 0.195 
1964 31.0 0.197 
1985 31.6 971 0.201 
1966 32.4 0.206 
1967 33.3 0.213 
1968 34.7 0.222 
1969 36.6 0.234 
1970 38.8 1311 0.247 
1971 40.6 0.258 
1972 41.7 0.266 
1973 44.2 0.283 
1974 49.0 0.314 
1975 53.6 2125 0.343 
1976 56.8 0.362 
1977 60.7 2540 0.386 
1978 652 0.415 
1979 72.3 0.462 
1980 82.7 0.525 
1981 90.6 0.579 
1982 97.0 0.615 
1983 99.5 0.634 
1984 103.7 0.662 
1985 107.6 0.685 
1986 109.5 0.698 
1987 113.5 0.724 
1966 118.0 0.754 
1989 124.1 0.790 
1990 129.9 0.832 
1991 136.0 0.868 
1992 140.2 0.894 
1993 144.4 0.920 
1994 148.0 5407 0.944 
1995 152.5 5511 0.971 
1996 156.7 1.000 

1970 1995 to 1970 Ratio 
Ratios CPI ENR CPIAdj. 
1995 3.93 4.20 3.93 
1996 4.04 
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APPENDIX K- PIPE COSTS USED FOR ANALYSIS 

PIPE FACTORS 

TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION- 50 YEAR LINES 

TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION- 20 YEAR LINES 

TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION- 20 YEAR LINES (POPULATION CENTERS ONLY) 

.. 
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PIPE FACTORS 
(Total Cost includes 

manholes, etc.) 

TOTAL 
Pipe Min Cost per 
Size Grade Capacity L.F. @12'. 

(india) (ftlft) (cfs) (1996 $'s) 

6 0.0050 0.40 38.00 
8 0.0033 0.69 41.00 
10 0.0025 1.10 44.00 

: 12 0.0020 1.59 47.00 
15 0.0015 2.50 52.00 
18 0.0011 3.48 57.00 
21 0.0009 4.75 62.00 
24 0.0008 6.40 67.00 
27 0.0006 7.59 72.00 
30 0.0006 9.62 77.00 
33 0.0005 11.83 82.00 
36 0.0005 14.15 87.00 
39 0.0004 16.51 92.00 
42 0.0004 20.12 97.00 
45 0.0004 24.19 102.00 
48 0.0004 28.73 107.00 
56 0.0004 43.33 112.00 
60 0.0004 52.09 117.00 
72 0.0004 84.70 125.00 
84 0.0004 127.76 145.00 

30P N/A 60.00 
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Pipe 
Line 

Number Function 

Existing 
1 Ash Creek Trunk To Sanctuary 
2 Trunk to Pelican Bay 
3 Trunk to Azle North 
4 Azle Trunk to Reno 
5 Reno NE Feeder 
6 Reno North Feeder 
7 Reno SW Feeder 
8 Reno Main Trunk 

8a Reno Main Trunk (w~h Springtown) 
8b Reno Feeder to Pick up "Downtown 
9 Springtown Trunk to New Plant 
10 Springtown Tie to Reno Trunk 
11 Springtown N E Feeder 
12 Springtown North Feeder 
13 Springtown Western Trunk 
14 Springtown Western Feeder 
15 Springtown SW Feeder 
16 Springtown South Feeder 
17 Springtown SE Feeder 
18 Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins 
19 Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins (Force) 

Lift Stations 

TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION -50 YEAR LINES 
20Year 

Uttimate Projected Design Annuallized 
Population 50 Year Population Design Design Pipe Design Cost per Total Monthly 

Linear Areas Acreage at2.5 Population (lesser of Flow FloW Size Flow Foot Cost Family 
Feet Served Served per acre (2047) Uttor50 (gpm) (cfs) On dia) (mgd) (1996 $'s) (1996 $'s) Cost 

1,14,15,16 
21600 10,11,19 5792 14480 24826 14480 4022 8.96 30 5.79 77.00 $1,663,200 $2.48 
11600 12,13,17 5233 13083 27560 13083 3634 8.10 30 5.23 77.00 $893,200 $1.47 
17600 17 4085 10213 17386 10213 2837 6.32 24 4.00 67.00 $1,179,200 $2.49 
4440 1 thru 9 54681 136703 34371 34371 9548 21.27 48 54.68 107.00 $475,080 $0.30 
14625 6,7 1079 2698 320 320 89 0.20 6 1.08 38.00 $555,750 $37.48 
11340 5(.3) 2247 5618 665 665 185 0.41 8 2.25 41.00 $464,940 $15.07 
15521 4(.5),5(.3) 4000 10225 1206 1206 335 0.75 10 4.00 44.00 $682,924 $12.20 
24962 4thru 9 19975 49938 5904 5904 1640 3.65 21 19.98 62.00 $1,547,644 $5.65 
24962 1 thru 9 54681 136703 34371 34371 9548 21.27 45 54.68 102.00 $2,546,124 $1.60 
2500 5(.15) 200 500 1454 500 139 0.31 6 0.20 38.00 $95,000 $4.10 
13102 1 thru 3 35122 87805 28343 28343 7873 17.54 42 35.12 97.00 $1,270,894 $0.97 
4000 1 thru 3 35122 87800 28343 28343 7873 17.54 42 35.12 97.00 $388,000 $0.30 
22831 3(.15) 4395 10087 1291 1291 359 0.80 10 4.39 44.00 $1,004,564 $16.77 
23789 3(.15) 4395 10987 1291 1291 359 0.80 10 4.39 44.00 $1,046,716 $17.48 
32003 1,2(.70),3(.40 16296 40741 18955 18955 5265 11.73 33 16.30 82.00 $2,698,538 $3.07 
12315 3(.10) 2930 7325 861 861 239 0.53 8 2.93 41.00 $504,915 $12.65 
23643 2(.20),3(.20) 6691 16727 4537 4537 1260 2.81 18 6.69 57.00 $1,347,651 $6.40 
25864 2(.10)3(.10) 3345 8363 2269 2269 630 1.40 12 3.35 47.00 $1,215,608 $11.55 
11226 3(.05) 1465 3662 430 430 120 0.27 6 1.46 38.00 $426,588 $21.37 
22400 1-17 72178 180445 112526 112526 31257 69.64 72 72.18 125.00 $2,800,000 $0.54 
27200 1-17 72178 180445 112526 112526 31257 69.64 72 72.18 125.00 $3,400,000 $0.65 

3 1-17 72178 180445 112526 112526 50124 111.68 72.18 $1,995,966 $5,987,899 $1.15 

112526 TOTAL= $32,194,435 $6.17 
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Pipe 
Line 

Number Function 

Existing 
1 Ash Creek Trunk To Sanctuary 
2 Trunk to Pelican Bay 
3 Trunk to Azle North 
4 Azle Trunk to Reno 
5 Reno NE Feeder 
6 Reno North Feeder 
7 Reno SW Feeder 
8 Reno Main Trunk 

Sa Reno Main Trunk (w~h Springtown) 
8b Reno Feeder to Pick up "Downtown 
9 Springtown Trunk to New Plant 
10 Springtown Tie to Reno Trunk 
11 Springtown N E Feeder 
12 Springtown North Feeder 
13 Springtown Western Trunk 
14 Springtown Western Feeder 
15 Springtown SW Feeder 
16 Springtown South Feeder 
17 Springtown SE Feeder 
18 Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins 
19 Azle to F art Worth Jenkins (F orca) 

Lift Stations 

TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION- 20 YEAR LINES 
20 Year 

U~imate Projected Design Annuallized 
Population 20Year Population Design Design Pipe Design Cost per Total Monthly 

Linear Areas Acreage at2.5 Population (Lesser of Flow Flow Size Flow Foot Cost Family 
Feet Served Served per acre (2017) u~ or20) (gpm) (cfs) - (india) (mgd) (1996 $'s) (1996 $'s) Cost 

1,14,15,16 
2100J 10,11,19 5792 14480 8860 8860 2461 5.48 21 5.79 62.00 $1,339,200 $3.26 
1100J 12,13,17 5233 13083 9890 9890 2747 6.12 21 5.23 62.00 $719,200 $1.57 
1700J 17 4085 10213 6158 6158 1711 3.81 18 4.09 57.00 $1,003,200 $3.51 
4440 1 thru 9 54681 136703 14551 14551 4042 9.01 27 54.68 72.00 $319,680 $0.47 
14625 6,7 1079 2698 218 218 60 0.13 6 1.08 38.00 $555,750 $55.06 
11340 5(.3) 2247 5618 453 453 126 0.28 6 2.25 38.00 $430,920 $20.51 
15521 4(.5),5(.3) 4090 10225 735 735 204 0.45 6 4.09 38.00 $589,798 $17.31 
24962 4 thru 9 19975 49938 3846 3846 1068 2.38 12 19.98 47.00 $1,173,214 $6.58 
24962 1 thru 9 54681 136703 14551 14551 4042 9.01 27 54.68 72.00 $1,797,264 $2.66 
2500 5(.15) 200 500 757 500 139 0.31 6 0.20 38.00 $95,000 $4.10 
13102 1 thru 3 35122 87805 10654 10654 2959 6.59 24 35.12 67.00 $877,834 $1.78 
4000 1 thru 3 35122 878C6 10654 10654 2959 6.59 24 35.12 67.00 $268,000 $0.54 
22831 3(.15) 4395 10987 672 672 187 0.42 6 4.39 38.00 $867,578 $27.83 
23789 3(.15) 4395 10987 672 672 187 0.42 6 4.39 38.00 $903,982 $29.00 
32909 1,2(. 70),3(.40 16296 40741 6644 6644 1846 4.11 18 16.30 57.00 $1,875,813 $6.09 
12315 3(.10) 2930 7325 448 448 124 0.28 6 2.93 38.00 $467,970 $22.52 
23643 2(.20),3(.20) 6691 16727 1777 1777 494 1.10 10 6.69 44.00 $1,040,292 $12.62 
25864 2(.10)3(.10) 3345 8363 888 888 247 0.55 6 3.35 38.00 $982,832 $23.85 
11226 3(.05) 1465 3662 224 224 62 0.14 6 1.46 38.00 $426,588 $41.05 
22400 1-17 72178 180445 42428 42428 11786 26.26 45 72.18 102.00 $2,284,800 $1.16 
27200 1-17 72178 180445 42428 42428 11786 26.26 45 72.18 102.00 $2,774,400 $1.41 

3 1-17 72178 180445 42428 42428 50124 111.68 72 72.18 $1,995,966 $5,987,899 $3.04 

42428 TOTAL= $26,781,214 $13.61 

-----
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TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION- 20 YEAR LINES- POPULATION CENTERS ONLY 

Ultimate Projected Design 
Pipe Population 20 Year Population Design Design Pipe Design Cost per 
Line Linear Areas Acreage at2.5 Population (lesser of Flow Flow Size Flow Foot 

Number Function Feet Served Served per acre (2017) Ult or 20) (gpm) (cfs) (india) (mgd) (1996 $'s) 

Existing 
1 Ash Creek Trunk To Sanctuary 21600 5792 14480 0 0 0.00 5.79 
2 Trunk to Pelican Bay 11600 5233 13083 0 0 0.00 5.23 
3 Trunk to Azle North 17600 4085 10213 0 0 0.00 4.09 
4 Azle Trunk to Reno 4440 54681 136703 6666 6666 1852 4.13 18 54.68 57.00 
5 Reno NE Feeder 14625 1079 2698 0 0 0.00 1.08 
6 Reno North Feeder 11340 2247 5618 0 0 0.00 2.25 
7 Reno SW Feeder 15521 4090 10225 0 0 0.00 4.09 
8 Reno Main Trunk 24962 19975 49938 0 0 0.00 19.98 

8a Reno Main Trunk (with Springtown) 24962 54681 136703 6666 6666 1852 4.13 18 54.68 57.00 
8b Reno Feeder to Pick up "Downtown" 2500 200 500 492 492 137 0.30 6 0.20 38.00 
9 Springtown Trunk to New Plant 13102 35122 87805 6173 6173 1715 3.82 18 35.12 57.00 

10 Springtown Tie to Reno Trunk 4000 35122 87805 6173 6173 1715 3.82 18 35.12 57.00 
11 Springtown NE Feeder 22831 4395 10987 0 0 0.00 4.39 
12 Springtown North Feeder 23789 4395 10987 0 0 0.00 4.39 
13 Springtown Western Trunk 32909 16296 40741 0 0 0.00 16.30 
14 Springtown Western Feeder 12315 2930 7325 0 0 0.00 2.93 
15 Springtown SW Feeder 23643 6691 16727 0 0 0.00 6.69 
16 Springtown South Feeder 25864 3345 8363 0 0 0.00 3.35 
17 Springtown SE Feeder 11226 1465 3662 0 0 0.00 1.46 
18 Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins 22400 72178 180445 0 0 0.00 72.18 
19 Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins (Force) 27200 72178 180445 0 0 0.00 72.18 

Lift Stations 0 72178 180445 0 50124 111.68 72.18 $1,995,966 

6666 TOTAL= 

20 Year 
Annuallized 

Total Monthly 
Cost Family 

(1996 $'s) Cost 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$253,080 $0.82 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$1,422,834 $4.60 
$95,000 $4.16 

$746,814 $2.61 1 

$228,000 $0.80' 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$2,745,728 $8.88 


