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P. O. Box 444
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Attn.: Mr. Bob Salinas
RE: FINAL REPORT
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Regional Wastewater Study
Springtown, Texas
Proj. No. SPR96219

Dear Mr. Salinas:

Attached is our final version of the report entitied “Walnut Creek Basin Regional Wastewater Study,
Parker, Wise and Tamant Counties of Texas”, TWDB Number 97483198. We have forwarded nine
{9) copies and one (1) camera-ready original to Gary Laneman of the Texas Water Deveiopment
Board. Additional copies will be distributed to cther participants based on your instruction.

. Since the draft report, the treatment option to Fort Worth has been removed from serious
consideration due to Fort Worth’s desire to retumn the flows to Eagle Mountain Lake and the time
delay before service to Fort Worth could be possible. Our current indication is that Azle supports
a regional wastewater concept and use of Azle's plant(s) for treatment, but does not want to be a
Member Entity of the regional district. Therefore, this report indicates that the most economical
option will be to connect Springtown to Azle and serve Springtown,“downtown™ Reno as quickly as
possible. These entities, or a new district, would then contract with Azle for treatment. The trunk
main would be sized for 20 year growth for the “population centers” and any addition service (i.e.,
unincorporated areas or greater Reno) would require upgrading or paralleling the original pipe.

This system would provide for Springtown’s and “downtown” Reno’s current needs at a cost which
is less than the other studied options. Although a full regional system would not be available
immediately, this arrangement would allow for future expansion to create a full regional system.

In short, it appears a “regional” approach is not only feasible but also recommended. Please note
that costs shown in the report are somewhat generic since many of the actual sites are not defined.
They are good for comparison purposes however.

If you have any questions, please call. We appreciate the opportunity to work with the City on this
project and look forward to ywerking with you on the most cost effective solutions to your engineering
needs. =

Sincerely,
TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS, INC.
.';'{3
wolAL T Kelly Carta, P.E.
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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. 1t
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 collecticn 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 coliection 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 westem 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 ETJ (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 collecticn/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.

SCENARIO 2

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
accommpodate regional flows. Collection trunk mains would be phased in to serve the region. Al
areas would be included in one “district” with costs spread across all customers of the district.

SCENARIOC 4

Scenaric 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
Moaountain 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. Cther 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 additionai 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 te 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 palitically 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 inltial Consiruction 2002 Averages over Planning Perlod 1997-2027 ‘Year 2027
Plant Capaclty Population Monthly Cost Per Average Population Monthty Cost Per Plant Capaclty Totat Present Value
Areas Served {mgd) Resldentlal Customer Resldentlal Customer (mgd)
Treatment Poputation Full Populatio Full Poputation Full Population Full Popidation Fult Population Full Population Full Popuiation Futt
Plant Centers Watershed Centers Watershed| Centers Watershed Conters Watershed| Centers Watershed  Cenfers Watershed| Centers _ Watershe Centers Watershed
SCENARIO 1
1-Springtown Spr Spr, WUW 0.26 0.26 3453 3453 $63.20  $147.14 5572 8693 $83.70 srr2 2.50 3.80| $11,244,808  $22,078,221
2-Reno DR AR, CUW 0.00 0.00 877 677 $242.78 $315.30 670 3053 $188.78 . $88.09 0.25 0.66 $2,704,843 $5,380,133
J-Azle Azl,PB,San Az, PB, San 1.74 1.74 16485 16685  $36.05 $36.05 23917 23917 $32.03 $32.03 8.40 B.40 $34,087,188 $34,087,169
TOTALS 2.00 2.00 20818 20816 $48.11 $81.68 30169 36808 $41.38 $47.07 .16 10.86 $48,138,820 $01,565,623
SCENARIO 2
1-Reno Spr, DR 3pr. AR, AUW 028 0.26 3520 4130 $92.28 $184.33 11748 $70.73 $75.19 2.67 4.42] $14.537.410 $30.075,821
2-Azle Azl PB,San  Azl,PB,San 1.74 1.74 16685 16685 $36.05 $36.05 23917 23917 $32.03 $32.03 6.40 8.40{ $34,097,169 $34,097,169
TOTALS 2.00 2.00 20208 20816  H46.86 $81.60 019 35006 $40.02 $48.25 9,07 10.82] 42,034,679 $84,172,200
SCENARIO 3
1-Azle All Clses Alt Areas 2.00 2.00 20977 20977 $30.47 $51.38 30148 33881 $37.80 $39.52 8.78 10.57| $48,734,158 $63.589,188
SCENARIO 4
Fort Worth Sendce All Cltles All Areas 2.00 2.00 20977 20877 $31.39 $44.53 30135 35713 $22.94 $26.38 0.00 0,00 $34,329,5% $48,300,011
SCENARIO & Azle Sendce (50%) Spr,DR™ Spr, AR, AUN™ 0,26 0.26 3520 4130 $56.57 $120.40 6222 11748 $48.52 $57.09 0.00 0.00 $9,618,652 $23,605.812
Azle Sendce (20%) Spr, DR Spr, AR, AUW ™ 0.26 3520 $51.03 5464 $47.10 0.00 $8,406,417
Azle Serdce (20*,PC only Spr, DR™ Spr, AR, AUW ™ 0.26 3520 87.41 5484 $39.14 0.00 $6,702,628
NOTES: 1.) Quantities and Costs shown are oplnlons based on avallable data and to be LEGEND: Spr Springtown
used for comparison purposes only. DR Dovwntown Reno
2.) Actual values will vary depending on specific iming and actual implementation AR All of Reno
of any ghen scenario. wuw Westemn tnincorporated VWatershed
3.} These figures only include capltal costs for trunk makvinterceptor and cuw Central Unincorporatad Watershed
treatment plant or contract for disposal. Costs for minor lines and existing AUW Al Unincorporated Watershed
facliittes are not included. Azl Azle
4.) Initlal poputation figures are generally the same for population centers and PB Pelican Bay
population centers+rural since lines to rural area are shown constructed San Sanctuary

after the year 2002 and therefore population for those lines are not counted.

5.) Scenarlo 5 includes several piping arangements and concentrates on the
poputation center opiions. Plping Includes 50 year design (as In the other
scenarios), 20 year deslgn sized for whole area, and 20 year design sized
{for population centers only. Arzle, PB and Sanctuary are not included In this
scenario, except that Azle will be contracted to treat flows.
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CHAPTER il - 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 opticns 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
facilty 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 iong-
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 VWalnut 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 Nall 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 coliect all flows and treat to an acceptable level for discharge into Eagle
Mountain Lake or to ccllect 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/l BOD and 15 mg/l 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 1890 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.

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. (Te 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 Nall and Perkins, Inc.

Alan Plummer and Associates, Inc. (APAl)

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
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CHAPTER lll - 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 Azie 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 (565,989 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 cutside 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 siope along the creek
downstream of Springtown is 0.28%.

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 sioping, deep
loamy or sandy soils over weakly cemented sandstcne or clay. In general, these soils are too
pervious to function well for sewage lagoons but not pervious enough to function optimaliy 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 o 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, Azie, Springtown, Reno and the Community Water System. Water
allocation from the [ake is controlled by the Tarrant Regicnal 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 concemns 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, sancticned
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/l BOD and 15 mg/l TSS for 30 day {monthly)
average discharges. Oxidation pond limits are currently 30 mg/l BOD and 80 mg/I 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 0.185 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 8000 8000
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 Costper Costper 10000
(per month) Cost 1000 gal Gallons Cost 100CF 1000gal Gallons
Residential $7.00 $1.50 $22.00 $12.00 $1.20 $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 472000 3.625% $18,000 $7,088
1983 Sewer Junior Lein Revenue  4/2002 5.500% $85,000 $15,686
1991 Tax and Utility C.0O. 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.C. $235000 $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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Area

Number Entity

OONOAEWN =

Springtown
Springtown
County
County
Reno

Reno

Reno

Reno

Reno
Sanctuary
Sanctuary
Pelican Bay
Pelican Bay
AzZle

AZe

Aze

Azle

AZle

Ade

Parker County
Walnut Creek

Watershed TOTALS:

County PERCENTAGE: Existing

Entity

TABLE 6 - SUBAREA CALCULATIONS FOR REGION

Segment Watershed

City
ETJ
West
Central
City
City
ETJ
ETJ
ETJ
City
City
City
ETJ
City
City
City
ETJ
ETJ
ETJ

TOTAL

All
All

Total

Future

Average

Walnut
Walnut
Walnut
Walnut
Walnut
North
North
Walhut
Ash
Walnut
Ash
North
North
North
Walnut
Ash
North
Walnut
Ash

Many
Walnut

Walnut
Ash
North

2021918801
1436809369

Area
SF

72711373
180953153
1276270599
160538770
326322342
20125885
26876718
316125308
20156397
970691
8874820
40612810
9389188
4945538
36263315
154656259
177932882
67873555
242459684
3144060386

25146316800
2438030105

2438030105
426147161
279883120

3144060386

8.04%
5.71%
6.88%

Area
Acres

1669
4154
29299
3685
7491
462
617
7257
463
22
204
932
216
114
832
35560
4085
1568
5566
72178

577280
55969

55869
9783
6425

72178

Area
Sq. Mi.

26
6.5
45.8
58
11.7
0.7
1.0
11.3
0.7
0.0
0.3
1.5
0.3
0.2
1.3
5.5
6.4
24
87
112.8

902.0
87.5

875
153
10.0
1128

Total
Future
Entity
5823

32985

16290
226

1148

15705
72178

Percent
Future
Entity

28.66%
71.34%
88.83%
11.17%
45.99%
2.84%
3.79%
44.55%
2.84%
9.86%
90.14%
81.22%
18.78%
0.72%
5.30%
22.61%
26.01%
9.92%
35.44%

1997
Poputation

(people)

815
2029
2899

365

1997
Population
Density
{per acre)

T0.49
0.49
0.10
0.10
0.16
0.186
0.16
0.16
0.16
1.27
1.27
1.67
1.67
0.75
0.75
075
0.75
0.75
0.75
0.31

2027
Popuilation
(people)

2606
5237
8570

2027
Population
Density
(per acre)

1.56
1.26
0.18
0.18
0.23
0.23
0.23
0.23
0.23
3.09
3.09
454
454
212
2.13
2.13
2.13
213
213
0.7%




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)"**= fom 1220

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 189 facilitating access to the region, the influence of Alliance
Airport currently generating jobs in northem 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 {ETJ) 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 ETJ. All cities
in the study have a one-half mile ETJ. (Fort Worth has a 5 mile ETJ which impacts the southeast
end of the study. However, boundary agreements currently exist for the impacted areas, so ETJ
growth by Fort Worth was not considered.) Azle's ETJ connects with the ETJ’s of Sanctuary, Reno,
Fort Worth and Pelican Bay. For this reason, Azie has entered into boundary agreements with these
cities. These agreed boundaries were used to define the expansion in such areas.

Most of the histaric 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 Govemments 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 tc the TWDB “most likely”
“curve. A rate of 3.52% was established for Azie 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
Ulimate
Reached
2.5/acre 1997 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2027
Ade 2032 11853 13150 15633 18585 22094 26266 31226 33463
Springtown 2040 2845 3195 3878 4707 5713 6934 8416 8094
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 3685 423 490 3411 565 565
Pelican Bay 2010 1912 2114 2498 2870 2870 2870 2870 2870
TOTAL 22702 24897 20073 33916 39196 48277 52717 55994
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TABLE 7 - POPULATION GROWTH RATES

Area

SOONORAWNA

11

% of
Entity

0.2866
0.7134
0.8883
0.1117
0.4599
0.0284
0.0379
0.4455
0.0284
0.0986
0.9014
0.8122
0.1878
0.0072
0.0530
0.2261
0.2601
0.0992
0.3544

Entity
1990
Population

2169
2169
2803
2803
2322
2322
2322
2322
2322
234
234
1513
1513
9304
9304
g304
9304
9304
9304

Compound
Growth

Factor

1.0395
1.0395
1.0220
1.0220
1.0129
1.0129
1.0129
1.0129
1.0129
1.0300
1.0300
1.0340
1.0340
1.0352
1.0352
1.0352
1.0352
1.0352
1.0352

Population Equation
In the form of
y=%"1990 Population*GF*Number of Years

= 2866*(2169*(1.0395)* (Year-1990))
.7134*(2169%(1.0395)* (Year-1990))
8883*(2803%(1.022)* (Year-1990))
1117*(2803*(1.022)*(Year-1990))
=.4599%(2322*(1.0129)* (Year-1990))
=.0284%(2322*(1.0129)(Year-1990))
.0379*(2322%(1.0129)* (Year-1990))
44554(2322*(1.0129)* (Year-1990))
.0284%(2322*(1.0129)* (Year-1950))
=.0986*(234*(1.030)* (Year-1990))
=.9014%(234*(1.030)* (Year-1990))

= 8122*(1513*(1.034)* (Year-1990))
1878*(1513*(1.034)* (Year-1990))
.0072*+(9304*(1.0352)* (Year-1990))
=.0530%(9304*(1.0352) (Year-1990))
= 2261%(9304*(1.0352)4 (Year-1990))
=.2601%(9304*(1.0352)* (Year-1990))
=.0992*(9304*(1.0352)* (Year-1990))
= 3544*(9304*(1.0352)* (Year-1990))

nnnu
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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 galion per capita flow rate for daily average flows, and an average per capita
wastewater strength of 200 mg/l BODS5 (5 day biological oxygen demand) to be used in the absence
of site specific field gathered data.

The 1990 Tamrant Regiconal 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
reasaonable 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 = 100 gallons per capita day
Wet Weather Maximum 30 day average= 150 gallons per capita day
Peak Daily Flow= 200 gallons per capita day
Peak 2 Hour Flow= 400 gallons per capita day

WASTELOAD PROJECTIONS

Wasteload projections were based on an incoming flow of 200 mg/l of 5 day biological oxygen
demand (BODS), 200 mg/l of Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 30 mg/l of nitrogen and 10 mg/| 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 Caost Effective Wastewater Treatment Systems”. In all, these curves describe cost
data for various processes making up 228 of the maost 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/l BODS and 15 mg/l 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 S mg/l BODS, 5 mgAl TSS, 2 mg/I nitrogen and 1 mg/|
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.
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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 toc 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 Steel/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 C&M Costs
Plant Capacity 1996 §'s 1996 $'s
Areas Served (mgd)
Treatment Population Full Population Full Population Full Population Full
Plant Centers Watershed Centers  Watershe Centers Watershed Centers  Watershed
SCENARIO 1
1-Springtown Spr Spr, WUW 1.15 1.87] $4,838,521 $6,206,154 $1.68 $1.47
2-Reno DR AR, CUW 0.25 0.66| $3,824,693 $3,918,312 $2.30 $2.03
3-Azle Azl,PB,Sa Az, PB, San 4,66 4.66( $11,562,493 $11,562,493 $1.22 $1.22
TOTALS 4.91 5.32) $20,225,707  $21,776,959
SCENARIO 2
1-Reno Spr, DR Spr, AR, AUW 1.29 249 %¥5121,121 $7,525,948 $1.62 $1.38
2-Azle Azl,PB,Sa Azl,PB,San 4,86 4.66| $11,562,493 $11,562,493 $1.22 $1.22
TOTALS 5.95 7.15| $16,683,614 $19,088,441
SCENARIO 3
1-Azle All Cities  All Areas 5.48 5.79| $12,996,371 $13,527,265 $1.19 $1.18
SCENARIOC 4
Fort Worth Setvice All Cities  All Areas 0.0¢ 0.00 $0 $0 $0.62 $0.62
SCENARIO 5 Azle Setvice (50%) Spr, DR™* Spr, AR, AUW ™ 0.00 0.00 $0 30 $1.65 $1.65
Azle Service (20%) Spr, DR * Spr, AR, AUW ** 0.00 $0 $1.65
Azle Service (20*,PC only) Spr, DR* Spr, AR, AUW ** 0.00 $0 $1.65

NOTES:

1.) Total initial added capacity varies among scenarios depending on 75% for next upgrade.
2.) For Scenarios 4 and 5, O&M cost reflects contract treatment price.
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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 8 - PIPE FACTORS
(Total Cest includes Manholes, etc.)
TOTAL
Pipe Min Cost per
Size Grade Capacity L.F. @12'
(in dia) (fft) (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 0.00z20 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
38 0.0004 16.51 92.00
42 0.0004 20.12 S7.00
45 0.0004 2419 102.00
48 0.0004 28.73 107.00
56 0.0004 43.33 112.00
€0 0.0004 52.08 117.00
72 0.0004 84.70 125.00
84 0.0004 127.76 145.00
30P N/A €0.00
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CHAPTER VI - 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 capitai 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 Horn 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, 1896, published by the American Water Works Association Research
Foundation. This document was prepared by Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) and Alan
Plummer and Associates (APAIl) 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 scenaric was projected based
on the flow anticipated for each plant and cost factors published by APAI and Steel/McGhee. Again,
costs from Steel/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.

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 own and cperate 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 VIl - 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. [t appears that such action would not only
have cost benefits for sewer but a regional system would also allow growth and contrel of
wastewater in the area and heip prevent poliution 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 suppiies, 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 Wility 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. [f actual field conditions permit steeper grades, some runs may be able
to utilize smaller pipes by actual design.

TABLE 9 - PIPE FACTORS
(Totai Cost includes Manholes, etc.)
TOTAL
Pipe Min Cost per
Size Grade Capacity LF @12
(in dia} (ftAt) (cfs) (1296 §'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 1.88 47.00
15 0.0015 2.50 52.00
18 0.0011 3.48 57.00
21 0.0009 475 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 2418 102.00
48 0.0004 28.73 107.00
56 0.0004 43.33 112.00
€0 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 VIl - 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 (CPl) 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/Kimiey Horn 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 doiiars) 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 Steel/McGhee. Again,
costs from Steel/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 compenents 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
ptant.
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TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS

During each year and for each scenaric 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 1987 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 menthly 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 expansicns are assumed to be to the Ash Creek plant. [t 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 own 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 Azie for treatment.

Walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Study - Final Report - March 1997 - Page 42



CHAPTER VIl - 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 polluticn 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 [ater 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 controf 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 poliution 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 pericd and as limiting service
{o 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 siandpoint) 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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APPENDIX A - DOCUMENTS OF SUPPORT AND COMMENT

TEXAS WATER DEVELCPMENT 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 RESCOLUTION
(To be voted on after review of the final report.)
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William B. Madden, Chairman
Charles W. Jenness, Mentéer
Lynwood Sanders, Member

Noé Ferndndez, Vice-Chairman
Elaine M. Barrén, M.D., Member
Charles L. Geren, Member

February 11, 1897

Mr. Bob Salinas

City Administrator

City of Springtown

P.O. Box 444

102 East Street -
Springtown, Texas 76082

Re: Review of the Draft Final 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
TWODB'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 cf the Final Report on this planning project. Please contact Mr.
Gary Laneman, the Board's Contract Manager, at (512) 463-8082, if you have any questions
about the Board's comments.

Sincerely,

Tommy Kndwles
Deputy Executive Administrator
for Planning s

cc: Gary Laneman, TWDB : v
4! !s.' N

yon-
Our Mission 3K

&m‘m@ and responsible development of warer resources for the benefit of the citizens, economy. and environment of Texas.

P.O. Box 13231 » 1700 N. Congress Avenue * Austin, Toxas 78711-3231
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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 feasibiiity study. ,

2) All scénarios will incorporate ihe 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 efficient 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 lacking. Please detail which portion of the Walnut
Creek Regional Sewer Study area has been defined as the Eagle Moui..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 all scenarios or just
those for the Eagle Mountain Lake area.

8) 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
onpags 7.

VARPP\DRAFT\97483108.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 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 1s 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
(governing body of entity)

of Walnut Creek Special Utility District
(supporting eatity)

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 of regionalization
but only supports the concept of regionalization itself.

This resolution was (approved)(disapproved) this _11th day of  February ,1997
by the following vote of its governing members.
AYES NAYS
{In favor of resclution) (Cpposed to resolution)

James Johnson

Lloyd Sisk
Ray Smith

Jerry DeWeese

Michael Gilley

This vote is recorded as made this day.

. ‘%‘TM;& or Authorized Agent)
ATTEST: ; President

-t ’

¥ Secretary/ Treaswﬁer

Secretary/Treasurer
(TTTLE}
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PARKER COUNTY

Weatheriord, Texas 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, especialty 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 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 A6



IT IS THEREFORE ADOPTED, ORDERED and ENTERED into the minutes of
Commissioners Court this 10th day of MARCH, 1997.

=

BEN LONG
PARKER CO GE
DANNY CHOATE MACK DOBBS
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT # 1 COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT # 2
, VoTES "/QVE*é&/r/c’/rmeer/wj befoe C—“
= HORTON RENA PEDEN 7e7TrER HAS Shmed
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT # 3 COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT # 4

ATTEST:

QQMALU @’W\/

(EANE BRUNSON

COUNTY CLERK
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FEB-24-97 MON 10:03 AN Pl

Mayor: Lloyd Bailey l Council Members:
Ed Braun
Dale Carroll

Mayor Pro-Tem: Muatt Sisk
Kim McCann

O
Secretary: Regena Mecks Gity 0 R eu 0 \ Ned Pught

DATE: A~k 4,.57
TO: AJLQ.&-’
FAX #_54.3 — 7/3‘?

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER SHEET: <3

FROM: fe’ =V

REMARKS iﬂé&g - ﬁQ}O ra /}ls /?197[ /m[e,

IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION
PLEASE CALL:(817)221-2500 FAX # (817)221+3650

THANK YOU AND HAVE A NICE DAY!I!

M
174 W. Reno Rd. — Azle, Texas 76020 &  Phone (817) 221-2500 — Fax (817) 221-3650
Office Hours: Monday through Friday — 8:00 a.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
| 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 wastewster 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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FEB-24-37 MON 10:04 AM

NOW, ORE BE IT RESOLVED, by C H[((/ C’ﬂw{ L
of a4 aﬂ K&ﬂﬁ o '-
(apportiog #isey)

THAT we support the concept of wastewater regionalization for the Walmut Creek watershed and
that this resolution of support shail 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 resclution is not supporting a particular method of regionalization
but only supports the concept of regionalization itself.

This resolution was {approved)(disepprevedythis .5 dayof Eéﬁ (Mr“uac ,1997
by the following vote of its governing members.

AYES NAYS
(In favor of resolution) {Oppotad 10 resolution)

Natt SosK
r1

. . PG p
Lale (heéo/ ]

This vote is recorded as made this day. W Z - ﬁ

(Mayor or Asthorizad Agwal}
ATTEST;

@,_Z_}g 5%4“@) 4127,-

P.

3
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TARRANT COUNTY WATER CONTROL AND IMPROVEMENT

DISTRICT NUMBER ONE
800 East North Side Drive
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-1097
BOARD OF DIRECTORS Route 1, Box 1660
George W. Shannon, President Streetman, Texas 75859-9630
Victor W. Henderson, Vice President Telephene 903-385-3928
Charles B. Campbell Jr., Secretary FAX 903-389-7587
Hal S. Sparks 1
Brian C. Newby

RECEIVED FEB 2 4 1997

Februnary 21,1997

Teague Nall and Perkins
Consulting Engineers
915 Florence Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102
Attn: J. Kelly Carta, P.E,

Re: Walmit 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.
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/D %‘Q
Woody FrosSar
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 1ag7
February 18, 1997

* [— e 9 g 1997

J. Kelley Carta, P. E.

Teague Nall 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 concemns 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 DIVISION
THE Crry oF FORT WORTH * 1000 THROCKMORTON STREET * FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102
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Page 2
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 lefter as our support for some type of regionalization to solve wastewater
problems in the Springtown/Azle area.

Lfec C. Bradley, Jr. E
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

1. FORT WORTH IS NOT PLANNING TO SERVE AZLE BY 2006 OR 2016, BUT HAS A PLAN TO
PROVIDE SERVICE [F¥ NECESSARY OR MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL.

2. THE REPORT INDICATES THAT THE REGIONAL SYSTEM WOULD ONLY BE RESPONSIBLE
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 STATION 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 INDICATED IN SCENARIO 4A-3.11 MGD DESIGN FLOW IN 2002 WHEN
WALNUT CREEK 1S MOTHBALLED.

ACCORDING TO THE REPORT, FORT WORTH STAFF INDICATED 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 TC THE WET
WLEATIIER PROGRAM UNDER THE ET’'A ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER, FORT WORTH
DOES NOT AGREE THAT THESE IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE COMPLETED IN A
TIMELY 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 SITUATION,
IMPLEMENTATION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ONLY AS A LONG TERM SOLUTION.
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RR#3 Box 446 #1 Fish Hatchery Road
Lawisville, Taxas 75056-9720
ph. (972) 436-2215 FAX (972} 436-1402

US Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station
W Lewisville Aquatic Ecosystem Research Facility

FAX COVER PAGE

DATE: 6 Mar 97

SEND TO: Kelly Carta

FAX #: {(817) 336-2813
VOICE #:

FROM: Chetta S. Owens

Lewisville Agquatic Ecosystem Research Facility
RR#3 Box 446 #1 Fish Hatchery Road
Lewisvilie, TX 75056-9720

{972) 436-22156 FAX (972) 436-1402

# OF PAGES TO FOLLOW:

Memo:

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY - FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1897 - PAGE A16



B83/86/1997 15:17 9724361492 LAERF FALE gz

Lewisville Aquatic Ecosystem Research
Facility

RR3, Box 446

Lewisville, Texas 75056

(972) 436-2215

Mr. Gary Laneman

Texas Water Development Board Feb. 21,1997

1700 North Congress Avenne

Austin, Texas

78711-3231 RE: Walut Creek Regional
Wastewater Study
Springtown, Texas

Proj. No. SPR96219
Dear Mr, Laneman,

This letter is in support of the wastewster regionalization for the Wahmt Creek watcrshed to be
submitted to the TWDB on March 19,1997. TNRCC and the EPA, Region 6 are currently
developing a statewide watershed approach to managing the aquatic systems of Texas. The
regionalization of the Walnut Creek watershed would conform to the current ideas being
considered for the state of Texas.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Chetta Owens
Research Biologist
LAERF

RR 3, Box 446
Lewisville, Texas
75056
(972)436-2215
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SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE, INC.

316 BAILEY AVENUE, SUTTE 103 + FORT WORTIL, TEXAS 76107 - (817) 3327283
RECEIVED FEB 2 5 1q7

February 24, 1997

J. Kelly Carta, P.E.
Teague Mall & Perkins
913 Florence Street
Fort Worth, TX 76102

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

Dear Mr., Carta:

Save Eaple Mountain Lake; Inc. endorses the regional
wastewater treatment system concept as long as it does
not conflict with the Resplution adopted by the Texas
Water Eommission on January 22, 1986 (See attached).

However, proposals in the draft of the Walnut Creek
Regional Wastewater Study have not addressed water
quality impacts to Eagle Mountain Lake, both shart and
iong term. These studies must be done hefore we can
make an educated judpement about which scenario is
best for the Lahe.

We request that any wastewater treatment plan
developed will ensure compliance with S wmgs1 BODS, S
mg/l TSS, 2mp/1 total N, 1 mp/l total P pernmit
reqguirenents, as specified in the draft report.

THIS LETTER WAS APPROVED BY THE SAVE ERGLE MOUNTAIN
LRKE, INC. BOARD OF DIRECTORS BY A UDOTE OF 16 TO @ IN
A TELEPHOMNE VDOTE CONDUCTED ON FEBRUARY Z1 AND 24,
1997,

Sincerely,

Mack W. Wood
President, Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc.

Ha! Sparks - 1985-1984
Gilmore Lauderdale - 1987
Guy Rogers, Jr. - 1988

Carl C. Wilson - 1989-1990
Robent G. Bonham - 1991
Wynete Parchunan - 1992-1993
Reed Pigman, Jr. - 1994-1995

cc: Texas Water Development Board
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TEXAS WATER COMAISSIN

RESQUT ron

WHEREAS, ta Msuntain Laka zerves #s b primary source of dricking
witor $ad valuable precreatinad] roigurcey for nuatrous residentt of the

Tarrant County dven; amd
WERCAS, (acreating wridn davelopmant tan the Eugla Kauntafa Li3xe

" witershod has reivitad th aa {ncrassing nusber of aspllcations for permirs

©o ofcchsrge wista IR0 Figla Muntain Leke; and

. NNEREAS, tha Texas Watar Cammtasisn hic ruceived numcrovs lstters
2rom Todividual residants, citiien groups, sovarnssatil badies, ind elact-
wd officisls regarding their concarn for pratecting the watsr qualiry of
fagla Mountzim Lakagp and

. WIEREAS. Spadker &Ib Lawls, Semator lugh Pamasr, tue Tty Coundil of
fare Yorth, the CasmisSionsrz CZourt of Terrant Cousty, the S%Save Kagle
Mountain Laks citizanis associatica, sad the lake putharmily, Tiarrgac
Coumty Watar Control and Imdrovesent Dfstrict Ha. 1, Have )1 requetted 2
halt to ¢hy appreval of parmil resuests o dischargs wastowatar affluent
u-:.‘tﬂuuﬁ.:unuin Lake uat!l a wmter quality siudy his Bawn perfCrmed ea

ke

MHSREAS, the Tarrant County ¥atae fontedl asd laprovesant nutrﬂt::

Ha. 1 snd the 3Jave CZagit Moumiafa Lake Assoclitisn have soawmitied
perticipate with the Cesmission A 3 cheri-lesrw water acuality study of

Laglx Heuntala Laka: apd

wHEREAS, the Tesis nuﬁ :nmiss'l.u s Tully comsitiod e prevccting
the quality of £a0la Mpunta{n Like =ad 411 of aur Sgace's water resourcts.

/0 NOu, THEXEFORS,.BE 1T RESALVED BT TE TEXAS WATER COMAIZSION thut tha

__Comisiion Laadiatsly suspead the processing of anev applicatieas tor new

' parmits for waste discharge fats (sgle Maountata Like sad its tribytariss

within s alle of tha lake, pan ceaplesioa =Ff appropriata wstar
., quatity studies, fn erder ta asitst Commizgion ia 123 wmter qudlt{
It 13 thy {atention of the Commizgfion cha

parmitti{ng rexponsidilities.
this suspunsien wer apsly te panding spalicatians or applicaticos fer
Mgncment or reaswal of enigling wasts discrarge pmramits.

Sigaed this 28nd day of Jinvary, 1986,
TESAS VATER COMMISSION
L |

Lo dioptes

[
ng . LR

m.:z{.ﬁ':tgmmmv -

ATTEST:

. -] e

TEXRS JET, IMC.

P.

»
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T512 239 4444 TNRCC-Watershed

FAX TRANSMITTAL

@ool

DATE: _February 6, 1897 NUMBER OF PAGES fincluding this cover sheet): @

TO: Name Kelly Carta
Organization Teague, Nall, Perkins
FAX Number 817 336-2813

FROM: TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Name Clyde E. Bohmfaik
Division/Region WPA
Telephona Number 612 239-13158
FAX Numbar 512 239-4410

NOTES:

Kally:

| am concerned that | may have given you some erroneous information racently. When we
talked about the moratorium for wastewater discharges to Eagle Mountain Lake, | told yvou |
could not find anything about it, As 7t turns out, | should have lookad a little harder. Please
accept my apology for giving you the wrong information. | hope this does not create a
significant nor long lasting incanvenience for you. | know it can be frustrating trying to get
information from us and it does not help mattars when you ars given the wrong information.
This has also bean sant to Woody Frousard at Tarrent Reginnal Water District. He and | have
discussed this on tha phone.

To follow up on our recent telephone convarsation, | am sanding yau copies of the letter |
received from Save Eagle Mountaln and the resolution adopted by the Texas Water Commission
in 1986. As far as | have been able to detarmine 80 far, no one can say that the “studies” wera
ever finalized nor is there any evldence that this resolution has been rescinded or repealed or
whatevert is needed to get it off the bicoks, Sooocooo, apparently it is still in effect. | do not
know the procedura, but [ assume it couid be repealed by petitioning the TNRCC commissionsrs.

The resolution was provided to me by our Legal Division and you may want to contact Ms.
Margaret Hoffman. an attormey in that division at (512)239-0600 or Mr. Tom Waber, Acting
Director of the Agriculture and Watershed Management Division at (§12) 239-1072.

Data z/r/,-; I;aa'esb 3

Post-it® Fax Note 7671
Bl Goliars [ Mol Carn |
Ca.

Cnmapl-a"; .7‘ ‘&’-’:c Yousue - Ll
Shon ¥ 7 Phone # .- . ’ it

Fax ¥

Fax# o2 - 523 ~M
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SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE, INC.

316 BAILEY AVENUE, SUITE 103 - FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107 - (817) 332-7283

President January 20, 1997
Mack W. Wood
1st Vice President
Neil Kretzer
Mr. Clyde Baumfauk
2nd Vice President TNRCC
Carl C. tison P.0. Box 13087
Secretary RAustin, TX 78711
Jamle McNeill
. Treasurer '
Steven B. McKeever Dear Mr, Baumfauk:
Directors .
Cheryl Anderson One of our Board members, Betsy Schaffer, has
Dorcts E. Boerner asked that 1 write to you regarding the status of the
ﬁ:;kc?f:u:‘:"“ moratorium for no further sewage treatwent plants an
Sharon Davis Eagle Mountain Lake in Fort Worth, Texas. It is oy
Sue Horvison understanding that this moratorium was established in
Randall Kressler 1986&.
Neil Kretzer
Steven B. McKeever A .
Jamie McNeill Any information that you could provide regarding
E:e“;;mk this matter would be meost appreciated. Thank you for
Betsy SchafTer ’ your assistance.
Carf €. Wilson
Mack W. Wond
Penny H. Yost
Legal Counsel Bincersaly,
Wynege Parchman W (%/ .
Fyeeurtve Direcwor % J'
llze D. Knesnik Il1ze D. Knesnik

Executive i r
Past Presidents e Directo

Hal Spacka - 1983%-1988 .
Gilimure Lavderdasle - 1987
Guyv Rogers, Jr, + 19488
Curd C. Wikina - 19891990

- Roben G. Banham - 1491
Wynete Parchinan - 1992-1003
Reed Pigman, Jt - 1994-179%
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TRAAS WATER CONMISSION
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Eagls Mountain Lake serves as a primery source of drinking
witor and valuable recrcations) rescurce for mumerous residents of the
Tarrant County area; and

" WREREAS, {ncrmazing urtan developusnt in the £aglo Mountain Like
watershed hes rosulted In an incradsing numbor of appiications for permits
ta discharge masts into £agla Mountafn Lake; &nd

WHEREAS, the Texas Wnter Commissfon hos recefvad numerous letters

trom individua) resigents, citizan groups, gavarnmeatal badies, 8nd alect- .
ed officials regarding their concarn for protecting the water qualfty of .

Eagle Mountain Lake; and

WHEREAS, Spoaker Gib Lewfs, Serater Hugh Parmor, the City Council of
fort HWorth, the Commisslionsrs Court of Tarrgnt Couaby, the Save Eagle
Mountatn Lake cittzen's assezlation, &nd the lake authority, Tarramt
County Water Cantrol and Improvement District No. 1, have all requested 2
hatt to tha approval of permit requests to discharge wastewatar offluent
fﬂtn‘E:glc Mountain Lake until 2 vater quaiity study has besn parformad on
the lake; and .

KHEREAS, the Torront County Watar Control and Improvement Digtrict
Ho. 1} and the S5ave Eagie Moyntain itaka Assoclarion have combitted to
participata with the Comnission o & short-term water Quality study of
Eaglg Mountain Laks; and

WHEREAS, the Texat Hatar: Commission 1s fully committed ¢o provecting
the guality af £agla Mountain Lake end 311 of our SCate'c water resourchs.

HOv, THERRFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED @Y TUE TEXYAS MATER COMRISSICN that the
Cormission (mediately suspend the processing of new applicatiens for new

_,‘C;z permits for wasta ﬁfsahnrﬁn inte Eangu Hountata Lake and {its tributaries

within zne mile of the laka, pen h;g ecompletisn of appropriata water
quality studies, {n order to asaist the Commission In {33 water quality
parttittfng rasponsibiitties, It 15 the intention of the Comission that
this suspension rot opply to pending applications ovr applicatisns for
amandmant or reneval of ex{sting waste d{schargs permits.

Signed this 22nd doy of Janvary, 1985.
TEXAS WATER COMMISS)OH

PM 3,/?;@: »
UT HopR1As, Chairman

[
a1 ph ng, Cemmission

- w0 TavehVas, tovmrianey "
ATTEST: ‘
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Barry R McBee, Chairman
R. B. *Ralph” Margquez, Commissioner
John M. Baker, Commissioner

Dan Pearson, Executive Direclor

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Follution

February 10, 1997

Ms. Ilze 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:

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.

Sincerel

andall B. Wilburn,l)%o?"ﬂA

Water Planning and Assessment Division

cc: Woody Frousard
Tarrent Regional Water District

RBW/cb
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FROM CITY OF SPRINGTUWN 81 /o235 1Y
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pl/12/199a 17:22 8175943818

FRED CAUBLE OF CAUBLE HOSKINS ARCHITECTS MET WITH THE PARKER COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS COURT DURING THEIR REGULAR MEETING MONDAY MORNING TO
DISCUSS RENOVATION OF THE OLD POST OFFICE BUILDING FOR USE AS A COURTS
BUILDING. ALSO PRESENT WERE 43RD DISTRICT JUDGE JIM MULLIN, DISTRICT
ATTORNEY DON SCHNEBLEY AND DISTRICT CLERK LANA TIBBITS. CAUBLE
PRESENTED A FEASIBILITY STUDY ON THE PROJECT AND SAID THAT THE COURT
NOW NEEDS TO DECIDE WHAT - AND HOW MANY - COURTS WILL BE LOCATED IN
THE FACILITY. MULLIN SUGGESTED THAT THERE BE ONLY ONE ENTRANCE FOR
SECURITY REASONS. CAUBLE SAID, HOWEVER, THAT TWO ENTRANCES WOULD BE
NECESSARY DUE TO FIRE REGULATIONS. OTHER CONCERNS DISCUSSED WERE
HANDICAP ACCESS INTO AND THROUGHOUT THE BUILDING, EXTRA ROOM NEEDED
FOR YURY SELECTION IN CASE OF CAPITAL TRIALS, LOCATION OF BATHROOMS, AND
HOW TO ELIMINATE CONTACT BETWEEN PRISONERS AND THE PUBLIC CAUBLE
SAID THAT BEFORE HE CAN SHOW DETAILED PLANS, A DECISION WILL HAVE TO BE
MADE ABOUT HOW MANY AND WHAT KIND OF COURTS WILL BE NEEDED. THE

" COURT THEN WENT INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR MORE THAN AN HOUR TO
DISCUSS CONTEMPLATED LITIGATION WITH THE PARKER COUNTY HOSPITAL
DISTRICT OVER THE PAYMENT OF MEDICAL BILLS FOR INMATES OF THE COUNTY
JAIL. AFTER THE SESSION, THE COURY VOTED TO HAVE ATTORNEY ROBERT T. BASS

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

IN THREE WEEKS. BROOKES WORTHINGTON PRESENTED THE COURT WITH A
REQUEST TO PLACE A LIFE-SIZED STATUE OF A HORSE AND RIDER ON CITY OR
COUNTY PROPERTY TO RECOGNIZE THE ROLL OF THE CUTTING HORSE INDUSTRY
IN THIS AREA. HE SAID THE NATIONAL CUTTING HORSE ASSOCIATION HAS NAMED
PARKER COUNTY THE CUTTING HORSE CAPITAL OF THE U.S. WORTHINGTON SAID
THE FIRST PRESIDENT OF THE NCHA WAS RAY SMITH FROM PARKER COUNTY.
POSSIBLE LOCATIONS DISCUSSED WERE THE COURTHOUSE SQUARE, THE
COURTHOUSE ANNEX AND THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. THE COURT VOTED TO
TABLE THE REQUEST FOR TWO WEEKS. THE COURT ALSO EXPRESSED SUPPORT FOR
THE CREATION OF THE PARKER COUNTY UTILITY DISTRICT NUMBER ONE AS
REQUESTED BY TOM GENTRY AND BOB SALINIS OF SPRINGTOWN. A RESOLUTION
APPROVED BY THE COURT STATED "THE CREATION OF THIS DISTRICT WOULD
BENEFIT ALL THE CITIZENS OF PARKER COUNTY, THEREFORE WE ADD OUR SUP-
PORT TO THIS EFFORT." o
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RESOLUTION

KHEREAS, Eagla Mountain Lake serves us a primary source of drinking
witer and valuahle recreational resource for numerout residents of the
Tarrant County area; and

WHEREAS, Increasing urban devolopmont in the Eagle Meuntain Lake
watershed has rasuited in an increasing number of applications for permits
t3 discharge waste into Eagie Mountain Lake; and

WHEREAS, tha Texds Water Coomissfon hes recelved sumareus letters
¢rom individual residents, citizen groups, governmental bodies, and alect-
ed officials regarding their concern for protecting the water quality of
Eagle Hountain Lake; and

WHEREAS, Speaker Gib Lewis, Scnatar llugh Parmor, the City Councitl of
fort Horth, the Cemmissjonars Court of Tarrant Couety, the Save Eagle
Hountain Lake citizen's associatien, and the laka authority, Tarrant
Launty Water Control and Improvemant District No. 1, have all requested 2
halt to the approval of permit requests to discharge wastawatar cffluent

inte Eagle Mountain Loke until 2 vater quality study has been performed on
e take; and . ’

WHEREAS, the Tarrant County ¥ator Contrsl and lmprovement District
ta. 1 and the Save Eagia Mountain Laks Asscciatian hava cesmitted to

participate with the Commissisn in a chort-lerm water quality stvdy of
Eagle Beauntain (ake; and

WHEREAS, the Texas Water Commission t3 fully coomitiod to pretecting
the quality of fagle Mountain Lake and 311 of cur State's water rasources.

/‘Q NOW, THEREFORE,.BE IT RESOLVED BY THUE TEXAS WATER COMNISSION that the
// Cormission fmmadiately suspend the procrssing of new applications for new

A2

-

permits for waste discharge into Eagle Mountdin Lake and 1ts tributaries
within one mile of the lake, pending completion of appropriate water
quality studies, in ordar to assist the Commission fa {T3 water quality
parmitting respongibilities. 1t 15 the intention of the Commizsion that
this suspension not apply te pending applications or applicatfons for
amendnent or reneval of existing waste discharge permits.

Signed this 22nd doy of Jinvary, 1986.
TEXAS WATER COMMISSION

Foe stepb....

Pau] HaopRips, Chaiman

|"/ "J.Z / ﬁ e
alph #Oming, Lommissyon
4

ahhin U, Vuvchins, Conmissioner

ATTEST:

F
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SAVE EAGLE MOUNTAIN LAKE, INC.

316 BAILEY AVENUE, SUITE 103 - FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107 - (817) 3327283

President Janyary 23, 1997
Mack W, Wood .

1st Vice President
Neil Krezer

Mr, Clyde Baumfauk

2nd Vice President TNRCC
Carl C. Wlsom P.0. Box 13087

Secretary Austin, TX 78711
Jamie McNeill

Treasurer
Steven B. McKeever Dear Mr. Baumfauk:

Dﬁﬂmuwﬂmn One of our Board members, Betsy Schaffer, has
Doreas E. Boerner asked that I write to you regarding the status of the
Mark Bronson moratorium for no further sewape treatment plants on
Dee Cuetke Eagle Mountain Lake in Fort Worth, Texas. It is my
Sue Harvisen understanding that this moratorium was established in
Randall Kressler 1986.

Neil Kretzer
Sieven B. McKeever R
Jamie McNeill Any information that you could provide regarding
mg;mm this matter would be most appreciated. Thank you for
Doy Soater your assistance.
Carl C. Wilson
Mack W. Waood
Penny H. Yost
Legal Counsel Slncerely,
Wynene Parchman (?i o

Execuiive Director /I/é‘c .0

llze D. Knesnik Ilze D. HKnesnik

Executive Director
Past Presidents

Hal Sparks - 1985-19R6
Gilinore Tauderdale - 1987
Guy Rogers, Ir. - 10833

Carl C Wikson - 1989-1990
Robken G. Bonham - 1991
Wypete Parchaun - 1992-1993
Reed Pignwn, Ir. - 1994-1995
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and particuiars 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. Regionalization of wastewater treatment was also discussed. The new

autherity will continue to talk with other entities concerning further regionalization. An
altemnate 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 arrangsment 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 committes.

REVIEW ITEMS

5. Texas Review and Comment System. One itern was considered by the Council. The

City of Lipan has submitted a preapplication for funding from the USDA Rural
Development pragram 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. Canceliation 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 aptions, and the consuttant
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 alse have to negatiate a contract for the water with the Authority.

Upon moticn 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,
cther topics will be discussed at a future meeting.

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

NCTCOG Programs and Environmental Activities. Due to time consirainis, other
topics will be discussed at a future mesting.
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8. Schedule for Next Meeting of the Water Resources Council. The next meeting of
the WRC is scheduled for 10:0Q a.m., Thursday, March 13, 1897 at the NCTCQOG offices.

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

amuel W, Brush™
Manager, Envi@nr_‘_nehtal Systems

radcomiwigginswwrewming?02.doc
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City 81 Sahctuary

1920 Ash Creck Drive South
Azle, TX 76020

Phone (817) 677-3008
Fax (817) 677-3008

January 27, 1997

Mayor Tom Gentry
City of Springtown

Dear Tom,

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 we always receive in your city.

s~
Floyd E”Gall§way, Mayor
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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 fiow be allowed to return to Eagle Mountain Lake in order to be
reused for water supply sources. Tarrant Regional Water District also expressed
a desire to have flows returned to the lake

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 (passibly) Sanctuary populations.

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.

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

Additional appendices have been added to reflect the history of the study to
date.
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APPENDIX G - 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 MINUTES/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
NOTIFICATICN 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 HANDOQUTS
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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CITY OF SPRINGTOWN

Thomas Gentry, Mayor Bob Salinas Clarage "Doc" Dockery, Place 3

Don McBryde, Place 1 City Administraror Robert Wilson, Place 4
Al Swan, Place 2 Carl Moore, Place 5

ROTICE OF FUBLIC MEETING

Notice is hereby given that"on Coctober 29, 1996 at 7:00 P.M.
the City of Springtown will hold a Public Meeting, to be located at
102 E. 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 Regional Wastewater Study o©f the Walnut
Cresk Basin. The study is from the Research and Planning Funds,
not to exceed $30,000.00.

I, Cindy Hall, City Secretary, do heraby certify that said
notice of the above named maeting was posted on the bulletin board
of the City EHall of the City of Springtown, Texas, a place readily
accessible to the public at all times, on this the 25th day of
October, 1596 at D' 3% Atand remainded contincusly posted for at
least 72 hours immediately preceding gaid meeting and that said
meeting was posted in accordance with Chapter 551, Texas Government
Code.

L@ﬁi\l@m

]

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,

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY - FINAL REPORT-MARCH 1997 - PAGE C2
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19281996 4:55PM FROM CITY OF SPRINGTOWN 81752332179

Thomas Gentry, Mayor Bob Salinas Clarage "Doc" Dockery, Place 3
Don McBryde, Plaee 1 4 City Administrator Robert Wilson, Place 4
Al Swan, Place 2 Carl Moove, Place 5

ae 10, 28, 199
Kmbon of Pages 4 TNCUIDING COVER

KELLY CARTA CINDY HALL

BEMARKSL '
THIS LETTER WAS SENT 10 THE FOLLOWING- PERSCH (S) .

1. SAVE EACLE MT, LAKE, INC.
g2, DON SANDS, COMMIONITY LEADER, AZLE
- 3. CHETTA OWENS, LEWSIVIIIE ACUATYC ECCCYSTEM
4. 1ES XEEELE, COMMJINITY LEADER, TANGLEWOQD ALD. ~
5. WISE CO. WATFR IMP. #1
6. TARRANT OO, WATER #1
7. CITY OF AZLE
f. HARRELL WAIKER, CITY OF LAJUNTA
¢. CITY OF SANTUARY
10. CITY OF RENO
11, WISE CO. JUDGE
12. PARRER CO. JUDGE
13. WALNUT CREER (SUD)
4. 1O0RETTA MORKY
1 5. T™TNRCC
16, TX. WATER DEV. BOARD . )
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Bob Salinas Clarage "Doc" Dockery, Place 3
Clty Administrator Robert Wilson, Place 4
Carl Moore, Place 5

October 14, 1956

Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc,
Ms. Ilse Knesnik

3156 Bailey Avenue, Suite 103
Fort Worth, Taxas 76107

RE: Regional Wastewater Study - Scope of Service Meeting

D I !

DTS T
Dear Ms. Knesnik:

On September 19, 1996, the Texas Water Development Bcard
approved funding for a regional wastewater study for the Walnut
Craek Drainage Basin.

The study is from the Research and Planning Funds, not
exceeding $30,000.00. Throughout this fpllcatlon process your
City or organization has demonstrated an interest in this study.

A meeting has been scheduled for Tuesday, Ockober 29, 199¢ at
7:00 P.M. in Springtown, City Hall, lccated at 102 E. BSecond
Street. The purpose is to resceive input to develop a Scope of
Service for this engineering study.

Your input .is esgential for this study.  If you or your
rapresentative cannot attend this meeting, your written conments
-,-..are welcomed..  Either way, please contact Cindy Hall, Cicy

- Secretaryat’ ‘metro (817) 220-2006 to cenfirm your intent:.ons.
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I look forward to meeting with you on this vital study.

Sincerely.,

‘ | A
Thomas GentXy

Mayor

Tc/ch
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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
WALNUT CREEK SPECIAL UTILITY DISFTRICT
WITH GRANT FUNDING FROM THE
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD (TWDB)
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L WHY ARE WE HERE TONIGHT?

1.) Leam more about the study effort.

2.} Leam more about the watershed.

3.) Leam more about each other.

4.) Encourage cooperation and wnity in the study effort.

A great deal of information is already known about the watershed. Elements of
topographic information, 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
mare accurate or better suited than the information gathered. The collection of all this
information at the beginning of the study will help increase the accuracy of the results and
will benefit all those involved in the future construction and collection efforts which may
result from this study.

IIL. 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.

III. SPRINGTOWN

Springtown is located in northemn Parker County at the crossroads of Highway 199 and
F.M. 51. The city currently has a population of between 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 commumity, 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 forseesble future. (Increased federal environmental regulation and
problems with the plant caused the treatment to less than satisfactory in the early 1990's).
By the end of 1993, Springtown’s plant was reported to be operating at 75% of its desmg
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.

VL SEWER EXPANSION LOCATIONS

When Springtown began to look at the possibility of having to build a new plant, the
question was asked as to wherc would be the optimmm 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.

VIL. 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 covermg 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 commmnities 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 of Eagle Mountain Lake and provides its citizens with both water and
sewer service.

VII. 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 of Eagle Mountain Y.ake. However, urban sprawl is
starting to push Fort Worth against Azle and improvement of Highway 199 to a four lane
divided roadway is starting to entice industry and residences westward. Active growth in
the northern part of Fort 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 watershed 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 specified type of utility service in a specified area.)
Springtown applied for a CCN for the portion of the watershed not currently covered by
sewer CCN’s or fmumicipal 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 eligiblility and the CCN application dropped.

XI. EXISTING WATER CCN’S

In most rural areas, the avialability of water has generally been a greater concerm that the
disposal of sewer, This is evident when looking at the exhibits generated for this meeting.
Preliminary investigation has shown that the number of water CCN’s in the Walout 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 of Azle
10266 D-LUX Utility Company
10285 Wainut Creek Special Utility District
11061 Pelican Bay Utility Company, Inc.
11546 Community Water Supply Corp. Company
11719 Central Texas Utilities, Inc.
11950 Bradberry Water Supply Company
12397 City of Springtown

XIT. 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 commercial, industrial and typical subdivision residential in the
area. The existing sewer CCN’s are held by:

20022 City of Azle

XIIL. PRIOR STUDIES

A mumber 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 Improvement District Number 1, which resulted in the creation of Eagle Mountain
Lake controlled by TCWCID#1, 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 far 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#1 (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 westemn
shores. Although the study included Walnut Creek, only the very downstream end was
studied, primarily in relation to Azle. (See exhibit)

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
mvolved thusfar are listed below, and others are encouraged to join,

Texas Water Development City of Springtown Walnut Creek Special Utility

Board District

Texas Natural Resource City of Reno Wise County Water Control

Conservation Commission and Ymprovement District

Parker County City of Azle Tarrant County Water

Commissioners Court Control and Improvement
District Number 1
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Wise County Commissioners | City of Sanctua:ry Save Eagle Mountain Lake,
Court Inc.

North Central Texas Council | Commmity of La Junta A Number of Concemned
of Governments ' Individuals

XV. ENGINEER FOR THE STUDY

The City of Springtown, with the concurrence of the Texas Water Development Board, has
retained the engineering firm of Teague, Nall and Perkins, Inc. of Fort 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
mcluding 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 inchide 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 communities benefitted
2) Minimize the cost of sewer service to customers
3.)  Minimize the number of treatment plants in the watershed
4.) Minimize the enviromental impact to the watershed (i.e. the use of
beneficial wetlands for terciary sewer treatment, (polishing))

XVIL 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 all or part of four incorporated cities with the remainder made
up of rural and unmcorporated areas.
3)  Watershed empties in to environmentally sensitive Eagle Mountain Lake.

XIX. SPRINGTOWN FACTS

1.) 1990 Census Population=1740

2) Current Estimate = 2200

3) Current Land Area = Approx 2 square miles

4)  TWDB Most Likely Projected 2020 Population (TWDB) = 4638

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 Projected 2030 Water Usage = 582 acre-ft (519,540 gallons per day)

XX. AZIE FACTS

1) 1990 Census Population= 7665

2) TWDB Maost 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.))  Aze has existing plant which may be converted to a regional facility

X1 HOW YOU CAN HELP!

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 Concemns
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 of Entities
10.)  Subdivision Maps

)  Other Information
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TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MEETING NOTES
TO: All Attendeas PROJECT: Walnut Creek Regional Sewer Study
Springtown, Texas
NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. PROJECT # SPR 86219
MEETING INFORMATION:
DATE: October 22, 1996
TIME: 7:.00 p.m.
PLACE: Council Chambers, Springtown City Hall

PURPQSE: Posted Public Meeling for Phase | Organization to Discuss Scope of Project
ATTENDEES: S NG: PHONE #: EAX #:
Richard Smith Alan Plummer Assac. 817-284-2724

Loretta Mokry Alan Plummer Assac. 817-284-2724

Jerry Guillory City of Aze 817-444-2541

Darrell Riding City of Azle 817-444-2541

Dick Allen City of Azle 817-444-2541

Raoy Morris Paradise

Bill Pembrook Rady and Assoc./Kimley-Hom 817-335-6511 817-335-5070
Ed Braun City of Reno 817-221-2500

Ned Pugh City of Reno 817-221-2500

Wynette Parchman Save Eagle Mountain Lake

Car} C. Wilson Save Eagle Mountain Lake

Mack Wood Save Eagle Mountain Lake

Reed Pigman Save Eagle Mountain Lake

Tom Gentry City of Springtown 817-220-2006  817-523-3179
Al Swan City of Springtown 817-220-2006  817-523-3179
Don McBryde City of Springtown 817-220-2006  817-523-3179
Paul Bounds City of Springtown 817-220-2006  817-523-3179
Bob Salinas City of Springtown 817-220-2008 817-523-3179
Carl Moore City of Springtown B817-220-2006 817-523-3179
Les Keehle Tanglewood

Mark Ernst Tarrant County W.C.L.D. #1 817-237-8585  817-237-8563
Mark Berry Teague, Nall and Perkins B817-336-5773  817-336-2813
Kelly Carta Teague, Nall and Perkins B817-338-5773 817-336-2813
Gary Laneman Texas Water Development Board 512-463-8062  512-475-2053
Jerry Holsomback Walnut Creek S.U.D. 817- 817-

Lou Bridges Wise County W.C.1.D. #1 817- 817-

Bob Pruden Wise County W.C.L.D. #1 817- 817-

Carl Cax Wise County W.C.1.D. #1 817- 817-

Todd A. Durden Wise County W.C.1.D.#1/ Boyd 817- 817-

Chetta Owens U.S. Corps of Engineers/L ALER.F. 817- B17-

Also invited but not present were representatives from:

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

915 FLORENCE STREET
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102
817/336-5773
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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. Flease review and advise the note taker of
any carrections 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, Nali 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 appreach seemed to be a good option. Springtown then applied on
July 8, 1866, to the Texas Water Devsiopment Board for funding participation in a regional study.
Springtown alse 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 mesting 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. (Sese 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.1.D. #1, but these only
reached the far eastern edge of the watershed. Also, Azle has a Walnut Cresk 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 wauld be a focus of
the study due to effluent limitations into Eagle Mountain Lake. After the presentation, Mark
opened the floor far discussion.

7. Bill Pembrook, Rady and Asscciates -
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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TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

Q. Have preliminary treatment plant locations baen 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.
Obviocusly, the existing Azle plant at the downstream end of the watershed will be locked
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. Cf critical importance is what can be financed and paid for. Alan Plummer
used number of households served and cost per househgold 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
neeads 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 wouid include multiple plants?

Al 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.

8. Mark Emst, 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 pricr 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
regicnal board. This study will help to focus on the best future approach and how such
an approach can be implemented.

11. Beb 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 inncovative 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 l.ake 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 Nall 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 coilect the wastewater in an

interceptor sewer and flow it to the Jenkins Lift 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 sewsr problem will only get worse.
cC. 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 eventuai plan to collect all, or part, of the sewer in the watershed and send # to
Fart Worth will need to addressed but it cannct be presented as a single option due
to the jong lead time to accomplish. Data from the prior studies which address service
from Fert Worih 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 interasted 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. L.es Kuble, Tanglewood

Q. 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 aiso has projections. Each city and county has their own records and
projections. All will be reviewed and reasonable projections drawn from these sources.

Al 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 optlon

21. Mark Emst, Tarant County WCID #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 Nall and Perkins
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 meore 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 mestings on the 1st and 3rd Tuesdays
of each month.

C. TNRCC is now strongly advocating the beneficial reuse of wastewater and sludge.
24, Unrecorded Farticipant
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
C. Baob stressed the difference between the Walnut Creek basin (the geographic area of the
study) and the Walnut Creek Speciai Wility District (a water district serving the western
portion of the basin and extending west and north to Lake Bridgeport.)

26. , Save Eagle Mountain Lake
Q. How lang 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. Al Swan, Springtown City Council
cC. The North Central Texas Council of Government’'s Msetro 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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CITY OF SPRINGTOWN

Thomas Gentry, Mayor Bob Salinas Clarage "Doc" Dockery, Place 3
Don McBryde, Place 1 City Administrator Robert Wilson, Place 4
Al Swan, Place 2 Carl Moore, Place 5

November 13, 1996

Dear Committee Member:

As promised, Alan Plummer is sponsoring a tour cf the City of
Fort Worth Wetlands Demonstration Project on Thursday, November 21,
19%6 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 tc see you on November 21st.

Sincerely,

Bob Salinas
City Manager

Attachment

BS.1lpm

B
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“CITY OF FORT WORTH
WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT TOUR

Plummer Associates, Inc. is pleased to invite the City of Springtown and other parties
ﬁ:mdhwmméﬁhhw&ugﬁdmmﬂhﬁwﬁHmmeﬂmmMs‘
Demeonstration Project at the Fort Worth Nature Center and Refuge i.n northwest Tarram Coumty.
The tour will be conducted on Thursday, November 21, 1996, starting at 9 a,m. from the .
Tarrant Regional Water District’s Eagle Mountain Lake Office at 10201 North Shore Drive

(see map).
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Detcember 5, 1986

Teague Nall and Perkins, Inc.

915 Florence Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Attn: Kelly Carta, Project Manager

RE: Walnut Creek Regional

Wastewater Study
Springtown, Texas
Proj. No. SPR86219

Dear Mr. Carta:

The City of Springtown, along with Wainut 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, 7:30 p.m., Thursday, December 19, 1996. We will use this meeting to review
findings before compieting 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
systemn has the potential to not only benefit Springtown, but alsc Azle, Reno, Sanctuary, La Junta,
and other smali 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 concemns 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.
Sincerely,
J. Kelly Carta, P.E.
Enclosures: Meeting notes and handouts

Contact sheet
Questionnaire

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:
Average Daily  Average Daily % Residential
Population Customers Water Use Sewer Flow Development
1997
2000
2010
2020
2030

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:
Average Daily  Average Daily % Residential
Population Customers Water Use Sewer Flow Development
1997
2000
2010
2020
2030

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

QOther

Who should we contact for additional questions about your current wastewater operations or
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CONTACT LIST FOR WALNUT CREEK REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY [DRAFT)

M 1 F Lastn. St Thtie Organization Adldrt Addr2 Chy Etate 2ip Phons Fax
YesZ Loretta Moy Alan Plummer and Associates, inc. 841 Wast Michs)l Strast Adlingten __{Toxan 16013 817.461-1491_ JA17-860-3339
Yes_, Riehard Smith Alan Plummer and Assoclates, Inc, TAZ4 Mosiar View Court Fort Worth {Tems 76118 817-284-2724 | 817-589-0072
— Mr. iBradbesry Oviny. Bradberry Water Supply Company P. 0. Box 206 Boyd Tevus 78023
BRly Gresn President Cenirai Texas Ulilitles, Inc. P_ 0. Box 136668 Fot Worth [ Texay 73136 817-237-8428 [ 817-237-8217
Yes'r Dk Allsn Chy of Azls @13 st Parkway Azt Toxas 16020 BA7-444-2641  FA97-444-TORD
YH'Ti Darrell Riding Direcior of Publis Woilks Cly of Arla 613 Soulheasl Pariway Azle Texaa 76020 BT-444-2541  1817-444-T088
A~ Shirley Bradiey Mayor Chy of Azie 613 Parkway Azie Texas 76020 |317-444-2541 ln?-«woau
Yed X Jarry Guillory A::thj Chy Manager City of Azie 013 Soulheast Parkway Ale Texas 76020 B1T-444-2541 817-444-7088
ol |Jm seanlin CRy of Fort Warth 1000 Theockmorton Strast FetWorth |Toas te11p _la7-871-8203 lm-m-u 85
= lany Hesten Mayor Chy of Pelican Bay 1300 Patican Crcle Azie Teias 19021 __1A1-4440204 [mirdasras
Yes_ Ned Pugh CHy of Rano 174 West Rono Road AZle Toas 76020 817-221-2500  JA17-221.3550
— | Jopd Bakey Mayor City of Reno 174 West Reno Road Azie Tonus 76020 |817-221-2600 ]817-221-2650
| Yea(D) Ed Sraun City of Rena 174 West Reno Road Axle Taxse 16020 817-221-2600  |A{7-221-3650
o Floyd Gallona Hayor City of Sanctuary 2017 Dorothy Lane 1Azl Tes 76020 817-6717-3008 | 847-677-3008-"51
You ™ Qon McBryde Council Msmbet City of Spri P.0. Box 444 102 Enst Second Si lown | Texas T6082-0444 |317-823-4834  |B47-523-3178
Yes > Paul Bounds Director ot Pubik Walks City of Sptingtown P.0. Box 444 102 Eagt Second B Toxas J6082-0444_JA17-522-4834 In17~523-3119
Yes Bob Sallnas Ciy Administrator City of Springtown 5.0 Box 444 102 Eust Sacond Spein, Toxas 750820444 |817-523-4834  |B17-623-3179
Yes Tom Gentry Mayor City of Springtown P.0. Box 444 102 East Second | Bpringiown {Texas 76082-0444 |817-623-4834  |817-823-3179
}1; Rabart Wilson Counc!l Membat City ol Spring P.O. Box 444 102 Enst Second Springt Toxas T082-0444 | B17-523-4834  |817-623-3179
¥ Cant Moore Council Member | City of Springtown £.0, Box 444 102 East Sscond | Bpsinggtown [Texas 76082.0444 {317-52342%4  [817-523-3178
Y A Swan Mayor Pro-Tem Ciy of Spring PO, Box 444 102 Evat Second | Speingtown [Teuas Jsokz-0844_|B17-623-4234  |817.623-3179
< Doc Dociary Cauncll Member CRy of Springtown P.0. Box 444 152 Eavt Secord | Springtown |Texas 15082-0444 {B17-523-434  [817-823-3178
- Darls | Hoiytield [ ity Water Supply Corp. Company 12190 Liverly School Road Azle Texas 76021 B17-444-2112
m Walker Hasrell Gommuntty Leader Communky of La Junta
Ownat D-LUX Utiity Campany 3309 Winthrop, Suka 57 Fort Worth_{Texas 76116-5600 _|817-737-4300
[47] Michael Easttand Executive Direclor Narth Ceniral Texas Councll of Govemiments 615 Bix Flagy Dive Allington | Texas 76011 817-840-3300 | 517-640-7806
Yed Ry Morris Parsdize
— Ben Long County Jud Parkog County Commissionera Gourt 1 Courthouse Eguare Weathedold] Tacss 16086 817-595-6391 | A17-69A-8109
Rena Padan C 158l Precinct 4 Parkes Counly Commissioners Covrt 1Ci Squars ffor Texas 760488 B17-509-6581  [917.594-3176
' Gane Thomason, (Owner Palican Uthity Company, Iac. 1743 Pelican Oval A2ln | Towan 76020 817-444-2082  |1817-444-2582
Yes 11 8N Pambrsok |PE. Project Manag Rady and Assoc / Kirmley Hom 210 Callles Street Fort Worth | Texas 701022542 [817-334-6511_ [817-333-5070
Yeus Catl Wilson Director Save Eagle Mountain Leks, Inc 318 Baley Avsnue, Suls 103 Fort Worth | Texas 78107 817-332-7283
A Mack Woad President Sxw Engle Mountain Laks, Inc, 316 Balley Avenus, Suke 103 Fort Worth_[Texas 76107 817-332-7283
Yes Wynetta f \ Legal Council Save Eagle Mountain Laks, Inc. 318 Balley Avénus, Suke 103 Fort Worth | Texas 716107 #17-332-7283
h( Reed Pigman, Jr. |Droctor Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Ins. 318 Balley Avenue, Suke 103 Fort Worth _|Texas 16107 817.332-7283
Yes U Lés Keebie Ci ity Leater Tang Additlon 2317 Hickorywuod A2y Texaw TEOZ0 A7-221-1332
yedD Mark Ernst M.S. RS, |Waler Quatity Manager Tsmant Reglonat Water Divtrict 10201 Nexth Shore Drive Fort Wexth | T J6135-8370 |A17-237-A5A8  |817-237-8563
Yes™, Keily Carta BE, IProject M: Teague Nail and Perking, Inc, 915 Florance Strest FonWorth |Teas 76102 8417-338-6173  1817-236-2813
Yes | Imark B RE |Peincipal Teagua Nl and Perkins, inc. 815 Florence Street Fort Worlh m 76102 8173388773 1817-336-2813
E Lin Zhai Manager, Enlorcomant Secllon [Texay Natural Resource Consevation Commission_{P.0. Hox 130!!7| Mall Code 149 | Austin Texas 78711-3087 ]512-238-85680 512-239-6972
% Albert Holck Water Uititky Rates and Seovices{ Tenars Natural R C ration C: L P.Q, Box 13087 Austin Taas 78711-3087 |612-238-6660 }512-230-6972
(@] Carotyn L. |Britfin Chief, Regional Planning and P {Texas Watar Development Board P.0. Box 13231, Capttal Station | 1700 North Congress Avenus | Austin Taas 78711-3231_|6512-463-7847 | 512.475-2053
Yes Gary . |t P.E. Planning Divislon Texas Water Devslopment Board F.0. Box 13231, Capitai Station | 1700 North Congress Avenus Austin [Taas 78711-3231_|612-463-8062 [E512-475-2083
Ye Chetta Owens U.5. Army Corpa of Engineers LAE.R.F. R.R 3, Box 448 Lowinvils | Texas 75038 972-435-2215 _ |972-438-1402
YedO Jatry Holsomb Ganeral Mamager Walnul Cresk Spacial Utaty District P.0. Box 637 Springtown [Taas 76082 817-220-7707 | A17-220-7707
L.D. MeDonald County Judge Wise County Commiaxioner Court Decatur Teas 76234 B17-627-5743  §817-627.6404
12“ Cal Cox Board Membar Wiss County Water Contrul and Improvement District] 1203 Halaall Strast P.O. Box 303 Bridgeport |Taxas 76426 817-883-2020
Ye§> Bob Pruden Wise County Watsr Conbrol and Improvament District| 1203 Halse |l Street P.C. Box 303 Bridgepert | Texan 16426 817-683.2920
Yeb)]  |Todd Dutden Wise County Water Control and kmprovament District] 1203 Haissil Strest P.O. Box 303 it | Towmn 76428 |a17-683 7020
?:I ' Loy Bridges Praskdant Whe County Wate Control snd improvement Biatrict! 1203 Halesll Strest P.O, Box 303 it} Toms 76428 317-683-2020
S |Eddie Cheatiam |P.E. Princlpal Cheatham & Azsociaten, Inc. 1801 €, Lamar Bivd Adin T 76011 |=17-588.0608 | 817-266-85
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TEAGUE NALL 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: December 18, 1996
TIME: 730 p.m.
FLACE: Councii Chambers, Springtown City Hall
PURPOSE: Posted Public Meeting to Discuss Initial Preliminary Findings
A DEES; REPRESENTING: PHONE #:
Loretta Mokry Alan Plummer Assoc. 817-461-1491
Darrell Riding City of Azle 817-444-2541
Jim Scantan City of Fort Worth 817-871-8203
Bill Pembrook Rady and Assoc./Kimley-Horn 817-335-8511
Tom Gentry City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Al Bwan City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Bob Salinas City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Robert Wilson City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Clarage Dockery City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Mark Ernst Tarrant Regional Water District 817-237-8585
Kelly Carta Teague, Nall and Perkins 817-336-5773
Chetta Owens U.8. Corps of Engineers.A.E.R.F. 972-438-2215
Meeting Notes:
1. Second formal public meeting. Purpese of this meeting to discuss prsliminary input and findings
to be used for draft report.
2. Had participants stgn the sign-up sheet. {See above)
3. Kelly Carta distributed preliminary inputs, calculations, and populzation data for all to review.
4. Only Springtown and Azle have retumed 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 Warth extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) extends to Sanctuary.
7. Teague Nall and Perkins requested ETJ maps from Azle and Fort Worth. Azle has “agreed to”

boundaries for most of their ETJ.
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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.

8. Meeting Adjoumed.
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TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MEETING NOTES
TC: All Attendees PROJECT: Wainut Creek Regional Sewer Study
Springtown, Texas
NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. PROJECT #: SPR 86218
MEETING INFORMATION;
DATE: January 8, 1987
TIME: 7:00 p.m.
PLACE: Lake Country Club, Board Room
PURPOSE: Save Eagle Mountain Lake Board Meeting
ATTENDEES: REPRESENTING: PHONE #:
Loretta Mokry Alan Plummer Assoc. 817-461-1491
Frank Crumb City of Fort Worth 817-871-8243
Bill Pembrock Rady and Asscc./Kimley-Horn 817-335-6511
Bob Salinas City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Mark Emst Tarrant Regional Water District 817-237-g585
Kelly Carta Teague, Nall and Perkins 817-338-5773
Mack Wood Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Betsy Schaffer Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Carl Wiison Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Cheryl Anderson Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Steven McKeever Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Dercas Boemner Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Mark Bronson Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Dee Cvetko Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Sharon Davis Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Carol Godbey Save Eagle Mountain Lake B817-861-7133
Sue Harvison Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Randy Kressler Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Neil Kretzer Save Eagie Mountain Lake 817-8561-7133
Mike Muncy Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Duke Palmer Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Reed Pigman Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Penny Yost Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
llze Knesnik Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Meeti otes;
1. Bob Salinas, Springtown City Administrator, gave a presentation to the full Save Eagle Mountain
Lake Board. |
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3.)

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. 1t 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 (Azle 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 humber 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 Disfrict can control septic systems within 2000 feet of the lake and
effluents within & miles of the lake. However, a regicnal wastewater district could regulate the
whole Walnut Creek Watershed.

d.) Mark Emst, Tarrant Regional Water District, was asked about the effect of effluant 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 bensficial to have the effluent quantity of water
retumed 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.} Couid the effluent from a regional plant be pumped back up Walnut Creek for release sc that
it could be “cleansed” by the creek?

Yes, but not without great expense. This approach woutld 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.

The presentation portion of the meeting ended and all non-SEML participants were dismissed.
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@U TEAGUE NALL AND PERKINS

C O N S U LT 1 N G ENGINEERE
January 15, 1897

Teague Nall and Perkins, Inc.

9815 Florence Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Attn: Mark Berry

RE: Walnut Creek Regional

Wastewater Study
Springtown, Texas
Proj. No. SPR96219

Dear Nr. Berry:

This ietter is to inform all parficipants of the next scheduled meeting regarding the Wainut Creek Regional
Wastewater Study. This meeting 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 €8), we have decided not
to distribute individual copies at this ime. Instead, we are sending advance copies to the representatives listed
below. Other individuals are askad to share these copies. If this causes a major inconvenience, please call
me to discuss additional copies. Copies will be sent out, or hand delivered, either late this week or Monday.

Draft Distribution;
Loreta Mokry, Alan Plummer and Asscciates, Inc.
Darrell Riding, City of Azle
Frank Crumb, City of Fort Worth
Billy Heaton, City of Pelican Bay
Lioyd Bailey, City of Reno
Floyd Gallaway, City of Sanctuary
Bob Salinas, City of Springtown
Michael Eastland, North Central Texas Council of Gavernments
Danny Choate, Parker County Precinct 1
Eill Pembroke, Rady/Kimley-Homn
Mack Weoad, Save Eagle Mountain Lake, inc.
Mark Ernst, Tarrant Regional Water District
Kelly Carta, Teague Nall and Perkins
Lin Zhang, Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
Gary Laneman (7), Texas Water Development Board
Chetta Owens, U. S. Army Carps 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 Asscciates

Should you need additional information, please call me.

Sincerely,

) %Y i

J. Kelly Carta, P.E.
P\SPRO621\DOCS\LETTER2.FRM

2001 W. IRVING BLVD.
915 FLORENCE STREET IRVING, TEXAS 75081
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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 toc 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 tonight's 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 (which we have called ‘scenarios’), were studied
for a 30 year planning peried from 1997 to 2027. The first scenario was for three
wastewater treatment plants (WWTP'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 WWTP'’s, one in Reno to serve Rena, Springtown and
unincorporated areas and another in Azle to serve Azle, Sanctuary and Pelican Bay. The
third scenario was for an upgraded WWTP in Azle to serve the whole region. The fourth
and last scenario was for the region tc 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 synchrenized 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.

Alsa since the publishing of the draft report, the City of Fort Worth has contacted TNP tc
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 Warth 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 Warth 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 alsc 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 Parfial Full Partial Full Partial Full

Scenario 1 ‘
Springtown  $11,244,808 $22,078,221 $63.70 $77.21 5372 8685 2.50 3.60
Reno $2,794,843 $5,380,133 $188.76 $86.09 670 3053 0.25 086
Azle $34,097,169 $34,097,168 $32.03 $32.03 23917 23917 6.40 6.40
TOTAL $48,136,820 $61,555,623 $41.36 $47.67 30159 35685 9.15 10.66
Scenario 2
Reno $14,537, 410 $30,075,821 $70.73 $75.18 6222 11748 2.67 4.42
AZe $34,097,1658 $34,097,169 $32.03 $32.03 23917 23817 6.40 6.40
TOTAL $48,634,579 $64,172,990 $40.02 $456.25 30139 35665 9.07 10.82
Scenario 3
Aze $48,734,158 $53,539,188 $37.80 $39.82 30146 35281 8.78 t0.57
Scenario 4
Fort Worth $34,329,556 $48,300,011 $22.94 $26.38 30135 35573 0.00 0.00
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Year Acthity

1007 Silart Program

1003

1893

2000

200

2002 New 1,29 Mant, Add Uines fa b8, 10
2003 Add SS Line 17

2004 Taka Existing Spdngiown Plant Off-Line
2008

2006

2007

2008

2008

2010

201t

2012

2013

2014

2015

2018

617

2018

2018

2020

20

2022 Add 1,32 mgd fo plant
2073

2024
2025
2028
2027
TOTALB for Planning Psriod {108T - 2027)

2042

CalcufaBiony reprosant new sxpendfures ohly.

Sceanario 2 - Plant 1 - Partial Option - Downtown Reno/Springtown

Plant ot susterh sdge of Rano 15 serve Dowsiown Rene and Upringtown

Pant

(mgd)

[ F.:]
028
028
L F.:]
o2
1.55
1.83
1.28
129
1.2¢

267

7%

Aug

Trigger Populado  Daly
Capaclty Capaclly Sarved Flow

{mgd}

0.20
b.zo
0.2
020
0.20
1.18
1.18
D.67
0.87
0.87
087
087
n.g7
LR
0.07
0.07
.97
o087
087
0.57
0.87
[X: 14
o.a7
047
o.e
200
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
Avg=

200

(peopie)  (mad)
2048 0.28
2957 2.30
3074 0.31
s L
5321 [EL]
3820 (%1
4440 D44
4384 0.48
4754 048
4820 048
50933 [ X1}
521 0.5y
5437 DS
30%0 D30
5849 Daa
8037 113
8272 283
8465 085
827 0.67
2908 0.7¢
218 o
4T 0.15
T 0.7
anze D.20
838 n.a1
2917 0.86
3830 0.k
255 083
850z o068
o942 088

12305 1,03
(]3]
7 1.78

Preaent Vatue (in 1598 dollars) of all cosfs during planning perod {1887-182T) =

Design

Flow
{mge)

043
LEL)
b.45
[ 2]

1.%
144
148
1.83

207

Inflaion Interest
Rate Rate
4.00% L.00%

Captal Costs Capltaj Costs  Totat
Treatment  Collacon Cupital
Coals

Piand
(5 1696)

=

rgegregegseegeeeusningysy

$5.121,

$3.203,7

L-R-%- k-0

$10.424 843

H4L,HT 410

System

($1286)  (51006) (¥ Fuduwe)

Zpeere
Enrsne

8,421,
$420,888  $420,608

2
2

BRLrEBELERELBEBBELE

232 - h-h -2 2 - 5:F:4-R-5-0:-F:4-3-2-5-F %

L35 % %

Loan
Term
(Yeafs)
20

Tolat
Capital
Cosis

0

-]

0

0

I

$11,020,748

$581,381

$0

0

$0

0

0

)

0

o

-]

0

$0

-]

o]

§0

@

$0

-]

0

G4

$8,300.742  $14,704.4

bR -%-4-%-1

H,72e008 45181400 $27 00671

Capltal
Recovery
Factor
0.10%

1967-2027
Annualized

Capital
Costs

§1,487 882
wdizan

&M
Cotl Pex
1000 Gallons
62

Aot
OfM
Cost

(Stuaure)

$263,307
345,400
8]
400,122
$430,062
$482,574
460,044
337,214
$578,.402
$a22,.002
$870,787
iR 12
$TI0,0T1
$838,081
802,702
$072.570
F1,047,810
§1,128,080
$1,210,481
$1.30,880
SLAIZ 108
$1,522,531
$1841,013
$1,786,822
1,808,705
2,035,404
24 A08 53¢

Total

Cosl
(honw)

$1,634,Tt8
$1,819,011

12,610,380
$,020.220
3,130,885
3,206,504
£3,404,387
£3.501,148

Pessont
Por
Housshold
254

Aol Annual

Cost Cost  Momidy

Par Por  Houaslwl

Capita Heusshal Cosi
(Shubure) (Shubuce) (Fiure)
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Scenario 2 - Plant 2 - Azle

Plant at Azie Ash Creek to serve Azle, Pelioan Bay and Banciusry
Assurnes Walnut Creell Plaxt Talen Out of Bervics of used by Reno/apringtown (Option)

Loan Capint oM Persons
nflatien Intesest Torm Recovery Cost Per Per
Rala Rale {Years) Factor 1000 Gallons Hoersehold
4.00% 8.00% il 01018 122 284
Anmual  Anreai
7% A Capital Costs Capital Cosly Total Tolal 1887-2027 Apnual Total Coxt Cost  Monily
Plard  Trigger Populatic  Daly Design  Treatment Collection Captial Caplial Anmualized DEM Annual Pear Per  Househol
Capacily Capaclty Sened  Flaw Flow Piani Syslem Cosis Costs Capital Cost Cosl Capita  Househnl Cost
Yoar Actuty (mgd)  (mgd) ({peaple) (mgd)  (mpd) (5 1690} (% 1005) (1080} (8 Futre) Costs ($irtro) (Shubura)  (Suture) (Slubie) (Biuhure)
1997 Btart Program 174 1M 11883 1.18 172 0 30 $0 0
1508 Add Lines 1,2,83 (Sancl., P.B. ETJ) 1,14 .31 14544 145 218 $0 171500 $ITIIEDD  $4.040.428 31901840 700,400 82,802,130 e $434 9197
1600 174 L% ) 15052 1851 22 0 L] 0 0 §1.001840 4743 067 55, s Mk R
2000 1.74 w 15578 1.58 M $0 0 0 §0  $1,001,348 $511,308 2,713,154 T4 HE 8847
2001 114 1 18122 104 242 $0 ] $0 $0  $1.801.840 4T R75008 $172 ST R84
2002 Add 4.58 mgd, Mothbalt W.C. B.40 450 18885 187 250 $11.562,483 0 $11,552.483 $14.8302¢2  §1,001,840 £340,112  §2,84%,788 110 437 Hem
2 B.4D 4.30 17288 1R .58 30 0 L] $0 §1.001,840 $LO1,87D  §2.013,828 $168 E2r- T~ |
2004 8.40 430 17N 170 268 $0 30 $0 $0  §1.80(.640 $1.086,118  $2.000,764 187 25 R
2008 640 450 1008 1,85 2 $0 30 % 30 §1,001840 $1,172250 $3,073,880 4108 2z Bsu
2008 8.40 450 1e 1.0 27 0 0 0 $0 51,001,840 12812 118,020 $168 $420  $4.00
2007 840 480 {8210 1,08 287 0 ©w ® $0 5180184 $1,368,044  £3,260,883 488 -S43 - B
2008 a4 480 20503 2,08 3.08 $0 o 0 0 §1,801,648 $1,481,708  §3,263,388 $184 7 B
2009 X1 480 21218 2,52 118 0 0 0 0 $1,001,646 $1,570.288  $L.474.057 $164 416 400
080 a.40 «80 21980 220 E -] 0 30 0 0 $1,001848 $15883,386  §3,505 035 $154 $418 ey
201 e4dc 480 22544 225 338 (] $0 30 $0 1,801,849 $1.807,052  §3,700,601 $185 412 BMM
2012 B.40 430 232M4 .32 349 %0 30 20 3 $1.801.848 $1.937041  R.0,490 $188 $420 83408
2013 8.40 480 23848 2.8 350 50 0 0 $0 31,001,840 20677330 $3978,070 $188 [ 7v 2 ~T R
2004 840 4.80 24383 2.47 Ry $0 -] ®0 0 $1,001,848 R227,140 84,128,788 $187 23 $Bad
2005 6.40 480 25454 2.55 342 ] 0 80 0 31,801,848 $2388,047  $4.260,609 $108 M2 Q887
2018 B.40 480 26248 282 84 %0 0 0 0 $1.601640 2,500 888  §4,462.8M $110 R NeA
2017 8.40 4.80 27087 2n 4.00 ] 0 ] % §1,801,840 $2,740,552  $4,843,201 L3714 B 383
2018 B.40 4.80 21me 2.7 4.10 0 30 0 0 $2,048,013 32,948,013 $108 2688 R2.M
2010 840 4.50 28783 2,88 4.2 ] -] 0 $0 $3,160,308  §3.180,008 3116 7N 22
2020 B.40 d.8¢ 20704 2.7 448 0 ] ] 0 43,100,554 $3,380, 554 $1i4 280 2490
2021 8.40 4.50 30846 3.08 4.80 $0 L $° %0 $LIT0%58  $3007.035 $110 302 8013
2022 8.40 480 sm 38 474 ] $0 $0 $3,800,185  $3,080,185 12 $14 2813
2023 8.40 480 32574 3.28 4.0 ] $0 $0 0 $4,102,048  §4,102048 si2e 028 7.8
2024 8.40 4.80 33509 3.38 504 $0 $0 $0 0 $4,486,600 $4,488.803 1M $30 S22
2025 8.40 4.80 348381 347 520 30 »n $0 30 $4,813,522  $4,013522 $138 $5)  s20.0
2026 540 480 8750 13 138 $0 0 0 ] 3,164,813 $5,164 313 $144 67 830.57
2027 g6.40 480 G888 1.69 553 0 0 30 o] $5,542,317  §5,542,317 $150 [~1- I A [
TOTALE for Planning Period {007 - 2827) Avgs 21y 1802403 §L,7I6,000 $IN208880 BMRATO ST IM.032874 W10 Avemgs fn
2042 8.40 480 42a88 .27 .40
Prasent Valte (in (806 dolinrs) of a¥ costs during planning period (1897-1027) = $34,097100

Caladations reprasent new sxpensires only.

JAN 25 19
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Scenario 3 - Plant1 - Partial - Regional Eagle Mountain Lake - Without County and Greatsr Reno

Plani wt Exgle Mounialn Laka to Inttalty serve Azle, 8pringtewn, "dawstown™ Rawo, Falisun Bay and Sanstusry, Parker County watershed and the rest of Rele fo ba phassd in af a inter date.
£xlwting plants ln springlown and Azle o be Insorporaied and/or phased out.

Loan CapHal (o210} Peraons
nfintion nterast Tarm Recovery Cost Per Ber
Rate Rata (Yearn) Factor 10060 Gatlons Hoapsenold
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1018 1.18 .54
Annuat  Anhual
T8% Ag Capltal Cozts  Capiial Costs Tols Totat 18972027 Anniaal Total Gost Cost  Monthly
Plant  Tigger Populaifs Dsly  Design  Treatmerd  Collecton  Caplial Capttal  Aanualized [ 117} Awnal Pur Per  Househel
Capacly Capacly Swved  Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capiial -~ Cost Cost Capta  Howsshol Cost
[Year  Actlly (mgdy  (mgd) {people) (mgd)  (mgd) (3 1008} (8 1996) (% test) (5 Fuiun) Costs (Shuhrs) (Shrte)  (Sutwre) (Suhr) (Sukwe)
1897 Btart Pragrem (Speingtown/Adie) 2.00 180 14608 147 220 0 0 ] 0
1898 Add Unes 1,23 (P.E, Sancl,ETJ} 2.00 1.50 17563 178 284 0 BTS00 TS0 0420 2T7HHMC 320,384 3905504 8204 S8 - 4314
1889 2.00 1.50 16233 182 14 0 3 # 0 150,010 $200,83F  §3,640.048 200 $H0E 84237
2000 2.00 1.80 18808 188 2 0 0 30 §$0 52,750,010 $880308 R.718.217 $187 $800 §41.88
2001 2,00 1.50 19587 180 284 $0 $a ] 0 $2780810  §1,003,08%  §),764.002 $1i84 $492  $41.00
2002 Add 5.48 mgd Plant, Add Lines 4,34,80.2,10 TA48 481 20017 2.1 313 $12.000371 $.715,088 $17.771,408 $22428578 §2.750,010 $1,162,88  $1.011,90 18 14 $38.47
2003 Mothball Springtown and WC Plants, Add Line § as 4.52 21881 218 3.2 k] 883 $420,588 §$501.301 32,750,010 §1.251,208  §4,010217 18 485 A7
2004 a0l 452 22¢e8n 21 340 ] $0 0 0 $2,750,010 $1. 47852 64,108,561 sat e $MM
2005 8.03 4.52 247 233 352 b $0 ® 0 $2735,0910 $1.451,343  $4,210,355 sine $i88 $37.88
2008 8.03 452 24213 241 383 0 $0 0 9 228,010 $1,502,188  $4,322.175 137 ] 52 ﬂ?ML
2007 8603 4.52 23170 252 .73 $0 $e 0 $0 32150.,010 41,883,830 $4,442840 $11a 48 $37.38
2008 a.03 152 20077 281 . 2] 0 30 % 700 $1813420 §4572438 $173 4 2.1
2009 BO3 4582 27008 2n 40% $0 0 0 #  8R775,0M0 $1,6632668 84712273 174 $443  $ad)
2010 an 482 27072 2.80 420 o] $0 0 0 82.7%,00 32,103,027 %4 882,037 $1T4 $442  $36.80
2011 [:X ] 452 28304 284 d.28 0 $0 s 20 $2,750,010 $2,221.058  §4.000,088 317 $448  S1.03
2012 e 482 2,0 2.0 438 %0 ] E 0 K0 $2,382,628 85,141,838 11 S48 $37.18
2n3 .| 482 221 302 433 30 $0 30 3 78,010 52,650,606 §5,315,019 e 47 T2y
2014 86 452 e 312 483 ] $0 s 0 Rmo0 $2,743,620  $3.502,830 $118 S48 31103
2ns 8.0 452 21 wax 4.8 0 0 ] % 7w $2,044,053 13,703,680 st 45 BTS2
2018 08.03 4.52 33215 32 4.0 w $0 1) 0 82,768,010 $3.151,074  §5.920,0M4 $1718 413 TN
2017 B.O3 4.52 42038 34 514 0 $0 50 8 82,780,010 $3300.432 96,192,442 $179 56 39708
2018 0.0 4.52 35383 54 33 0 $a $0 0 £2267,780 $1541, 28 53,911,044 $187 424 5538
2018 8.02 4.52 3541 8 348 0 $0 o 0 267780 $1915500 §3,170,8680 $168 $430 9880
200 [.X: 4] 452 o i 566 20 - 0 0 287,180 4,200,772 35,408,558 un $433 82
2021 6.0 4.52 8962 isn B.B4 0 0 0 8 2287740 B4 DTN $ HE2 SN
2022 Add 2.73 to Pland 378 a.58 40200 402 8.0)  $8,010,881 S0 $5,000,801 E2285403 $2.207,780 $4,841.014  $7,108.764 $17 He @10
2023 L% ] .58 40804 400 8.13 30 $0 L3 0 22870 $3.121.847  $2,386,327 $1B1 $430 33825
2024 878 858 42N 422 (%1} 0 %0 ] S0 §2247.780 $5,500887  $7,788,748 $ied A7 8.8
2025 a7 a,58 43623 45 6.54 0 $0 ] $  $2,267,780 $3,900,006  $8,170.8T7 $187 $1B 908
208 a.78 858 45082 451 8.78 0 $0 $0 0 §2,267,780 $0.348,131  $381580 $199 $488  $0.7
2027 A .58 48552 468 a.88 L $0 30 0 £2207180 36,820440 30,083,220 $183 06 $41.02
TOTALS for Planning Pariod (1037 - 2027} Avgao s $21A27,202  IBSIT.280 SZPOMAEMR HOIELTER TTETANT  EBRUNATE Averngs 3780
2043 8.7 [.E 1] 52353 828 a7s
Present Value (in 1895 dotlars) of 24 cosls durng planning pariod (1837-102) = JI3,734,158
Cusculations represent naw expsndiuces cnly,
/\ \’ ‘:i M FaE]
1 J — i “ .{ L- 5
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TEAGUE NALIL AND PERKINS
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

MEETING NOTES
TC: All Attendees PROJECT: Walnut Creek Regional Sewer Study
Springtown, Texas
NOTES BY: Kelly Carta, P.E. PROJECT #: SPR 26218
MEETING INFORMATION:
DATE: January 23, 19397
TIME: 7:00 p.m.
PLACE: Coundil Chambers, Springtown City Hall
PURPOSE.: Posted Public Mesting to Discuss Draft Report
Loretta Mokry Alan Plummer Assoc. 817-461-1491
Darrell Riding City of Azle 817-444-2541
Frank Crumb City of Fort Worth 817-871-8243
Sam Brush North Central TX Council of Gavernments 817-895-8213
Bill Pembrook Rady and Assoc¢./Kimley-Harn 817-335-6511
Ed Braun City of Reno 8§17-221-2500
Mack Woaod Save Eagle Mountain Lake 817-861-7133
Ben Long Parker County Judgs 817-598-6148
Floyd Galloway City of Sanctuary 817-677-3008
Tom Gentry City of Springtown 817-220-2008
Al Swan City of Springtown 817-220-2006
Bob Salinas City of Springtown B17-220-2006
Charlie Hodges Springtown Epigraph 817-
Ralph Stroud Springtown Independent School District  §17-220-7122
Les Keeble Tanglewood 817-221-5370
Mark Ernst Tarrant Regional Water District 817-237-8585
Mark Berry Teague, Nall and Perkins 817-336-5773
Kelly Carta Teague, Nall and Perkins 817-3365773
Gary Laneman Texas Water Development Board 512-463-8082
Jerry Holsomback Walnut Creek S.U.D. 817-523-4483
Danie! Gernity Camp, Dresser and McKee 817-332-8727
Chetta Owens U.S. Corps of Engineers/L.A.E.R.F. 972-4368-2215
Meeting Notes:
1. Thirg 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 Nall and Perkins, presented overview of draft report purpose and findings

using overheads.
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5. Kelly Carta, of Teague Nall 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 accuratsly 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 costs 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 beneficiai. 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”. 1n addition, Fort Worth would prefer
the effluent to be discharged back into Eagle Mountain Lake to be available for water reuse to Fort
Worth.

¢.) 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 Renc (and unincorporated
areas of the county}, no miner 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 Bill 1 had already
been introeduced into the Texas Senata. This bill cancerns drought problems in Texas and water
conservation issues. Water reuse and drought provisions will be critical to any wateriwastewater
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 arcund 2010 at a cost of $7 Million to $10 Million. This does not include
expansion to the ptant 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 Cresk is currently permitted to treat 166 mgd and
the next expansion should take it to over 180 mgd. Fori 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 regicnal 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, 1887,
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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
of

{governing body of extity)

(Qppoﬂinx 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 of regionalization
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 of resolution) (Opposed 1o resolution)

This vote is recorded as made this day,

(Mayar or Authorized Agent)
ATTEST;

(TTTLE)
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Walnut Creek S.U.D. Presentation

on Regional Wastewater Study
February 11, 1997

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.

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 ather incorporated and non-incorporated areas of the
Walnut Creek watershed.

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. '

REGIONAL STUDY: Teague Nall 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.

STUDY GROUP: The study has included the input and cooperation of Walinut 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 Tanglewocd, the engineering firm of Alan
Plummer and Associates, the engineering firm of Rady and Associates/Kimley Horn, and the
firm of Teague Nall and Perkins..

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
Eagie Mountain Lake in January to brief their board of directors.

DRAFT REPORT RESULTS: The regional wastewater draft report indicates that
wastewater collection and treatment for the Walnut Creek Watershed needs to be handled
on aregional 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.

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 coliected wastewater.)

10. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc., is concemed 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 coitection
system and connacting to the Fort Worth System at the Jenkin's Heights fift 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 alil 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 authonty 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 UTILITY 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

owever, each member entity retains cwnership liabilities. A Special
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Law District is an entity created by the legistature 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.

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 irfrastructure in areas of the county and incorporated areas where collection
systems do not now exist. .

FASTEST COURSE OF ACTION: Due to the timeframes and proceduraes required for
legisiative action, it has been deemed necesgary to publish a notice regarding the legislative
requests for a special law district. The natice has already been sent for publication.

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
Litility 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
Wainut Creek S.U.D. For these reasons, The City of Springtown wishes ta 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 properly taxes.

NO CONFLICT WATH WALNUT CREEK S.U.D.: Specifically, it is the desire of the City of
Springtown and cther entities involved to create a new district which does not conflict directly
with the current powers and purpose of the Walnut Creek Special Utiiity 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 Wainut Creek Special Utility
District.

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

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?

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
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YO:  Water Resources Council DATE: Fabruary 7, 1997

FROM: Warren Brewer, Chairman

SUBJECT:  Notice and Agenda for February 13, 1997
Water Rasaurces Councit Maeting

Tha next meeting of the Water Resources Council will be held:

on: Thursday, February 13, 1897
at: 10:00 a.m.

In: NCTCOG Oftices

ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

1.

Summary of the Decamber 12, 1996 Meeting. The summary (tan) is included in your
packel. '

1987 Annual Water Quallly Management Plan. The statf will present additional
watershed informalion and review a prototype of the format to be used in the Annual Plan.
According to this format each city will have a data sheet for each walershed in which it
falls, The data wil include the Tesulls of the decision tee analysis using the AWWA
watershed management procedure ouftined at the last meatng, as well as additional
information on annual poliutant lordings, constituents of concern, selected pollution
gources and a manu of potential Best Managemant Practices.

walnut Creek Regional Wastewater Studly — Parker, Wise and Tarrant Counties of
Texas. The City of Springtown and the Walnut Creek Special Utifity District have
undsriaken the abova atudy with Texas Water Development Board furding, The study is
naanng completion. and recommendationa have been oullingd. The enclosed materials
(blue) raprasant key excerpts from the study. The study group is seeking support for the
concept of formally establishing a regional entity that can continue (o explore appropriate
wastewatar service grrangements within the basin, The WRC is baing askea 10 consider
exprassing suppont in wnting to the Texas Water Developmsant Beard. Tho staff will
provide an additionai cverview on this project and seek comment and direction regarding
any actions to be taken. A representative from the consulling engineering firm for the
project will be inviled to aftend and respond to questions abou! the study
recommendations and service afternatives.
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4. Senate Bill 1 Discussion. The statewide drought conditions over the past year have
resulted in heightened attention by the 'egistature to planning for water resources. One
outcome has been the proposcd Senate Bill No. 1. which covers an array of water
resource deveiopment and management topics. Several WRC members have expressed
interest in digcussing this bill and the potential regional impacts. Copies of the bili will be
avalaple ar the meeting, and the staff will provide an overview and note any key impacts
that can be determined.

REVIEW ITEMS

5. Taxas Review and Comment System, There is one item for review by the WRC this
month. Description of the project and accompanying documaentation are included (green).
The staft will ba presenting this tem and seeking direction from WRC members on their
preferred recommendation for the project.

INFORMATION TEMS

8. Status Report on Regional Starm Water Activities, WRC mambars will ba briefad on
the current activities underway through NCTCOG's regional storm water management
program as well as the status of the 31%(h} funded Texas Nonpoint SourceBOOK project.
which has recently experienced some changes to the grant arrangements.

7. NCTCOG External Survey. Recently you were mailed a survey document asking tor your
apinions on the servicas provided to you by NCTCOG. if you have not yet returned the
survey 1o University of Norih Texes, please consider doing 80. The February 14th cut off
date for UNT is tomorrow. !f you did not recaive & survey or need another copy, piease
see Susan Wiggins for an additional copy of the survey and & postage paid enveiope,

8, NCTCOG Programs and Environmental Activities. The staff will report on other
chvironmental or water resource activities of interest to WRC members i there is available
time.

9. Schedule for Next Mseting of the Water Resources Council. The next regularly
scheduled meeting of tha WRC is tentatively get for March 13, 1997.

Wb 1 S

Wartan Brawar

| kogk torward to seeing you at the upcoming meeting.
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APPENDIX D ) PRESS COVERAGE
FORT WORTH STAR-TELEGRAM (1/22/97) - WATER SHORTAGE/GIB 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 WASTEWAT.ER PLANT EXPANSION
AZLE NEWS 2/13/97 - GLASGOW TO LOBBY FOR DISTRICT
SPRINGTOWN EF’lGRAF’H 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 3/13/87 - COUNTY COMMISSIONERS SUPPORT DISTRICT

SPRINGTOWN EPIGRAPH 3/6/97 -COUNTY COMMISSIONERS SUPPORT DISTRICT
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Wednesday, January 22, 1997

Texas expected to run short on water by 2010

Tarrant water district hires Gib Lewis
as lobbyist for likely legislative battles

BY ANITA BAKER
Star-Tebegram Staff Writer
FORT WORTH — The Tarrant
Regional Water District board yes-
terday hired former Texas House
Speaker Gib Lewis as a labbyist to
represent the agency on major state
water legislation.
“We bave never had one be-
fore,” said James Oliver, district
general manager, But several water

issues expected to arise during the
legislative session could affect the
district’s water supply planning, he
said. .

In another issue, the hoard was
teld about a water district study to
determine whether proposed
expansion of waste-waler 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 for 7
p.m. tomorrow in Springtown City
Hall, 102 E. Second St.

The board hired Lewis. whose
clients range from Dailas/Fort
Worth Airport to Laidlaw Waste
Systems, for two years at $3.000 a

(Moreon LOBEY on Page 13)

Recycling waste water proposed

in report to be introduced as bill

By Jay RooTt
Star elogran Auiia furci

AUSTIN — In less than 15 years.
Texas will not be able to supply
enough water to meet its urban
needs unless policy makers muke
adjustments now. according to a
state report released vesterday.

A summary of the State Water
Plan, crafied by the Texas Water
Development Board. concluded

| '\/Vatér

l

From Page 1

ad économy will require ad-
dtional water development.™ ‘

.. [ The report, which lists recom-

nendations such as recycling water

ind crafting a drought response.

slan, will serve as the “‘general
{ramework™ for legislation cur-
rently being prepared by lawmak-
ers. said the bill's chief sponsor.
Sen. JLE. “Buster” Brown, R-Lake
Jackson,

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

*Somebody said that whiskey is
made for drinking and water is
made for fighting,” Brown said.
“There’s going to be real strong
feelings [for] leaving things like
they are incertain areas.”

Among the most contentious is-
sues is the “rule of capture,” which
essentially gives landowners abso-

" lute ownership of ground water.

Brown said the legislation could
indirectly address that long-
standing legal principle. but he cast
doubt on any wholesale changes,

“It's a recognized rule of law,
one that has a great tradition in
Texas and one that I think probabiy
would not be changed unless there
Wwere extreme emergency nesds in
the state.” he said.

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

The Tarrant Regional Water
District is studying the feasibility of
recycling some of the treated sew-
age that is pumped into the Trinity
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
Natural Resource Conservation
Commission has an “interim poli-
cy' saying that once the waste
waler goes into the river. its owner-
ship returns to the state.

Without the reuse option. Tar-
rant County may have no choice
but to compete 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 of Tar-
rant County residents drinking
what started out as treated sewer,
Bagwell said: “It’s mainly con-
sumer perception. ... It's going to
be pretty darn clean water once it
ends up in those lakes. The water in
those lakes will be clearer than the
waterin the river.”

that a do-nothing scenario would
leave 15 pereent of the staie’s
urban water needs unmet by 2010,
The cost to the Texas economy:
up to S40 billion a year.
~The era of plentiful water. when
an area’s necd could be readily met
with development of new supplics,
fis] past.™ the report said. ~The
state’s rapidly growing population
(Morc on WATERon Page 131~
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- * From Page 1

month, plus expenses not to exceed
$500 a month. Fees before ex-
penses will total $72,000, Oliver
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
S50years,” he said.
- The Tarrant water board has
done an “absolutely wonderful job
in this region,” Lewis said. Unfor-
tunately, other parts of the state
kave not done as well and efforts
‘must be made to protect Tarrant
County water resources, he said.
3;? Oliver said the district has spent
more than $1 million on pilot
projects involving reuse of Trinity
River water downstream near the
district’s Richland-Chambers Res-
‘Brvoir. -
" 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

manager of environmental services.

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
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The Azle News

January 30, 1997

Study shows regional waste water system needed

BY CHARLES HODGES

Would a regional wastewaler
authority be good for the Walnut
Creek watershed? The initial draft
of a siudy commissioned by the city
ol 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 of groups

involved in the study area, and the

Azle eity council gave aconsensus
agreement during a  workshop
Tuesday night.

The purpose of the study wasto
determine if regional wastewaterin
the watershed was feasible, and then
developed four scenarios to show
how it can be done. The study did
not ga 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 (o
determine how to make the concept
of a regional wastewater authority
become a reality.

He said getting support for the
regional concepl is what s
important. That is why he asked
those in attendance who represented
Azle, Lalunta, Sanctuary,

Tanglewood, Parker County, Fort
Worth and Save Eagle Mountain
Lake to look at the report’s findings
and send a letter of support to

~ crianh 1n tha Aral

ST

Mullins said she is in favor of
sending a letter of support to
Springtown, and the council agreed
by consensus since a formal vote
was not atlowed because it met in
a workshop.

She added, however, that Azle
needs 10 help Springtown get the
aulhority in place quickly out of
courtesy lo Springtown because of
the city’s immediate wastewater

problems.
The study released last Thursday

was the result of Springtown
starting to leok ahead to improve-

s

and Reno and utilize the two

wastewater plants in Azle. The second
was Lo 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 fourth plan called

Z N U -~

for all of the region's wastewaterto
be sent to Fort Worth.

The first two plans were cost
prohibitive, Beny said. The only two
that had any financial merit were
using the Azle plants ar Fort Worth.
But the Fort Worth water department
informed Springtown officials the
ptan to contract with Fort Worth was
not possible because the city could
not handle the flows expected.

‘That 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 to Fort Worth, he said, the
deptetion from the lake would do a
great deal of harm.

He told his council there are

recycling methods where water from
wastewater plants can be recycled
in ways that would be cost effective
and help the lake. Recycling of
wastewnter is included in Senate Bill
1, which is rewriting state waler
control laws.

Even though the study is in its first
draft, Gary Laneman, Texas Water
Development Board engineerin the
facility needs section of the planning
division, told those at last Thursday’s
meeting there is enough from the
prelimenary draft for Springtown
officials to meet with State Rep. Ric
Williamson and State Sen. David
Sibley to sce if any funds can be made
available to help establish a regional
authority.



Lake to lock at the report’s findings
and send a letter of support to
Springtown 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 infrastructure 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
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 going to look at its own needs,
why not 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 Developtment 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 Walaut Creek
watershed and determine the best
ways to physically do it.

Teague, Nall and Perkins engineers
Mark Berry 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 D5
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Study
shows
sewer

plan

by Charles Hodges
The Springtown Epigraph

Woirld a regional wastewater
authority be good for the Walnut
Creek watershed? The initial draft
of astudy 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 of 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
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The area in the dark lines is the watershed for Walnut Creek and covers most of the area of the

proposed regional wastewater authorit
Sanctuary and from Eagle Acres west

y area. The dashed line coming from south of Azle to include
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 was feasible, and then
developed four scenarios 1o show
how it can be done. The study did
not go into the business side of how
10 get the job done.

Springtown city administrator
Bob Salinas said that is going to be
up 10 expers in cooperative utility
districts to work with cities and
communities in the area (o
determine how to make the concept
of a regional wastewater authority
become a reality.

He said getting support for the
regional concept is what s
important. That is why he asked
those in attendance who represented
Azle, Lalunta, Sanctuary,
Tanglewood, Parker County, Fort
Worth and Save Eagle Mountain
Laketo look at the report’s findings
and send a letter of support to
Springtown to atiach to the final
report that will be sent to the Texas
Water Development Board.

Ry 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 get the system working.

Azle public works director
Darrell Riding told his council
Tuesday he agrees with the coneept
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
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 seale development js
virtually impossible.

Since he has no problem with the
concept of a regional wastewater
authority, he recommended the
council write a letter to Springlown
supporting the idea so ofticials 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 A} Swan
brought up an area of disagreement,

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 contro}
away from the city council.

He said the tetter to Springtown
will be sent only afier 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
Mutlins said she is in favor of
sending a letter of support to
Springtown, and the council agreed
by consensus since a formal vote
was not allowed because it met in
a workshop.

She added, however, that Azle
needs to help Springtown get the
authority in place quickly out of
courtesy to Springtown because of
the city's immediate wastewater
problems,

The study released last Thursday
was the result of Springlown
starting to ook ahead 1o improve-
ments o its own wastewaler planat,
The TNRCC told the city that if it
was going to fook at its own needs,
why not 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 governmenial 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, Nal} and Perkins engineers
Mark Berry and Kelly Carta came
up with four plans, The first was o
build regionat plants in Springtown
and Reno and urilize the two
wastewater plants in Azle. The second
was 10 build a plant in Reno, while
using the two Azle plants. The thicd
was 1o put in transmission lines to
let the Azle planis serve the enlire
watershed area, A fourth plan called
for all of the region’s wastewater to
be sent to Fort Worth,

The first two plans were cost
prohibitive, Berry said. The only two
that had any financiat merit were
using the Azle plants or Fort Worth,
But the Fort Worth waler department
informed Springtown officials the
plan te contract with Fort Worth was
not possible because the city conld
not handle the Aows expected.

‘That leaves Azle as the only viable
option, .

Riding told the counci! another
reason Azle is the only option is so
water can be recycled into Eagle
Mountain Lake. If the wastewater
was sent to Fort Worth, he said, the
depletion from the lake woulddoa
great deal of harm.

He told his council there are
recycling methods where water from
wastewater plants can be recycled
in ways that would be cost effective

and help the lake. Recycling of
wastewater is included in Senate Bill
1, 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 §ast 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 see if any funds can be
made available to help establish a
regional authority.
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Bank
builds
branch

First Bank starts
construction

After five years working out of
the old Mutua! Building and Loan

office on Ave C, First Bank is -

starting construction on a new
home,

Tuesday, the Azle-based bank
broke ground 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 out here five years
ago, it was a commitment to the
people in this community,” bank
president Scott 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 branch
manager Craig Doyle said the bank
is just answering the growth that has
come 1o the Springtown area.

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 fs needed for the facility to keep up with

growth In the area.

He pointed to the development
of the Winn Dixic shopping center
and other business ventures that
came to the area and the ipflux of
people moving here.

**We 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 anid six drive through
tanes.

Aside from the safe deposit

-

boxes, Allred said the building will
have a communily room available
for meetings when needed,

Construction  on  the  stone
building will begin in the next 10
days. Itis hoped it will be ready for
business jn six months. He said it
will cost $750,000.

20 pages plus supplements Springlown, Texas
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Sewer 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 wateished,
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 DBoard,
indicates a need for regicnal

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 pass a resolution and

have a notice published in the paper

for 30 days before there can be a

“vote in Austin.”

Mayor pro-tem Al 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 wasle, Swan added.

* City councilman Doc Dockery

See Sewer, page 18.
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Sewer: City, Walnut Creek disagree over type of authority

From the front page

said even with improvements to the
city’s wastewater trealment
facilities, it will likely be back
under an enforcement order in two
years becanse of growth and
expected tougher state standards,

The area is even looking at
tougher restrictions on  seplic
systems coming cut of Austin inthe
next few years, and water issucs are
on the front burner in the legislzture
this session.

‘“We are running out of time,"”
Parker Counly judge Ben Long ¢aid
about getting sewer service for the
entire area.

Even if the legislature approves
the anthority, it will be between
2000 and 2002 hefore service will
be available to customers. *

The city of Azle was involvedin
the study, providing information
and acting as anunofficial sponsor,
Also brought into form an advisory
committee were Parker County,
Save Eagle Mountain Lake, Inc,, the
city of Reno, the Tanglewood sub-
division, the city of Fort Worth and
the Tarrant County Regional Water
Board.

While Springtown is taking the
Tead 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
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
statewide issues,

Salinas said discussions among

the different groups which have
heen part of the study process may
point out changes that will be
needed even after the inijtial
legislationis Aled. Swan said it will
be up te Glasgow to work with Sen.
David Sibley and Rep. Ric William-
son 1o get the hill through the
Legislature and onro Gov. George
W. Bush's desk for his signature.
- While there has been much
discussion an what the authority
should or would took like, Salinas
satd nothing is written in stone and
the make up of the authority may
change up to the day of final
passage by the House or Senate,

“T 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
regulales wastewater issues, The
city expressed interest in doing a

study to sée what it will need to do
to rebuild its current wastewater plant
for future use.

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 s a special district that
would provide a specific service to
a specific area — much like a
municipality would provide a service
to its residents, The MUD is an
independent body that could own
assels, oversee and maintain equip-
ment, and receive loans, grams and
other seed money from state and
federal sources.

According 10 Swan, only aMUD
will pive u regional wastewater
authority the ability to effectively
get grants and Yoans, while at the same
time being able (0o own the
transmission lines and other
equipment needed 1o 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
lasge area around Springtown, could
not tap into federal resources, Swan
said having the ability to go after
federal dellars would reduce the cost
of the system to those who tap into
the lines.

Walnut Creek SUD director Jerry

Holsomback suppaorts another option,
a Public Utility Authority or PUA,

_ for organizing the authority. Legisla-

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 1ax,

The ability 1o 1ax 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 contro) away from the council.

Holsomback said Springtown was
“'premature™ in going to the
legislature and hiring Glasgow to
see it through.

1, myself or Walnut Creek, will
not agree or sponsor any kind of
districtthat has a taxing anthority,”
he said. ““There are ways of duing
this where everyone is represented.
1 think it shonld be Springtown,
Walnui Creek, Reno and Azle,"

Holsomback said he does nol 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 wouid have to be
approved by voters within the
authority's boundaries.

“Fdon’t think anything you have
right now that would allow any kind
of taxing would be beneficjal or

acceptable to the people,”
Holsomback said. “‘As I have told
people on the Springtown council,
we can have z public utility agency
for wastewater and sewer only. It
has the ability to do anything except
tax. The Attorney General’s office
said it is a good pieceof legislation,
Our attorneys in Austin have said
it would wark. We had them review
it. We can suppon somethingin that
direction.”

Springfown officials stressed
they are not proposing a district that
would 1ax for the sake of taxing, or
that people who arc not getting
services would pay a tax.

**This counci! would not vote for
anything that would tax people for
somelhing they are not getting,"
Swan said. “'In fact, it can’t tax, It
is in the codes.”

Swan and Gentry said the initial
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.

Any extra charges would not be
a tax, Swan said. Customers of the
services provided by the authority
wonld pay asurcharge to have lines
installed coming off the main
transmission lines that would
provide the sewer service to the
individual home.

The exact cost of providing that
service is not known, Berry said.

More engineering will need to be
done to determine the final cost.
Another big unknown is how much
state money will be available to
start the authority, That *‘seed
money" from Austin is a major
reason Springlown wanis to get the
authority established now, soitcan
take advantage of current grant
polls. State officials have told the
city the total amount grant money
offered to local governments by the
state may be reduced by the
legislatare in its current session,

**The timing may not be right,"
Salinas said. **We have talked to
everyone we can, but there are
others we have nol tatked 10 like 1
would have liked. The fact is, we
are facing a deadline. We know an
authority has to be created and

. details still need 1o be ironcd out.

*We are sensitive to the needs
of the different communities,” he
added. ““We have to be flexible to |
doit.”

Since the Walnut Creek SUD put
up $7.500 10 help pay for the study,
Salinas asked Holsomback if there
could be a meeting between the
engineers who conducted the study
and the Walnut Creek board 1o go
over the findings.

Holsomback said sucha rneclmg
will take place in the next couple of
weeks.
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BY CHARLES HODGES

A feasibility study released last

week shows that the Walnut Creek
watershed, stretching out west from
Eagle Mountain Lake, is a prime
candidate for aregional wastewater
authority.

The study, funded by the city of

Springtown, Walnut Creek Special
Utility District 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.

The city of Azle participated in

* Volume 45; Numhep3Z " .o

' the study by providing information.
_Azle, which three years ago began

using its treated effluent to irrigate
Cross Timbers Golf Course, has two
wastewater plants on Eagle
Mountain Lake ~— one of which is
currently idle. The city expects to
reopen that plant later this year

when it begins to accept and process -

sewage from Pelican Bay.

The city of Springtown has been
the driving force thus far behind
efforts to create some sort of
regional authority. City officials an-
nounced plans last week to seek

legislation creating an authority in .

the current session.

- 32 pages plussupplements

Adte, Texas T6020!

Study supports regional wastewater

- acceptable to the

In fact, Springtown’s 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

| don't think any- ] former State Sen. Bob
thing that would e ine House and Senate. The
‘ vl fsar--meeting was called off when the
atllowngacvyolljllgdbgf " ::r(")ilncri‘lgfailed to achieve a quorum.
axi .

Currently, Springtown is working -
with a $250,000 state grant to bring
its sewer plant up to state standards

eo . and out from under an enforcement
p ple order issued by the Texas Natural

Jerry Holsomback Resource Conservation Commission
Walnut Creek SUD director s

PLEASE SEE STUDY, PAGE 4A.
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Study: Wastewater entity

WSTUDY, FAOM PAGE ONE.

(TNRCC),

**This is a window of opportuni-
ty,”” mayor Thomas Geniry said.
*'We have to pass a resolution and
have a notice published in the paper
for 30 days beforc there can be a
vote in Austin.”

Mayor pro-iem Al Swan said the

city is not trying to force aregional .
authority, but having it crenled_by N

the legislature would save 18
months to three years, as wcll asa
cost of about $200,000.

The city does not have the time
orthe money 1o 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 Yyears,
because of growth and expected
tougher state standards,

The area is also looking at
tougher restrictions oa Septic

sysiems coming out of Austinin the .

next few years, and water issues are

on the front burnerin the legislature

this session.

"“We are running out of time,”
Parker County judge Ben Long said
about getting sewer service forthc
entire area.

Even if the leglslature approves
an authority for this area, it will be
several years 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
Moumain Lake, Inc., the city of
Reng, the Tanglewood subdivision
westof Azle, the city of Fart Worth
and the Tarrant County Regional
Water Board.

While Springtown is taking the’

lead in trying to have the authority
csiablished, it is not known what the
authority will look like in its finai
form. According to city administra-
tor Bob Salinas, all Springtown
- wantsto do s get the ball rolling so
everything wili be in place for final
passage by the time the Iegislature
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

T S

" statewide issues. -

Salinas said discussions arnong .

the dilferent groups which have
been part of the study process may
point ocut changes that will be
necded even after the initial
legislation is filed. Swan said it wil]
be up to Glasgow to work with Sen.
David Sibley and Rep. Ric Wiiliam-
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 autharity may
change right up to the day of final
passage by the House or Senate.
“I don't know what the authority
will luok like. Everything is up for
discussion so everyone can be
sensitive of the needs of the entities
involved,” Salinas said. - *
Spriagtown 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 1o do to
rebuild its current wastewater piant
for future use.

" Among the options for organizing

11

l don t know what -
~.'the authority will
look like. Every- |
_thing is up for
- discussion so
. everyone can be
.sengitive of the
" needs of the enti-
+ ties involved.

Bob Sallnas
Springtown city manager

an entity are a Municipal Utility

"District (MUD), a Special Unility

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 o
its residents. “The MUD is an
independent body that can levy taxes,
pwn assets, oversee and maintain
equipment, and receive loans, grants
and other seed money from state and
federal sources.

A SUD, such as Walnut Creek,

which provides water service to a
large area around Springtown, could
not tax and would be unable o go
after federal dellars which might
reduce the cost of the systern to-those
who tap into the lines.

A PUA —the option favored by
‘Walnut Creek SUD director Jerry
Hoisomback — would offer the
benefits of 2 MUD without the ablhty
10 Lax. .

The “*T-word" sentared flagup
for Azte public works director Darrell
Riding when he talked to the Azle

“¢ity 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 legisiature 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 Azje.”

BHoisomback said he does not fee}
an authority with the ability to tax
would be good for the area. And, he
added, a MUD might have 10 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.

“Idon’t think anything you have
right now that would allow any kind
of taxing would be benefigial or

needed

has the ability to do anything except
tax. The Attorney General's office
saiditis agoodpicce of legislation.
Our attorneys in Austin have said
it would work. We had them review
it. We can support 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 initial
proposal the city is considering for
the makeup of the authority contains
aprovision that only those who are
receiving services will pay for the
use of those services,

The possibility of obtaining
"seed money” from- the siate to
start the authorily is a major reason
Springtown wants 1o get things
going quickly. State officials have
told the city the total amount grant
money offered to local governments
by the state may be reduced by the
legislature in its current session.

““The timing may nct be right,”
Salinas said. “'We have talked to
everyone we can, buc there are
athers we have not talked to like I
would have liked. The fact is, we
are facing a deadline. We know an
authority has to be created and
details still need to be ironed out.

“We are sensitive to the needs
of the different communities,” he
added. “We have to be flexible to
doit.”

Holsomback said the engineers
who conducted the study and the

acceptable to the people,”
Holsomback said. **As [ have told
people on the Springtown council,
we can have a Public Uility Agency
for wastewater and sewer only. It

‘Walnut Creek board will meetin the
next few weeks to go over the
findings.
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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.

If they choose to run again,
Mayor Shirley Bradley and council
members Van Hartnitt, Dick Gann
and Leck Heflin will be up for re-
clection May 3.

The first day to file for a place
on the ballot wilt be Feb. 17, Filing
will close March 19 at 5 p.m,

Early voling in person will be
held from April 14 10 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 unanimousty
approved a revised version of the
nuisance ordinances of the Azle
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
nmsance ordinance.

The new junk vehicle ordinance
states that a vehicle may be 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
certificate;

+ Is wrecked, dismantled 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
walter treatment plant.

The lowest bid the city received
(from Contro| Specialists, Inc.) for
$2.6 million, was about $3 million
more than the city budgeted for the
project. City engineer Bill
Pembroke explained to the council
thatif they accepted thecompany's
alternate bid of $2.3 miltion for the
project, the city’s public works
department could negotiate with the
company 1o 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 calied by committee
chairperson or two committee
members, instead of having to hold
monthly meetings.

The council also unanimousty
approved & contract with First
Southwest Company to provide the
documentation necessary to comply
with the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC) requi for
continuing disclosure of municipal
bondinformation to investors, The
company's services were estimaled
to cost about $1,500 annually.

Discussion items
Council members took a
conscnsus to have interim city

Council sets forum, election

manager Jerry Guillory to begin the
hiring process for the economic
development director position that
was approvedin the 1996-1997 city
budget, but has not be filled because
the council was waiting to hire a
permanent cily manager first.
Councii member B.J. Clark
remained opposed to starting the
hiring process until the new city
manager is in place.

Council members expressed
concerns that waiting any Jonger 1o
hire the economic development
director would delay Azte'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 Gaqn and Hartnitt 10
continue recruiting people o serve
onaCitizen Golf Committee. Gann
reported that Tom Brace had
expressed interest in the committee.
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Glasgow
to lobby

forwater
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
couricil voted to start preparing
legisiaticn 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 wastewater district to
cover the Walnut Creek watershed,
but the city of Azle has besn

. involved through providing

information for the study. Azle’s
wastewater plants are a potential

PLEASE SE% WATER, PAGE2A
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Water effort gains lobbyist " !

BWATER, FAOM PAGE ONE.

source of treatment capacity for the
district, should it be created.

Springtown and the Wainut

Cresk Special Utility District (SUD)

joined forces with the Texas Water

- Development -Board to study

_whether it is_feasible to have 2
regional sewer authority to serve the
area.’An initial draft of the study
shows it is — now the question is
how the regional authority should
be established.

Springtown - city officials

"originally proposed a Municipal
Utility District (MUD). But that
plan drew fire from the city of Azle
and Walnut Creek SUD because
MUDs have the ability to levy
property taxes.

The city council was scheduled
to meet Feb. 3 to approve drafiing
legisiation and hiring Glasgow, but
the lack of a quorum canceled the

© meeting.. Last Wednesday, city

administrator Bob Salinas, mayor

Thomas Gentry and mayor pro-tem

Al Swan met with Lynch in his

office and discussed the idez of a

Special Law District.

Swan said the city is backing off
the MUD because of the tax issue.
Springrown’s council would not be
in favor of establishing another
taxing authority,’just as Azle’s
council informaily said two wezks
agoduring a budget workshop, and
Walnut Creek’s director Jerry
Holsomback said last Tuesday.

Salinas said Springtown has had
staff contacts with Azle city staffto
inform them of the SLD possibiliry.
Walnut Cre=k’s board of directors
had a meeting with Salinas and
Springtown city enginesrs Tuesday
night. .

According to information
provided by the city, the SLD can
only be created by the Legislature.

12

After research and consultation with an

‘% attorney; the Special Law District fit olir ;-

*needs while working a compromise with
- the different entities involved.

" Bob Sallnas .
Springtown city manager

Because state lawmakers ‘are
currencly in session, Salinas said it
is vital the city get a bill drawn up
‘and’approved by the first week of
June — or the 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 enginesring firm,
Teague, MNall and Perkins, said it
would 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 District 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 endties would
have designated positions on the
board for appointment. .

How many board members and
how they would be selected still has

to be worked out, Salinas said.
The antherity 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 forinstalling a collection

- system for a particular area, with

fees collected in that area paying for
the work.

. That sceaario is one Swan said
he wanted to ses in 2 MUD, but
Lynch said last Wednesday that a

MUD wouid have taxing authority,

* which is unacczptable to some of

the entities involved in the study ares.
“*After resedrch and consuitation .
with an attorney, the Special Law
Dismict finad our nesds while werking
2 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 recsiving are not
binding on any governmental body
or stale agency to establish the
district, just recognizing there is a
nesd in the watershed foraregional
wastewater collecton system as smail
cities become unable to mee:

. increasingly strict state mandates on

their wastewater systems, and a

growing rural population and smaller

lot sizes makes septic tanks less
fective.

The Reno city council voted last
Monday to write a letter of supporr.
Azle city staff is preparing a letter
that will be proposed to the council
when the final draft of the feasibilicy
study is released in March., -
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atershed established by June,
Monday, the Springlown city

gislation to he introduced in the
rrent scssion of the Texas
spislatnre — and to hire former
ate Sen. Bob Glasgow to push it
rough the Senate and Houge,

The vote came just a few days
fter  city officials found an

+

910 30vd - 2661 Hoamaoaﬁavms
Ty

esipned to serve the Walnut Creek

puncil voted to start preparing .

nltem'mvc means oforg'mlzmg the
authority that gives it the powers
needed to pet prants and other
funding without creating another
taxing entity.

The Special Law District was
discavered by attorney John Lynch,
who has been working as a
consultant to the city to determine
the hbest organizational structure for

"a regional wastewater system,

Springtown istakingtheleadon
establishing a wastewalter district to
coverthe Walnut Creek watershed,
but the city of Azle has heen
involved through providing

information for the study. Azle's
wastewater plants are a potential

_source of treatment capacity for the

district, should it be created,
Springtown and the Walnut
Creek Special Utility District (SUD)
joined forces with the Texas Water
Development Boeard 1o
whether it is feasible to have a
regional sewer authority to serve the
area. An initial draft of the study
shows it is — now the question is
how the regional authority should
he established, :
Springtown city officials
originally proposed a Municipal

study

ity to take authorlty to Austin

‘Utility District (MUD). But that
plan drew fire from the city of Azle
and Walnut Creek SUD hecause
MUDs have the ability to levy
property taxes. -

The city council was scheduled
to meet Feb. 3 to approve drafting
legislation and hiring Glasgow, but -
the lack of a quorum canceled the
meeting. Last Wednesday, city
administrator Bob Salinas, mayor
Thomas Gentry and mayor pro-tem
Al Swan met with Lynch in his

. office and discussed the idea of a

Sea SLD, page 3 I
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SLD: District plans sack taxes

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 notbe
in favor of establishing another
taxing authority, just as Azle’s
council informally said two weeks
ago during abudget 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 meeting 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 wesk of
June — or the 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.

Evenifthe legislature approves
an authority this session, Spring-
town’s city engineering firm,

Teague, Nall and Perkins, said it
would 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 District 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 has
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 pa.mcular area, with
fees collected in that area paymz 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 unacceptable 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 mvolved," Salipas )

said. :
Meanwhile, work is continuing
on getting letters of support forthe
need for developing a regional
wastewater authonry 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 foraregional
wastewater collecton system as small -
cities become unable to meet
increasingly strict state mandates on
their wastewater systems, and a
growing rural population and smailer
lot sizes makes septic tanks 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
19

f we keep going the way we are now

everybody will benefit from it

Jerry Holsomback
Walnut Creek Special Utility District

by Charles Hodges
The Springtown Epigraph

““It is a berter plan.™

That is the opinion of Walnut
Creek Special Ulility District Board
member Mike Gilley after 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 Springtown 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 arc with Parker
County and the Wise County Water
Improvement Disirict No. |,
allowing the city 10 “*plan, develop
and operate” facilities through a
regional wastewater authority.

Mayor pro-tem Al Swan said that

Ses Council, page 18

After expressing reservations
over having ataxing authority run
awastewater district, Holsomback
said he is encouraged by having the
district established by a Speciat Law
District (SLD), an authority that
does not have taxing powers.

“What wag presented to our
board was what we were looking for

and what we wanted to happen,”
Holsomback seid. **Going with the
Special Law District is a good way
to do it, Everyone will be represent-
ed with it.”"

Springtown city officials
originalty 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 Creek because
MUDs have the ability 10 levy
property taxes.

“The big hang up we had was
that it shouldn't have the 1axing
power,” Holsomback said. “I think
we can accomplish the same
purpose just as well f{with the
SLD)."

According to information
provided by the city, a SLD can
only be approved by the legistature.
Because it is in the middle of its
current session, city officials are
working Lo have the legislature pass
a bill establishing the authority
before the end of the session in the
first week of June or else the area

See Sewer, page 17

Thefrontwallls starting to go up on the new Winn Dixle. Construction continuas on the supermarket
and shopping center on Hwy. 199
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Council: City fathers
face full meeting

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, 1997/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 & board of
directors and amanager. 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 to
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.

T 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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Cournty sets new
limits on two roads

There ate new speed limits on
two area county roads.

The Parker County Commission-
ers Court Monday voted to set a
speed limit of 40 miles per hour on
Knob Road from FEM. 2257 lo
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. t Danny Choate.

The court also heard a presenta-
tion from Springtown mayor
Thomas (entry asking for an

interlocal governmental agreement
conceming the proposed Walnut
Creek watershed regional
wastewater authority.

“We got the cart before the
horse,” Gentry told 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

Photo by Robyn Adams Schmidt
Atter being closad 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
thatthere are no plans to close the lake this week, since the lake
is continuing to return to its normal levet, Hers, a man watches
as water is still being let out of the lake through the dam.

Court:
SLLD
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 will 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.



12d HOVd - 2661 HOHYW-1HOdTIY TYNIH - AQNLS ¥3LyMmILSYM TYNOIOIY NISvd NITHD LANTYM

Weatherford

emocC

" THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 1997

OUR LOCAL DAILY NEWSPAPER

The D

+192ND YEAR, NO. 61,16 PAGES, 2 SECTIONS, 50 CENTS

| County commisioners express support

rat

~ THURSDAY

A quick visit to

See Knockin® About, page 5A

Austin

Weatherford, a great place to live
- Home of Sherry Young

WEATHERFORD, TEXAS

for creation of proposed utility district

By BRAD MICHAEL MOORE
Demaocrat Reporter
WEATHERFORD — In a show of sup-
port, Parker County Commissioners Courl
Monday passed a motion made by Precinct
4 Commissioner Rena Peden and seconded
by Precinct 3 Commissioner Chardie Horton
to write a letter backing the proposed cre-
ation of a utility district. The Parker County
Utility District Ne. 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 io Parker County Commis-
sioners. The letter of support they requested
will be inctuded as support material in their
proposal to be presented to the Texas Water
Development Board March 17, .
“We've got to stop this poisoning of our
ground,” Gentry said while discussing
Springtawn's own need to address its waste-
water issues.
Salinas said that past and ongoing eco-

nomic studies covering Parker County point
out a need for concentrated cfforis to
imprave the county s infrastructure includ-
ing roads, water and wastewater treatment,

“This (regional wastewater disitict) could
be a great benefit, enhancing the health and
quelity 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 Utitity Distriet. :
The proposed wtility district would pro-
vide wastewater services to public und pri-
vate cnd-users serving portions of both
Parker and Wise Countics. Revenuoe for dis-
trict services would be funded by user fees
only and the district would have no proper-
ty taxing powers. Participation in the dis-
trict’s services would be voluntary for ehi-
See Court, page 24
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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 Beard, 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, Center Point and Azle, com-
ing south of Sanctuary in Parker
County and going north of Spring-
town to a line paralle] 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 Comumission-
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.”
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Commiss

Parker County commissioners
 Monday put their signatures to a letter

. supporting the formation of Parker ~ -
. County Utility Distcict #1, anentily .

- that would collect and treat waste-
* water from the rapxdly-growwg mral

~, populatlon.” S
County Judge Beri Long seid the -

" letter was requested by the city of

- Springtown, the driving foroe behind -
‘the ulility district.

" “We formed up a letter in support

. of it, and we all signed it,"” the judge -

- gaid. "It was unanhmous.”
.. The text of the letter says:

" “Parker County is one of the:

[astesl 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 Caunty Regional
Utility District- to provide
. wastewaler.
“The creation of a Regional
Utility District in Parker County
, would make possible the building,
_ opemung and maintaining facilities

need to be made before it goes to

committee.”

. The wastewater district would be
funded through grants as well as
loans that would be repaid through
revenues. No taxing authority is

_ proposed for the district, which
would collect wastewater from 2
Increasingly stringent state and
federal standards make it difficult

wide rural area as well as from

cites..
for small cities like Springtown o

operate wastewater Systems.
Because of the cost, the Springtown

council has for severa] years been
looking at participating in aregional

its

in.

capacity

The city of Azle, which currently
" excess

has
determine the feasibility of a waste-

handle wastewater from a wide area
wastewater treatment facilities, was
one of several entities involved in
2 recently-completed study to
water district in the area.

system which might be able to
more efficiently.

wners- support

kG

The creatlon of a Regional Utility Drstrlct

~in-Parker County would... protect, -

preserve and restore purity and samtary
| condltlpns to both surface and ground-
"~ "7 -water in the County.

' Letter from Commlissloners’ Court
in support of Wastewaler District

necessary for the trealment and
transportation of wastewaler. This
would also protect, preserve and
reslore purily and sanitary condi-
tions to both surface and ground-

.water in the County.’ 4
- **With the creation of the Parker
County Utility District, we will

have a mechanism thal will provide

an orderly basis forthe treatment ol -
wastewater, and solid wasle, as wel)

. a8 the utility needs of its service

area. .
“The Parker County Cotmis-

- sionets Courl recognizes the need

for such a district to be crealed at

this time. The creation of this

district would bene(it all the citizens
of Parker County, therefore we add
our support lo this effoct.

“Itis therefore adopled, ordered

‘and entered into the. minutes of

L&Y
CRre7mo
SRLins S

7o
Lorr: b

district

Commissioners Court this 10th day
of March, 1997.""

Jerry Holsomback, manager of
Walnut . Creek Special  Utility
District, said elected officials -
. throughout the area were asked lo -
- endorse the concept of a waslewaler
district. “Their support will lend
credence to efforts underway in -

"Austin to get the districi created in :

this session by an act of the State
Legislature.

**As the sludy was progressing -
we asked everybody concerned to_ -
endorse il if they thought it would

_ be a good thing,” he said. *'So far,

they've all done thal.”

Springtown cily manager Bob -
Salinas said the bill to create the -
district has not gone lo committge
yet, buta draft copy was delivered
Friduy to State Rep. Ric Williamson
by lobbyist Bob Glasgow. Glasgow,
a former State Senalor and an
altorney in Stephenville, was hired
by the city of Springtown to work

Piease sea DISTRICT, page &
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APPENDIX E - SCENARIO COST PROJECTIONS
SCENARIO 1 - PLANT 1 (SPRINGTOWN) - POPULATION CENTERS
SCENARIQO 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
SCENAR!O 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
SCENARIOC 5 - AZLE SERVICE - POPULATION CENTERS (20 YEAR PIPES, RURAL SIZED)

SCENARIO 5 - AZLE SERVICE - POPULATION CENTERS (20 YEAR PIPES, SIZED ONLY FOR
POPULATION CENTERS)
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

Aclivity

Start Program

Mew 1,15 mgd Plant, SS Line 9
Add SS Line 17
Take Existing Plant Off-Line

Add 1.34 mgd to Plant

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027)

Scenario 1 - Plant 1 (Springtown) - Population Centers

Plant at western edge of Reno to serve Springtown, Springtown ETJ, and SE Pipe Area

75%
Plant Trigger Populatio
Capacity Capacity Served
{mgd)  {mgd) (people)

0.26 0.20 2845
0.28 0.20 2957
0.26 0.20 3074
0.26 0.20 3195
0.26 0.20 3321
1.42 1.07 3453
1.42 1.07 3754
1.16 0.87 3900
1.16 0.87 4051
116 0.87 4208
1.16 087 4371
1.18 0.87 4540
1.16 0.87 4716
1.16 0.87 4809
1.16 087 5090
1.16 087 5287
1.16 087 5493
1.16 087 5706
1.16 087 5928
1.16 087 6158
1.16 0.87 6397
1.16 0.87 6646
1.16 0.87 6905
1.16 087 7173
1.16 087 7452
2.50 1.88 7743
2.50 1.88 B0O44
2.50 1.88 8357
2.50 1.88 8683
250 1.88 9021
2,50 1.88 9373
Avg= 5572

250 1.88 16646

Present Value (in 1996 doltars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) =

Calculations represent new expenditures only.

Avg
Daily
Flow
(mgd)

028
0.30
o
032
0.33
0.35
0.38
0.39
0.41
0.42
0.44
0.45
047
0.49
0.51
0.53
0.55
0.57
0.59
0.62
064
0.66
0.69
0.72
075
0.77
0.80
0.84
0.87
0.80
0.4

1.66

Design
Flow
{mgd)

0.43
0.44
0.48
0.48
0.50
0.52
056
0.58
0.61
0.63
066
068
0.71
0.73
076
079
082
0.86
089
0.92
0.96
1.00
1.04
1.08
112
118
121
125
1.30
135
141

250

Treatment
Plam
($ 1996)

$4,838,521
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30

$5,222,527
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$10,061,048

$11,244.808

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capitat Cosis

Coliection
System
(% 1996)

$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$1,270,804
$426,588
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
s0
$0
$1,697,482

Interest
Rate
8.00%

Totat
Capital

Costs
($ 1996)

$6,100,415
$426,588
$0

$0

$0

$0

30

$0

$0

$0

50

50

$0

30

30

50

$0

$0

$0

50
$5,222,527

$11,758,530

Loan
Term
(Years)
20

Total
Capital
Costs
{$ Future)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$7,730,359
$561,361
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$14,479 298
$0

$0
$0
$0

30

$22,771,018

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027

Annualized

Lapital
Costs

$844 530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844 530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844,530
$844 530
$844 530
$844,530
$844,520
$844,530
$844,530
$844 530
$1.474749
$1.474,749
$1.474,749
$1,474,749
$1,474,749
$1.474749
$25,735,090

O&M
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1.68

Annual
0&M
Cost

(Sfuture}

$267,689
$302,941
$327.260
$353,537
$381,927
$412,603
$445.747
$481.559
$520,254
$562,064
$607,241
$656,057
$708,603
$765,798
$827,385
$893,933
$965,844
$1,043,549
$1,127 516
$1.218,251
$1,316,299
$1.422.252
$1,536,747
$1,660,473
$1,794,176
$1,938,661
$22,538,768

Total
Annual

Cost
($future)

$1,112.41¢8
$1,147 471
$1,171,790
$1,198,067
$1,226 457
$1,257,133
$1,290,277
$1,326,089
$1,364.784
$1,406,594
$1,451.77%
$1,500,587
$1,5663333
$1610,328
$1,671,915
$1,738,463
$1,810,374
$1,888,079
$1,972,046
$2,062,781
$2,791,048
$2,897.001
$3,011,495
$3,135,221
$3,268,925
$3,413.410

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Household
2.54

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Household

Capita Household Cost
($future} ($future) ($future)

$322
$306
$300
$296
$291
$288
$284
$281
$279
$276
$275
$273
$272
$272
$272
$272
$272
$273
$275
$277
$360
$360
$360
$361
$362
$364

$818
$776
$763
$751
$740
$731
$722
$714
$708
$702
$697
$604
$691
$690
$690
$690
$692
$695
$698
$703
$916
$915
$915
$917
$920
$925
Average =

$68.20
$64.70
$63.60
$62.60
$61.70
$60.88
$60.15
$59.51
$56.96
$58.50
$58.12
$57.83
$57.62
$57.50
$57.47
$57.52
$57.66
$57.88
$58.19
$58.59
$76.30
$76.23
$76.27
$76.43
$76.70
$77.09
$63.70
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2018
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024

2026
2027

2042

Activity

Start Program

New 1.87 Plant, Line 9, County
Add Line 17

Take Existing Plant Off-Line
Add Lines 11-16

Add *.73 mgd to Plant

2025

TOTALS for Planning Period {1987 - 2027)

Plant
(mgd)

0.26
0.26
0.26
0.26
0.26
213
213
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
3.60
3.60
3.60
3.60
3.60
3.60

3.60

Scenario 1 - Plant 1 {Springtown) - Population Centers and Rural

75%

Plant at western edge of Reno to serve Springtown and Western County Watershed

Trigger Populatio
Capacity Capacity Served

(mgd)

0.20
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.20
1.60
1.60
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
2.70
270
270
270
270
2,70

Avg=

2.70

(people)

2845
2957
3074
3195
3321
3453
3754
3900
7329
7558
7795
8040
8293
8555
8825
9105
9394
9694
10003
10323
10654
10997
11351
1717
12096
12489
12895
13315
13749
14199
14664
8695

23981

Present Vatue (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) =

Calculations represent new expenditures onfy.

Avg
Daily
Flow
{mgd}

0.28
0.30
031
0.32
0.33
035
0.38
0.39
073
0.76
0.78
0.80
0.83
0.86
[4F:1:]
091
094
097
1.00
1.03
1.07
1.10
.14
117
1.21
1.25
1.29
1.33
1.37
1.42
1.47

240

Dasign
Flow
(mgd)

043
044
048
048
0.50
052
0.56
0.58
1.10
1.13
117
121
1.24
1.28
1.32
1.37
141
1.45
1.50
1.55
1.60
1.85
1.70
1.76
1.81
1.87
1.93
200
208
213
2,20

3.60

Treatment
Plant
($ 1986)

$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$6,296,154

$0

$0
$6,013,849
50

$0

$0

$0

$0
$12,310,003

$22,078,221

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capital Costs

Collection
Systemn
($ 1996)

$1,270,804
$426,588
$0
$7,817,992
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$9,515,474

Interest
Rate
B.00%

Totat
Capital
Costs
($ 1996)

30

$0

$0

30

$0
$7.567,048
$426,588
$0
$7,817,992
$0

$0
$0
30
30
$0
$0
$0
30
50
$0
$0
$0
30
30
$0
$6,013,849

$21,825477

Loan
Term
(Years)
20

Total
Capital
Costs

($ Future)

$0

$0

$0

50

$0
$9.574.730
$561,361
$a
$11,127,440
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$16,673.215
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$37,936,745

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027
Annualized
Capital
Costs

$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,738
$2,165,728
$2.165,738
$2,165,738
$1,698,204
$1,658,204
$1,698,204
$1,698,204
$1,698,204
$1,698,204
$53,503,974

O&M
Cost Per
1000 Galtons
1.47

Annuat
0O&M
Cost

($future)

$234 403
$265,073
$286,353
$559.713
$600,298
$643,872
$650,859
$740,898
$794,849
$852 788
$915,017
$981,856
$1.053,652
$1.130,778
$1,213,635
$1,302,656
$1,398,304
$1,501,081
$1,611,524
$1.730.214
$1,857.774
$1,894,876
$2,142,245
$2,300,658
32,470,954
$2,654,037
$31,928,168

Total
Annual

Cost
($future)

$2,400,141
$2,430.81
$2,452,000
$2,725.451
$2,766,036
$2,806,610
$2,856,387
$2,906,636
$2,960,586
$3,018,526
$3,080,754
$3,147,593
$3,219,390
$3,296,516
$3,379.373
$3,468,393
$3,564,042
$3,566,818
$3,777.262
$3,895,951
$3.555,978
$3,663,080
$3,840,449
$3.508,862
$4,169,158
$4,352,241

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Household
2.54

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Househo!d

Capita Household Cost
{$future) (Sfuture) ($future)

$695
$647
$629
$372
$366
$360
$355
$350
$346
$342
$338
$335
$332
$330
$3z7
$326
$324
$323
$322
$322
$285
$286
$288
$201
$294
$297

$1.766
$1.645
$1,597
5945
$930
$915
$902
5890
$879
$869
$859
$851
$844
$837
$831
$827
$823
$821
$819
sai8
$723
$727
$733
$739
$746
$754
Average =

$147.14
$137.056
$133.10
$78.71
$77.46
.$76.29
$75.20
$74.19
$73.25
§7240
$71.62
$70.92
$70.30
$69.75
$69.29
$68.91
$66.60
368,38
$68.23
$68.17
$60.27
$60.62
$61.05
$61.56
$62.15
$62.82
$77.21
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2008
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
20186
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

Activity

Start Program

Build .25 mgd Plant + Lines 8, 8b

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027)

Plant

(mgd)

[ e

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
025
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
D.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

0.25

Scenario 1 - Plant 2 (Reno) - Population Centers

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve "Downtown™ Reno and portions of Reno along Walnut Creek

5%

Trigger Poputatio
Capacity Capacity Served

(mgd)

0,00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,19
0.19
0.19
0.19
019
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.18
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.19

Avg=

0.19

(people)

810
821
831
842
853
864
875
886
898
909
a1
933
670

1130

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) =

Calcutations represent new expenditures only.

Avg
Daily
Flow
(mgd)

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
cos
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.08
0.09
0.09
0.09

011

Design
Flow
(mgd)

0.00
0.00
040
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.11
0.1
on
0.11
0.1
0.1
0.11
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.12
012
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.14
0.14

017

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capital Costs

Treatment
Plant
(% 1996}

$0
50
$0
$0

$0
$3.824,693
$0
$0
50
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
%0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,824,693

$2,794,843

Collectton
Syslem
{$ 1996)

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$1,642,644
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
%0
$0
$1,642,644

Interest
Rate
B8.00%

Total
Capital
Costs
($ 1996)

$0
$0
$0
$0
_$0
$5,467,337
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
50
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$5,467,337

Loan
Tem
(Years)
20

Total
Capital
Costs

($ Future)

$8.917,925
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
50
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0
$6,917,925

Capital
Racovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027

Aanualized

Capital
Costs

$704,608
$704,608
$704,606
$704,606
$704,606
$704,606
$704,608
$704,606
$704,606
$704,608
$704,606
$704 806
$704,606
$704,606
$704,608
$704,606
$704,606
$704,606
$704,606
$704,606

$14,092,120

oM
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
2.30

Annual
OaM
Cost

($future)

$71.915
$75.757
$79,803
$84,068
$88,557
$93,287
$98,270
$103,519
$109,049
$114,874
$121,010
$127 474
$134,283
§141.456
$149,012
$156,971
$165,356
$174.189
$183,493
$193,295
$203.620
$214,496
$225,954
$238,023
$250,738
$264,131
$3,862,599

Total
Annual
Cost
($future)

$776,521
$780,363
§$784.400
$788.672
$793,163
$797.893
$802,876
$808,125
$813,655
$819,480
$825,616
$832,080
$838,889
$846,062
$853,618
$861,577
$869,962
$878,795
$888,099
$897,901
$203.620
$214,496
$225,954
$238,023
$250,738
$264,131

Persons
Per
Household
254
Annual  Annual
Cost Cost  Monthly
Per Per Household
Capita Household Cost
(S$future)  ($future) ($future)
$1,147 $2913 $24278
$1,138 $2,800 $240.87
$1,129 $2,868 $239.03
$1,121 $2,847 $237.27
$1,113 $2,827 §235.58
$1,105 $2,808 $233.97
$1,098 $2,789 $232.43
$1.091 $2,772 $230.97
$1,085 $2,755 $229.59
$1,079 $2,740 $228.29
$1,073 $2,725 $227.07
$1,067 $2,711 $22594
$1,062 $2,692 $22488
$1,058 $2687 $223.92
$1,054 $2676 $223.04
$1,050 52,667 $222.25
$1,047  $2,659 $221.56
$1,044 $2,651 $220.96
$1,042 $2,645 $220.45
$1,040 $2641 $22005
$233 $591 $49.27
$242 3615 $51.24
$252 $639  $5329
$262 $665  $55.42
$272 $692 $57.63
$283 $719 $59.94
Average = $188.76
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Scenario 1 - Plant 2 (Reno) - Population Centers and Rural

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve Reno and portlons of the County downstream of the Springtown Plant

Loan Capital 0O&M Persons.
tnfiation interest Tearm Recovery Cost Per Per
Rate Rate (Years) Faclor 1000 Galions Household
4.00% 8.00% 20 01018 203 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 Annuglized O&M Annual Per Per Household
Capacity Capacity Served Fiow 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 e} 0.00 0.00 $0 $0 0 $0
1998 ] 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 o] 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, 8b 0.66 0.50 877 0.07 010 $3918312 $1,642644 $5,560,856 $7,036,383 $945,008 $63473 $1,008481 51,490 $3,784 $315.30
2003 Add Lines 5-7 0.66 .50 3158 032 047 $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 $324798 $1,269,805 $396 $1,007 $83.91
2005 0.66 0.50 3248 0.32 0.49 $0 50 $0 $0 $945,008 $342,555 $1,287,562 $396 $1,007 $83.90
2006 0.66 0.50 3294 033 049 $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 $o $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  $B4.57
2011 0.66 0.50 3534 0.35 0.53 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $471,538  $1,416,545 $401 $1.018 38485
2012 0.66 0.50 3584 0.38 0.54 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $497,350  $1,442,357 $402 $1,022 $85.19
2013 0.66 0.50 3835 0.38 0.55 30 $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 50 $0 $945,008 $553,307 $1,498,314 $406 $1,032 $86.04
2015 0.66 0.50 3739 037 0.56 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $583,612 $1,528619 $409 $1.039  $86.55
2016 0.68 0.50 3792 0.38 0.57 30 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $615583  §1,560,590 $412  $1,045 $87.12
2017 . 0.66 0.50 3846 0.28 0.58 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $945,008 $649,312  $1,504,320 $415 $1.053  $87.75
2018 G.66 0.50 3900 0.39 0.59 30 $0 $0 30 $945,008 $684,896 $1.629,904 $418 $1,061 $88.45
2019 0.65 0.50 3956 0.40 0.59 $0 $0 $0 $0 $945,008 $722,437 $1,667,445 $422 $1,071 $89.22
2020 068 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 $1,748838 $430 $1,092 $90.96
2022 0.86 0.50 4128 0.4 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 30 $894,431 $864 431 $214 $543 $4522
2024 0.68 0.50 4246 0.42 0.64 $0 $0 $0 $0 $943 506 $943,506 $222 $564  $47.03
2025 0.66 050 4307 043 0.65 S0 30 $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 $1,049915 $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 (in 1996 doliars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $5,380,133

Calculations represent new expenditures only.
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2028
2027

2042

Activity

Start Program
Add Lines 1,2,&3 (Sanct., P.B. ETJ)

Add 4.66 mgd, Mothball W.C,

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027)

Plant
Capacity
(mgd)

1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
6.40
8.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40
6.40

6.40

75%
Trigger
Capacity
(mgad)

1.31
1.3
1.3
1.31
1.31
4.80
480
4.80
4.80
480
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
4.80
480
4 B0
4.80
4,80
4.80
4.80
4.80
480
480
Avg=

4.80

Populatio
Served
(people)

11853
14544
15052
15578
16122
16685
17268
17871
18496
19142
19810
20503
21219
21960
22544
23234
23949
24689
25454
26246
27067
27916
28795
29704
306485
31583
32574
33599
34661
35760
36898
23917

42698

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1827) =

Calculations represent new expenditures only.

Scenario 1 - Plant 3 (Azle)

Plant at Azle Ash Creek to serve Azle, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary

Avg
Daily
Flow
(mgd)

1.1¢2
145
1.51
1.56
1.61
1.67
1.73
1.79
1.85
1.0
1.98
205
212
220
225
232
239
247
255
2.62
274
279
288
297
3.06
316
3.26
3.36
3.47
3.58
369

427

Design
Flow
(mgd)

1.78
218
2.26
234
242
2.50
2.59
2.68
2.77
287
297
3.08
3.18
329
338
349
3.59
3.70
382
3.94
4.06
4.19
432
4.46
460
474
489
504
5.20
536
553

6.40

Treatment
Plant
{$ 1996)

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$11,562.403
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
50
80
$0
%0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$11,562,493

$34,097,189

inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capital Costs

Collection
System
($ 1996)

$0
$3,735,600
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$3,735,600

Interest
Rate
B.00%

Total
Capital

Costs
($ 1996)

$0
$3,735,600
$0

$0

$0
$11.562,493

$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0

Loan
Term
(Years)
20

Total
Capital
Costs

($ Future)

$0

$4,040,425

$14,630,2

$0
$0
$0
42
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$15,298,093 $18,670,867

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027
Annualized
Capital
Costs

$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1.901.649
$1,901,649
$1,801,648
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901 649
$1,901,649
$1,801,649
$1,901,649
$1,801.649
$1,801,649
$1,501,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,801,649

$38,032,974

0O8M
Cost Per
1000 Galions
1.22

Annual
0o&M
Cost

($future)

$700,490
$753,957
$811,506
$873,447
$940,118
$1.011,878
$1,089,116
$1,172,250
$1,261,732
$1,356,044
$1,461,709
$1,573,288
$1,663,286
$1,807.952
$1,937.841
$2,077,330
$2,227,140
$2,388,047
$2,560,885
$2,746,552
$2.946 013
$3,160,308
$3,390,554
$3,637 955
$3,899,185
$4,182,348
$4,486.603
$4,813,522
$5,164,813
$5,542,317
$71,670,266

Total
Annual

Cost
{$future)

$2,602,139
$2,655,606
$2,713,154
$2,775,096
$2.841,766
$2,913,526
$2,980,764
$3,073,899
$3,183,380
$3,259,693
$3,363,358
$3,474,937
$3,595,035
$3,709,601
$3,839.490
$3,978,979
$4,128,789
$4,289.696
$4,462,534
$4,648,201
$2,946,013
$3,160,308
$3,390,554
$3,637,955
$3.899,165
$4,182,348
$4.486,603
34,813,522
$5,164,813
$5.542.317

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Household
2.54

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthty
Househol

Capita Household Cost
($future} ($future) ($future)

$179
$176
$174
$172
$170
$169
$167
$166
$165
$165
$164
$164
$164
$165
$165
$166
$167
$169
$470
$172
$106
$110
$114
$119
$123
5128
$134
$139
$144
$150

$454
$448
$442
$437
$433
$429
$425
$422
$420
$418
$417
$416
$416
$418
$420
$422
$425
$428
$432
$436
$268
$279
$290
$302
$314
$326
$339
$3563
$367
$382
Average =

$37.87
$37.34
$36.87
$36.43
$36.05
$35.71
$35.42
$35.18
$34.98
$34.83
$34.72
$34.66
$34.85
$34.83
$34.98
$35.17
$35.40
$35.67
$35.89
$36.35
$22.34
$23.23
$24.16
$2513
$26.13
$27.18
$28.26
$29.39
$30.57
$31.79
$32.03
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

Scenario 2 - Plant 1 (Reno) - Population Centers

Plant at eastern edge of Reno to serve Downtown Renc and Springtown

Loan
inflation Interest Term
Rate Rate (Years}
4.00% 8.00% 20
75% Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs Total Total
Plant Trigger Populatio  Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant Systam Costs Costs
Activity (mgd) {mgd) (people) (mgd) {mgd) ($ 1996) ($ 1998) ($1996) ($ Future)
Start Program 0.26 020 2845 0.28 0.43 30 30 $0 $0
026 0.20 2957 0.30 0.44 $0 $0 $0 $0
0.26 0.20 3074 0.31 0.46 $0 $0 $0 $0
0.26 0.20 3195 0.32 0.48 $0 $0 $0 $0
026 0.20 3321 033 0.50 $0 30 $0 $0
New 1.29 Plant, Add Lines 8a,8b,9, 10 1.55 1.16 3520 0.35 053 $5121,121  $4,300018 $9.421,139 $11,920.748
Add SS Line 17 1.55 1.16 4440 0.44 067 $0 $426,588 $426,588 $561.361
Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Line 1.29 097 4594 0.46 0.69 - $0 30 $0 30
1.29 0.97 4754 0.48 071 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.29 0.97 4920 0.49 0.74 $0 $0 30 30
1.29 0.97 5093 0.5 0.78 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.28 0.97 5271 0.53 0.78 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.28 0.97 5457 0.55 0.82 $0 50 $0 $0
129 097 5650 Q.56 0.85 $0 $0 $0 $0
129 097 5849 0.58 0.88 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.29 0.97 8057 0.61 [+R:3] $0 $0 $0 30
129 0.97 6272 063 0.94 30 $0 $0 30
1.29 0.97 6495 0.65 097 %0 $0 30 $0
1.29 0.97 6727 067 1.01 $0 $0 30 %0
1.29 0.97 5968 0.70 1.08 $0 $0 30 %0
1.29 097 7218 0.72 1.08 50 $0 $0 $0
1.29 0.97 7477 0.75 112 $0 %0 $0 $0
128 0.97 7747 0.77 1.16 30 30 $0 30
129 0.97 8026 0.80 1.20 $0 $0 $0 $0
1.29 0.97 8318 083 1.25 $0 30 $0 $0
Add 1.38 mgd to plant 267 2.00 8617 0.86 1.29  $5,303,742 $0 $5,303,742 $14,704,464
267 2.00 8930 0.89 1.24 $0 $0 30 $0
267 2.00 9255 0.93 1.39 $0 $0 $0 $0
2.67 2.00 9592 0.96 1.44 $0 30 $0 $0
267 2.00 9942 099 1.49 $0 30 $0 $0
267 2.00 10308 1.03 1.55 30 30 $0 $0
TOTALS for Planning Period {1997 - 2027) Avg= 6222 $10,424,863 $4,726,606 $15,151,4689 $27,188,571
267 2.00 17777 1.78 267
Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1697-1927) = $14,537,410

Calcutations represent new expendituras only.

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027
Annualized
Capital
Costs

$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,271,330
$1,497,682
$1,497 682
$1,497,682
$1,497,682
$1,497 682
31,497,682
$34,412,697

0&M
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1.62

Annual
O&M
Cost

($futura)

$263,387
$345 480
$371.782
$400,122
$430,662
$463,574
$499,044
$537,274
$578,482
$622,902
$670,787
$722,412
$778,071
$838,083
$902,792
$972,570
$1,047,818
$1,128,069
$1,216,491
$1,310,889
$1,412,708
$1,522,537
$1,641,013
$1,768,822
$1,906,705
$2,055,464
$24,408,836

Total
Annual

Cost
($future)

81,534,718
$1.616,81
$1.643,12
$1,671,452
$1,701,992
$1,734,904
$1,770,374
$1,808,604
$1,849,812
$1,894,232
$1,942,117
$1,993,742
$2,048,401
$2.109,413
$2,174,122
$2,243,900
$2,319,148
$2.400,299
$2.487,821
$2,682,219
$2,910,390
$3,020,220
$3,138,695
$3,266,504
$3,404,387
33,653,146

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Household
2.54

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Household

Capita Household Cost
($future)  ($future) ($future)

$436
$364
$asa
$352
$346
$341
$336
3321
$327
$324
$321
$318
$316
$314
$312
$a1
$310
3310
$310
$311
$338
$338
$339
$341
$342
3345

$1,107
$925
$508
$893
$879
3865
$853
$842
$832
$823
$814
$807
$801
$796
$793
$790
$768
$787
$787
$789
$858
$858
$861
$865
$670
$876
Average =

$92.28
$77.08
$75.70
$74.42
$73.22
$72.11
$71.09
$70.15
$69.31
$68.54
$67.87
$67.28
$66.78
$66.37
$66.04
$65.80
$65.65
$65.59
$6561
$65.72
$71.49
$71.58
$71.78
$72.08
$72.48
§72.98
$70.73
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Year Activity
1997 Start Program
1958
1939
2000
2001
2002 New 2.49 Plant, Add Lines Ba,Bb,9,10
2003 Add Lines S-7,17
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Line
2005 Add Lines 11-18
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2018
2020
2021
2022 Add 1.74 mgd to plant
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027)

2042

Calculations reprasent new expenditures only.

Plant
Capacity
(mgd)

0.26
0.26
0.26
0.26
0.26
275
275
249
249
249
2,49
249
249
2.49
2.49
249
249
2.49
249
249
249
2.49
2.49
249
249
4.42
442
442
4.42
442
4.42

4.42

Scenario 2 - Plant 1 {Reno) - Population Centers and Rural

75%
Trigger
Capacity
{mgd)

020
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.20
2.06
2.06
187
187
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
187
187
187
187
187
187
187
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
1.87
332
332
332
332
332
3.32
Avg=

3.32

Populatio
Served
{people)

2845
2957
3074
3185
el |
4130
6913
7103
10577
10852
11136
11428
11729
12039
12359
12689
13029
13380
13742
14115
14500
14897
15307
15730
16166
18616
17081
17561
18056
18568
18096
11748

20473

Present Value {in 1996 dollars) of all costs during pianning period (1997-1927) =

Avg
Daily
Flow
(mgd)

028
0.30
a3
032
033
0.41
069
0.71
1.06
1.09
in
1.14
1.17
120
124
127
1.30
1.34
1.37
141
145
148
153
157
162
166
171
1.76
1.81
1.86
1.91

295

Design
Flow
(mgd)

043
044
0.46
0.48
0.50
062
1.04
1.07
1.59
1.63
167
171
1.76
1.81
1.85
1.90
1.95
201
2.06
212
217
223
230
2.36
242
2.49
2.56
263
271
279
2.86

4.42

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capital Costs

Treatment Collection
Plant System
{$ 1996) {$ 1896)
30 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 %0
$0 $0
§7.525,948  $4,300,018
$0  $2,130,202
$0
$0  $7,.817.892
$0 $0
$0 30
30 30
$o $0
$0 $0
30 %0
30 $0
30 30
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 30
$0 $0
$0 $0
30 $0
$0 $0
30 $0
$6.034,060 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$13,560,008 $14,248,212
$30,075,821

Plant at eastarn edge of Reno to serve Reno, Springtown and County

Loan Capital
Interest Term Recovery
Rate (Years) Factor
8.00% 20 61019
Total Total 19897-2027
Capital Capital Annualized
Costs Costs Capital
($ 1996) {$ Future) Costs
30 $0
$0 $0
%0 $0
$0 50
$0 30
$11,825966 $14,963,620 $2,942,544
$2,130,202  $2.803,201 $2,942,944
$ $0 $2,942,944
$7.817,952 §11,127,440 $2,542,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
30 $0 $2,942,944
50 $0 $2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
30 $0 $2,942,944
$0 $0 §2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
%0 $0 $2,942,944
30 $0 $2,942,944
$0 30 $2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
$0 30 $2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
$0 50 $2,942,944
$6,034,060 $16,729,249 $2,942,944
$0 $C $2,942, 944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
30 30 $2,942 944
30 $0 $2,942,944
$0 $0 $2,942,944
$27,808,220 445,623,510 $76,516,551

0&M
Cost Per
1000 Gatlons
1.38

Annual
08M
Cost

($future)

$263,201
$458,199
$489,620
$758,315
$809,149
$863,487
$921,578
$983,6689
$1,050,104
$1.121.130
$1,197,095
$1,278,353
$1,365,282
$1,458,288
$1,557,806
$1,664,306
$1,778,288
$1,900,293
$2,030,899
$2,170,729
$2,320,449
$2,480,778
$2,652,485
$2,836,268
$3,033,406
$3,244 465
$40,687,792

Total
Annual
Cost
{$future)

$3,206,146
$3,401,143
$3,432,564
$3,701,259
$3,752,003
$3,806,431
$3,864,522
$3,926,633
$3,993,048
$4.0684.074
$4,140,040
$4,221,208
$4,308,226
$4,401,232
$4,500,751
$4,607,250
$4,721,232
$4,843,237
$4,973,843
$5,113673
$5,263,394
$5,423722
$5,585,429
$5,779,343
$5,976,351
$6,187 409

Annuat
Cost
Per
Capita

$776
$492
$483
$350
$346
$342
$338
$335
$332
$329
$326
§324
$322
$320
$319
$318
$317
$316
$316
$316
$317
$318
$319
$320
$322
§324

Pefsons
Per
Household
254

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Household

Household Cost
($future)  ($future) ($future)

$1,972
$1.250
$1,228
$889
$878
$868
$859
$850
$842
$835
$829
$623
$818
$814
$810
$807
$805
$804
$803
$803
$805
$807
$809
$813
$818
$823
Average =

$164.33
$104.14
$102.29
$74.07
$73.18
37235
$71.58
$70.86
$70.20
$69.60
$69.06
$68.58
$68.16
$67.79
$67.49
$67.26
$67.08
$66.97
$66.93
$66.96
$67.05
$67.21
$67.44
$67.75
$68.13
$68.58
$75.19
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Year Activity
1997 Start Program
1998 Add Lines 1,243 (Sanct, P8, ETY)
1999
2000
2001
2002 Aad 4.66 mgd, Mothball W.C.
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2028
2027
TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027)

2042

Calculations represent new expenditures only,

Assumes Walnut Creek Plant Taken Out of Service or used by Reno/Springtown {Optian)

75%
Plant
Capacity Capacity

(mgd)  (mgd)
1.74 1.31
1.74 1.31
1.74 1.31
174 1.31
1.74 1.3
6.40 480
8.40 4.80
6.40 480
6.40 4.80
6.40 4.80
640 4.80
640 480
6.40 480
6.40 4.80
£.40 4.80
6.40 480
6.40 480
6.40 4.80
6.40 480
6,40 4.80
6.40 480
5.40 480
6.40 480
6.40 480
6.40 480
6.40 4,80
6.40 4.80
6.40 480
6.40 4,80
6.40 480
6.40 4.80

Avg=
6.40 480

Trigger Populatio

Served
(people)

11853
14544
15052
16678
16122
16685
17268
17871
18496
19142
19810
20503
21219
21960
22544
23234
23949
24689
25454
26246
27067
27918
28795
20704
30646
31583
32574
33599
34661
35760
36898
23917

42699

Present Value (in 1956 dollars) of all costs during planning period ($897-1927) =

Scenario 2 - Plant 2 (Azle) - Azle Area

Plant at Azla Ash Creek to serve Azle, Pelican Bay and Sanctuary

Infiation
Rate
4.00%
Avg Capital Costs Capital Costs
Daily Dasign  Treatment Collection
Fiow Flow Plant System
(mgd) (mgd) (% 1896) ($ 1996)
1.19 1.78 $0 $0
1.45 2.18 $0 $3,735800
1.51 226 $0 $0
1.56 234 $0 $0
1.61 242 $0 $0
167 2.50 $11,562,493 50
173 2.59 $0 30
1.79 268 $0 30
1.85 277 $0 $0
1.91 2.87 $0 $0
1.98 297 $0 $0
2.05 3.08 $0 30
212 3.18 30 $0
220 3.28 $0 $0
225 338 $0 $0
232 349 30 $0
239 3.59 $0 $0
247 370 $0 30
2.55 382 $0 $0
262 294 $0 $0
27 4.06 $0 $0
279 419 $0 $0
288 432 $0 30
297 446 $0 $0
306 480 $0 $0
3.16 474 %0 30
328 4.89 30 10
336 5.04 $0 $0
347 5.20 $0 $0
358 5.36 $0 $0
3.69 5.53 $0 $0
$11,562,493  $3,735,600
427 6.40
$34,007,169

Loan
Interest Term
Rate ({Years)
8.00% 20
Total Totat
Capital Capital
Costs Costs
($ 1996) ($ Future)
$ $0
$3,735800 $4.040,425
$0 $0
$0 $0
$ $0
$11,562,433 $14,630,242
30 $0
30 $0
30 $0
50 30
30 50
$0 $0
$0 30
$0 30
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 $0
30 $0
$0 $0
$0 30
$0 $0
$0 $0
$0 30
3o 30
$0 30
$0 30
$0

$15,298,093 $18,670,667

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027
Annualized
Capital
Costs

$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901 649
$1,.801,649
$1,901,649
$1.901,649
$1,901 649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649
31,901,649
$1,001,649
$1,001,649
$1,001,649
$1,801 6849
$1,801,649
$1,801,649
$1,901,649
$1,901,649

$38,032,974

O&M
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1.22

Annual
OsM
Cost

{$future)

$700,490
$753,957
$811,508
$873 447
$940,118
$1,011,878
$1,089,116
$1,172,250
$1,261,722
$1,358,044
$1,461,709
$1,573,288
$1,603,386
$1,807,952
$1,937 841
$2,077,330
$2,227 140
$2,388,047
$2 560,885
$2,746,552
$2,946,013
$3,160,308
$3,390,554
$3 637,955
$3,899,165
$4,182,348
$4,486,603
$4,813,522
$5,164,813
$5,542 317
$71,670,266

Totat
Annual

Cost
($future)

$2,.602,139
$2,655,606
$2,713,154
$2,775,096
$2.841,766
$2,913,526
$2,990,764
$3,073,869
$3,163,380
$3,259,693
$3,363,358
$3,474,937
$3,505,035
$3,709,601
$3,839,430
$3,978,979
$4,128,789
$4,289,696
$4,462,534
$4,648,201
$2,946,013
$3,160,308
$3,390,554
$3,637,955
$3,899,165
§4,182,348
$4,486,603
$4,813,622
$5,164,813
$5,542,317

Annuatl
Cost
Per

Persons
Per

Household

254

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Househot

Capita Household Cost
($future) (3future) ($future)

$179
$176
$174
$172
$170
$169
$167
$166
$165
$165
$164
$164
$164
$165
$165
$166
$167
$169
$170
172
$106
$110
$114
$119
§i23
§128
$134
$139
$144
$150

Average

$37.87
$37.34
$36.87
$36.43
$36.05
$35.71
$35.42
$35.18
$34.98
$34.83
$34.72
$34.66
$34.65
$34.83
$34.98
$35.17
$35.40
$35.67
$35.99
$36.35
$22.34
$23.23
$24.46
$25.13
$26.13
$27.18
$28.26
$29.39
$30.57
$31.79
$32.03
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

Scenario 3 - Plant 1 (Azle) - Population Centers and Azle Area

Plant at Eagle Mountain Lake to intially 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 and/or phased out.

Activity

Start Program (Springtown/Azle)
Add Lines 1,2.3 (P.B., Sanct,ETJ)

Add 5 .48 mgd Plant, Add Lines 4,8a,85.8,10
Mothball Springtown and WC Plants, Add Line 1

Add 2.75 to Plant

TOTALS for Planning Pariod {1997 - 2027)

75%

Trigger Populatio

Plant
Capacity Capacity
{mgd)  {(mgd)
2.00 1.50
2,00 1.50
2.00 1.50
2.00 1.50
2.00 1.50
7.48 5.61
6.03 452
6.03 452
6.03 452
6.03 452
6.03 452
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 452
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 452
6.03 452
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 4.52
6.03 452
B.78 6.58
8.78 6.58
8.78 6.58
8.78 6.58
8.78 6.58
8.78 6.58
Avg=
8.78 6.58

Served
(people)

14698
© 17595
18235
18899
19587
20977
21891
22689
23476
24313
25179
28077
27008
27972
28394
29291
30221
31184
32181
33215
34285
35393
36541
37730
38962
40200
40894
42234
43623
45062
46552
30146

58553

Present Value {in 1996 dollars) of all cosis during planning period (1997-1927) =

Calculations represent new expenditures only.

Avg
Daily
Flow
{mgd)

1.47
1.76
1.82
1.89
1.96
2,10
219
2.27
235
243
2.52
261
270
2.80
284
293
3.02
312
322
332
343
354
365
77
3.90
4.02
4.09
4.22
436
451
4.66

586

Design
Flow
(mgd)

220
264
274
2.83
2.94
3.15
3.28
340
3.52
365
3.78
391
4.05
4.20
4.26
439
4.53
468
483
498
514
S.31
548
566
584
6.03
6.13
6.34
6.54
6.78
6.98

878

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capital Costs

Treatment
Plant
($ 1996)

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$12,996,371
$0
30
30
30
$0
$0
%0
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
%0
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$8,030,891
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$21,027,262

$48,734,158

Coltection
System
($ 1996)

$0
$3,735.600
$0

$0

$0
$4,775,088
$426 588
$0

$0

$0

$0

$8,937,286

Interest
Rate
8.00%

Totat
Capitat
Costs
($ 1996)

$0
$3,735,600

$17,771,469
$426,588
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

30

$0

$0

30

$0

$0

30

$0

$0

$0

$0
$8,030,891

Loan
Term
(Years)
20

Total
Capitat
Costs

($ Fulure)

$4,040.4

$22 486,5
$561.3

$22,265,4

$0
25
$0
$0
$0
78
61
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
so
$0
$0
03
30
$0
$0
$0
$0

$29,964,548 §49,353,766

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1097-2027
Annualized
Capital
Costs

$2.759.010
$2,759.010
$2.759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
2,758,010
$2,755,010
$2.759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2.759,010
$2,759,010
$2,759,010
$2.759,010
$2,759,010
$2,267,780
$2,267,780
$2,267,780
$2,267,780
$2.267.780
$2,267,760
$2,267,780
$2,267.780
$2.267.780
$2,267,780
$77,857,097

O&M
Cost Par
1000 Gallons
1.19

Annual
O&M
Cost

{$future)

$826,584
$890,938
$960,308
$1,035,083
$1,152,803
$1,251,208
$1,347 552
$1,451,345
$1,563,166
$1,683,636
$1,813,429
$1,853,268
$2,103.927
$2,221,058
$2,382,928
$2,656,909
$2.743,920
$2,944,953
$3,161,074
$3,393,432
$3,643,263
$3,911,900
$4,200,775
$4,511,434
$4,841,014
$5,121,547
$5,500,967
$5,900,096
$6,348,13%
$6,820,440
$88,246,175

Total
Annual

Cost
($future)

$3,585,594
$3,649,948
$3.719,317
$3,794,002
$3.911,003
$4.010,217
$4,106,561
$4,210,355
$4,322,175
$4,442 646
$4,672,438
$4,712,275
$4,862,937
$4,980,068
$5,141,938
$5315919
$5,502,930
$5,703,963
$5,920,084
$6,152 442
$5,911,044
$6,179,680
$6,468 555
$6,779,214
$7,108,794
$7.389,327
$7,768,748
$8,176,877
$8,615,911
$9,088,220

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Household
254

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Household

Capita Household Cost
($future) ($iuture) ($future)

$204
$200
$197
$194
$186
$183
$181
5179
3178
$178
$175
$174
$174
$175
$176
8176
$176
$177
$178
$179
$167
$169
$17
$174
177
$181
$i84
$187
$191
$195

$518
$508
$500
$492
$474
$465
$460
$456
$452
$448
$445
$443
$442
$446
$446
$447
$448
$450
$453
$456
$424
$430
$435
$442
$449
$459
$467
$476
$486
$496
Average =

$43.14
$42.37
$41.66
$41.00
$39.47
$38.78
$38.34
$£37.96

$37.63

$37.35
$37.11
$38.93
$36.80
$37.13
$37.16
$37.23
$37.35
$37.52
$37.73
$37.98
$35.35
$35.80
$36.29
$36.83
$37.43
$38.25
$38.93
$39.68
$40.47
$41.32
$37.80
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Year

1087
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

Activity

Start Program {Springtown/Azie)
Add Lines 1,23 (P.B., Sanct.ETJ))

Add New 5.79 Plant

Add Lines 4,8a,8b,9,10

Mothball Springtewn and WC Plants
Add Lines 5-7 and 11-17

Add 3.34 to Plant

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 202T)

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.

Plant
Capacity
(mgd)

2.00
2,00
200
778
778
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7123
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
7.23
723
7.23
7.23
723
10.57
10.57
10.57
10.57
10.57
10.57

10.57

5%

Trigger Populatio

Capacity
(mgd)

1.50
1.50
1.50
5.84
5.84
5.42
5.42
542
542
542
542
542
542
542
5.42
542
542
542
5.42
542
5.42
5.42
5.42
5.42
5.42
7.93
7.93
7.93
7.93
7.93
7.93
Avg=

793

Served
(people)

14698
17595
18235
18889
20255
20977
27502
28388
29289
30245
31222
32233
33279
34362
34903
35623
36978
38068
39196
40361
41566
42813
44101
45434
46812
48199
49655
51160
52717
54328
55994
35981

70470

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1987-1927) =

Calculations represent new expenditures only.

Avg
Daily
Flow
(mgd)

1.47
1.76
1.82
1.89
203
2.10
275
284
293
3.02
3.12
3.22
333
344
3.49
3.59
3.70
3.81
3.92
4,04
4.16
428
441
454
468
4.82
497
5.12
5.27
543
560

7.05

Design
Flow
(mgd)

220
264
274
283
3.4
315
413
4.26
439
454
4.68
484
499
515
5.24
539
5.55
571
5.88
6.05
6.23
6.42
6.62
6.82
7.02
7.23
7.45
7.87
7.9
8.15
8.40

10.57

Treatment
Plant
($ 1998)

30
30

$0
$13,527,265
30

$0

$0

50

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

30

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

50

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$9,153713
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$22,680,978

$61,589,188

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs Capilal Costs

Collection
System
($ 1996)

$0
$3,735.600
$0
$0
$4,775,008

$9,948,194
$0

$0
30
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
s0
50
30
s¢
$0
$¢
$0
$0
$0
$C
$0
$0
$0
$18,458,892

Interest
Rate
8.00%

Total
Capital

Costs
($ 1996)

$0
$3,735,800
$

$13,527.265
$4,775,098
$0
$9,948,194
$0

$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$9,153,713

$41,139,870

Ltoan
Term
{Years)
20

Total
Capital
Costs

($ Future)

$0
$4,040,425
$0

$15.824.987

$5,809,637
$0
$13,091,145
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
50
$25,378,393
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$64,144,586

Capitat
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027
Apnualized
Capital
Cosls

$0
$3,048,422
$3,048,422
$3,948,422
$3.948,422
$3,948,422
$3,948,422
$3,048,422
$3,948,422
$3.948,422
$3,948,422
$3,948,422
$3,948,422
$3.948,422
$3,048 422
$3,648,422
$3,048 422
$3,648 422
$3,048 422
$3,948,422
$3,948,422
$2,584,845
$2,564,845
$2,584 845
$2,584 845
$2,584 845
$2,584 845
$2,584,845
$2,584,845
$2,584 845
$2,584 845
$104,816,902

O&M
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1.18

Annual
Q&M
Cost

($future)

$819,6838
$883,451
$952,238
$1,061,409
$1,143,205
$1,558.741
$1,673,170
$1,796,116
$1,928,218
$2,070,168
$2,222,705
$2,386,629
$2,562,799
$2,707,322
$2,897,909
$3,102,306
$3,321,534
$3,556,692
33,808,959
$4,079,603
$4,369,988
$4,681,580
$5,015,955
$5,374,808
$5,755,476
$6,166,467
$6,607,569
§7,081,027
$7,589,257
$8,134,854
$105,309,791

Total
Annuat

Cost
($future)

$4,768,060
$4,831,874
$4,900,660
$5,000,832
$5.091,628
$5,507,163
$5,621,593
$5,744 538
$5,876,641
$6,018,500
$6,171,127
$6,335,051
$6,511,221
$6,655,744
$6,846,331
$7,050,728
$7.260 957
$7,505,115
$7,757.381
$8,028,025
$6,954,833
$7,266,425
$7,600,800
$7.959,653
$8,340,321
$8,751,312
$9,192,414
$9,665,873
$10,174,102
$10.719,699

Annual
Cost
Per
Capita

Persons
Per
Household
254

Annual
Cost
Per
Household

Monthly
Household
Cost

($future) ($future) (Sfuture)

$271
$265
$259
$247
$243
$200
$198
$196
$194
$193
$191
$190
$189
$191
$101
$191
$191
$191
$192
$193
$162
$165
$167
$170
$173
$176
$180
$183
187
$191

3688
$673
$659
$628
$617
$509
$503
$498
$494
$490
$486
$484
$481
$484
$484
$484
$485
$486
$488
$491
5413
$419
$425
$432
$440
$448
$456
$466
$476
$486
Average =

$57.36
3$56.08
$54 .89
$52.35
$51.38
$42.39
$41.92
$41.50
$41.13
$40.80
$40.52
$40.29
$40.11
$40.36
$40.34
$40.36
$4042
$40.53
$40.68
$40.88
$34.38
$34 88
$35.41
$35.99
$36.63
$37.30
$38.03
$38.81
$39.64
$40.52
$39.52
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011

2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

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
Inflation Interest Term Recovery
Rate Rate (Years) Factor
4.00% 8.00% 20 0.1019
75% Avg Capital Costs Capitat Costs Total Total 1987-2027
Plant  Trigger Populatio Daily Design Treatment Collection Capital Capital Annualized
Capacity Capacity Served Flow Flow Plant System Costs Costs Capitat
Activity (mgd) {mgd) (people) (mgd) (mgd) ($ 1996) (3 1996) ($ 1996) ($ Future) Cosls
Start Program (Springtown/Azle) 2.00 150 14698 147 2.20 $0 $0 30 50
Add Lines 1,2,3 (P B., Sanct ET)) 2.00 1.50 17595 1.78 2.64 $0 $3,735,600 $3.735600 $4,040425 $2,594,405
2.00 1.50 18235 1.82 274 $0 30 $0 $0 $2,594,405
, 2.00 1.50 18899 1.89 283 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
Add Lines 18, 19 and Lift Stations to F.W. 2.00 1.50 19587 1.86 294 $12,187.899 $0 $12,187,899 $14,828,443 $2,594 405
Add Lines 4,8a,86,9,10 0.00 0.00 20977 210 315 $0  $4,775,098 $4.775098  $6,042,022 $2,594 405
Mathball Springtown and WC Plants, Add Line 4 0.00 0.00 21891 219 328 $0 $426,588 $426,588 $561,361 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 22669 227 340 $0 30 £0 $0 $2.,594,405
0.00 0.00 23476 235 3.52 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 24313 243 3.65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
0.00 000 25161 2.52 an $0 $0 $0 £0 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 26058 261 o $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 26988 2.70 4.05 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 27952 2.80 419 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594 405
0.00 0.00 28373 2.84 426 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594 405
0.00 0.00 29271 2.93 4.39 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 30200 3.02 453 50 $0 $0 $0 $2,694,405
0.00 000 31162 3.12 4.67 $0 50 $0 $0 $2,594.405
0.00 0.00 32159 3.22 4.82 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,594,405
0.00 0.00 33162 3.32 4.98 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,504,405
0.00 000 34282 343 514 50 $0 $0 $0 $2,504,405
0.00 0.00 35369 3.54 53 $0 $0 $0 50
0.00 0.00 38517 3.65 548 %0 $0 $0 $0
0.00 0.00 37706 377 586 $0 %0 30 $0
0.00 0.00 38937 389 584 $0 $0 $0 $0
0.00 0.00 40175 4.02 6.03 %0 $0 $0 $0
0.00 0.00 40894 4.09 613 $0 $0 $0 $0
0.00 0.00 42234 422 6.34 $0 $0 $0 $0
0.00 0.00 43623 436 6.54 $0 $0 $0 $0
0.00 000 45062 4.51 6.76 30 30 $0 $0
0.00 0.00 46552 466 §.98 $0 $0 $0
TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027) Avg= 30135 $12,187,899  $8,937,2a6 $21,125,185 $25,472,251 $51,888,100
0.00 0.00 57935 579 8.69
Present Value (in 1998 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $34,329,556

Calcutations represent new expenditures only.

FW Charge
Per
1060 Gatlons
0.62

Annual
FW Service
Cost
($future)

$430,657
$464,186
$500,328
$539,287
$600,667
$651,890
$702,086
$756,163
$814,422
$876,541
$944,124
$1,016,937
$1,085,387
$1,156,364
$1.240,648
$1,331,238
51,428,614
$1,533,291
$1,645.826
$1,766,816
$1,896,905
$2,036,787
$2,187,209
$2,348,975
$2,520,593
$2,668,369
$2,866,050
$3,078,689
$3,307 430
$3,553 507
$45,959,982

Total
Annual
Cost
($future)

$3,025 062
$3,058,591
$3,094,733
$3,133,692
$3,195,072
$3,246,295
$3,296,491
$3,350,568
$3.408,827
$3,470,946
$3,538,529
33,611,342
$3,689,792
$3,750,769
$3,835,052
$3,925,643
$4,023,019
$4,127,696
$4,240,231
$4,361,221
$1,896,905
$2,036,787
$2,187,209
$2,248,975

$2,520,593

$2,668,369
$2,868,050
$3,078,689
$3,307 430
$3,553,507

Annual
Cost
Per
Capita

Parsons
Per
Household
254

Annual
Cost
Per
Household

Monthty
Household
Cost

(Sfuture) ($future) ($future)

$172
$168
$164
$160
$152
$148
$145
$143
$140
$138
$136
$134
$132
$132
$134
$130
$129
$128
$128
$127
$54
$56
$58
$60
$63
$65
s68
$71
$73
576

$437
$426
$416
$406
$387
$377
$369
$363
$356
$350
$345
$340
$335
$338
$333
$330
$328
$326
$324
$323
$136
$142
$147
$153
$159
$166
$172
$179
$186
$194
Average =

$36.39
$35.50
$34.66
$33.86
$32.24
$31.39
$30.78
$30.21
$29.68
$29.20
$28.74
$28.32
$27.94
$27.98
$27.73
$27.51
$27.33
$27.17
$27.04
$26.94
$11.35
$11.81
$12.28
$12.77
$13.28
$13.81
$14.36
$14.94
$15.54
$16.16
$22.94
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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 FW Charge Persons
Inflation Interest Term 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 Capitat Costs Capital Costs Tota! Total 1997-2027 Annual Total Cost Cost  Monthly
Plant Trigger Populatio Daily Design  Fort Worth Coltection Capital Capital Alnualized FW Service Anpual Per Per Household
Capacity Capacily 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 ($tuture) (Sfuture)  ($future) ($future} ($future)

1997 Start Program (Springtown/Azle) 2.00 1.50 14698 1.47 220 $0 $0 $C $0
1898 Add Lines 1,2,3 (P.B., Sanct,ETJ)) 2.00 1560 17595 1.76 2.64 $0  $3,735,600 $3735600 $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 30 $0 $3,923,926 $464,186 $4,388,112 $241 $611 $50.94
2000 2.00 150 18899 1.89 2.83 $0 $0 30 $0 $3.923,926 $500,328 $4.424,254 $234 $595  $49.55
2001 Add Lines 18, 19 and Lift Stations to F.W. 2.00 150 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 Lines 4,8a,8b,9,10 0.00 0.00 20977 210 315 $0  $4,775,008 $4,775088  $8,042,022 $3,923,926 $600,667 $4,524,593 $216 $548 $45.65
2003 Mothball Springtown and WC Plants 0.00 000 21725 217 3.26 $0 $0 50 $0 $3.923,926 $646,970 4,570,896 $210 $534  $4453
2004 Add Lines 5-7 and 11-17 0.00 0.00 28386 2.84 4.26 $0  $9,9438.194 $9,948 194 $13,614,790 $3,923,926 $879,123  $4,803,049 $169 $430 $35.82
2005 0.00 0.00 29299 283 439 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $943,722 $4,867.648 $166 $422 $35.17
2006 0.00 0.00 30245 3.02 454 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.923,926 $1,013,132  $4,937,057 $163 $415  $34.55
2007 0.00 0.00 31222 312 468 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,087.715 $5,011,641 $161 $408 $33.08
2008 0.00 0.00 32233 3.22 4.84 $0 $0 $0 ’ 50 $3,023,926 $1,167,862 $5,091,788 $158 $401 $33.44
2009 0.00 0.00 33279 333 4.99 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,253,991 85,177,917 $156 $395 $32.93
2010 0.00 0.00 34262 3.44 515 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $1,346,555 $5,270481 $153 $390 $32.47
2011 0.00 0.00 34903 349 524 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,823,926 $1,422,491 95346417 $153 $389 $32.42
2012 0.00 0.00 35923 3.59 5.39 $0 $0 $0 3¢] $3,023,926 $1,522,630 $5.446.556 $152 $385  $32.09
2013 0.00 0.00 36978 370 5.55 $0 30 $0 50 $3,923,926 $1,630,025 §5,553,951 $150 $361 $31.79
2014 0.00 0.00 38068 EX ) 571 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3.923,926 $1,745,213 $5,669,139 $149 $378 $31.52
2015 (.00 0.00 35196 3.92 5.88 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,923 926 $1.868,771 $5792696 $148 $375 $31.28
2016 0.00 0.00 40361 4.04 6.05 $0 30 $0 $0 $3,923,926 $2,001,317 $5925243 $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 4.28 642 $0 30 $0 $0 $2,206,095 $2,296,095 $54 $136 $11.35
2019 0.00 0.00 44101 4.41 6.62 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,459,813 $2459813 $56 $142 $11.81
2020 0.00 a.co 45434 4.54 582 $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 $2824 052 $2,824,052 $60 $153 $1277
2022 0.00 0.00 48199 482 7.23 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,024,064 $3,024,064 $63 $159 $13.28
2023 0.00 0.00 49655 4.97 745 30 $0 $0 $0 $3,240,008  $3,240,008 $65 $166 $13.81
2024 0.00 0.00 51160 512 7.67 30 $0 $0 $0 $3471,773  $3471,773 $68 $172 $14.36
2025 0.00 0.00 52717 527 7.9 $o $0 $0 $0 $3,720,540 $3,720,540 71 $179 $14.04
2026 0.00 0.00 54328 5.43 8.15 $0 $0 30 $0 $3987,576 $3,987,576 $73 $186 $15.54
2027 0.00 0.00 55994 5.60 86.40 $0 $0 30 30 $4274245 $4,274245 $76 $194 $16.16

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027) Avg= 35773 $12,187,895 $18,458,892 $30,646,791 $38,525,680 $78,478,513 $55,141,831 Average= $26.38
2042 0.00 0.00 70470 7.08 10.57

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) = $48,300,011

Calculations represent new expeanditures only.
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Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2008
2007
2008
2009
2010
2019
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

2042

Activity

Start Program

Add Lines 4,8a2,8b,9, 10
Add S8 Une 17
Take Existing Springtown Ptant Off-Une

Scenario 5 - Azle Service - Population Centers (50 Year Pipes, Rural Expansion)

Downtown Renoc and Springtown 1o Contract with Azle for Treatment and Cnly Construet Lines to Populatioh Centers (Sizad for Full Watrshed Service)

Plant
Capacity
(mgd)

0.26
0.28
0.28
0.28
0.28
0.26
0.28
028
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.60
0.00
0.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027}

0.00

75%

Trigger Population

Capacity
(mgd)

0.20
020
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Q.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
¢.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Avg=

0.00

Served
(people)

2845
2057
3074
31985
a1
3520
4440
4594
4754
4920
5093
5271
5457
5650
5849
8057
6272
8495
6727
6968
7218
7477
7747
8026
8316
8617
8930
9255
9582
9842
10305
6222

17777

Present Value (in 1998 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) =
Calculations represent new expenditwes only.

Avg
Daily
Flow

{mgd)

028
0.30
0.31
0.32
0.33
0.35
0.44
0.46
0.48
0.49
0.51
0.53
0.55
0.56
Q.58
0.61
0.63
085
0.67
0.70
072
0.75
0.77
0.80
0.83
0.88
0.89
0.93
0.96
0.99
1.03

1.78

Design
Flow

(mgd)

0.43
0.44
0.46
0.48
0.50
0.53
0.87
0.69
0.71
0.74
0.76
0.79
0.82
0385
0.83
0.91
0.94
0.97
1.01
1.05
1.08
1.12
1.16
120
1.25
1.29
1.34
1.38
1.44
1.48
1.58

287

Inflaion
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs  Capital Costs

Treatment
Plant
($ 1996)

$9,618,662

Collection
System
($ 1808)

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$4,775,008
$420,588
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$6,201,886

Interest
Rate
8.00%

Total
Capital
Costs
($ 1996)

$0
$0
$0
30
50
$4,775,098
$426,588
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
30
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
30
30
$0
$0
$0

$6,201,688

Loan
Term
(Years)
20

Total
Capltal
Costs

($ Futwre)

$0

$0
$0

$6,042,022
$561,361

$6,603,383

Capital Contract
Racovery Cost Per
Factor 1000 Gallons
0.1019 1.65
19972027 Annual
Annualized O&M
Capital Cost
Costs ($futures)
$872,569 $268,265
$672,569 $351,878
$672,589 $378,667
$672,589 $407,532
$672,589 $438,637
$672,569 $472,158
$872,569 $508,285
$672,569 $547,224
$672,589 $589,194
$672,569 $634.437
$672,569 $683,209
$672,569 $735,790
$672,560 $792,479
$672,589 $853,603
$672,589 $919,510
$672.589 $990,580
$672,569 $1,067 222
$672,569 $1,149,575
$672,569 $1,239.018
$872,569 $1,335,164
$1,438,869
$1,550,732
$1,871,402
$1,801,578
$1,942,014
$2,093,528
$13,461,383  $24,860,862

Persons
Per
Household
2.54
Annual  Annual
Tota| Cost Cost
Annual Per Per
Cost Capita Household
(Sfuture)  (Sfuture)  ($future)
$940,834 $267 $879
$1,024,447 $231 $588
$1,051,238 $229 $581
$1,080,101 $227 $577
$1,111,206 $226 $574
$1,144,727 $225 $571
$1,150,854 $224 $569
$1,219,793 $224 $563
$1.261,764 223 $567
$1,207,006 $223 $568
$1,355,778 §224 $569
$1,408,359 $225 $570
§$1,465,049 $226 $573
$1,528,172 $227 $576
$1,582,079 3228 $580
$1,663,149 $230 $585
$1,739,791 $233 $591
$1,822.445 $235 $598
$1,911,587 $238 $605
$2,007,733 $241 3613
$1,438,869 $167 I424
$1,550,732 $174 Jd41
$1,671,402 $181 $459
$1,801,578 $188 $477
$1.942,014 $195 $496
$2,093,528 $203 $516
Average =

Monthly
Household|
Cost

($futre)

$58.57
$48.84
$48.43
$48.09
$47.80
$47.58
$47.42
“$471.31
$47.27
$47.30
$47.38
$47.52
$47.74
$48.02
$48.36
$48.77
$49.25
$49.80
$50.41
$51.10
$35.34
$38.76
$38.23
$38.78
$41.35
$43.00
$46.62
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75%
Plant Trgger Population
Capacity Capacity Served
Year  Activity (mgd)  (mgd)  (people)
1997 Start Program 0.26 0.20 2845
1998 026 0.20 2057
1899 028 020 074
2000 026 0.20 3195
2001 0.26 0.20 321
2002 Add Lines 4,82,8b,9,10 028 0.20 4130
2003 Add Lines 5-7,17 0.28 0.20 6913
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Line 028 0.20 7103
2005 Add Lines 11-16 0.00 0.00 10577
2008 0.00 0.00 10852
2007 0.00 0.00 11138
2008 G6.00 0.00 11428
2009 0.00 0.00 11729
2010 0.00 0.00 12039
2011 0.00 0.00 12359
2012 0.00 0.00 12639
2013 0.00 0.00 13029
2014 0.00 0.00 13380
2015 0.00 0.00 13742
2018 0.00 0.00 14115
2017 0.00 0.00 14500
2018 0.00 0.00 14897
2019 0.00 0.00 15307
2020 0.00 0.00 15730
2021 0.00 0.00 16166
2022 0.00 0.00 16616
2023 0.00 0.00 17081
2024 0.00 0.00 17581
2025 0.00 0.00 13058
2028 0.00 0,00 18568
2027 0.00 0.00 19096
TOTALS for Planning Pariod (1997 - 2027) Avg= 11748
2042 0.00 0.00 29473
Present Value (in 1998 dollars) of all costs during planning period (1997-1927) =
Calculations represent new expenditures only.

Avg
Daily
Flow
(mgd)

028
0.30
0.
.32
0.33
0.41
068
0.7
1.06
1.0¢
111
114
117
1.20
1.24
127
130
1.34
137
141
1.45
1.49
1.53
1.57
162
166
1N
178
1.81
1.88
191

2.95

Design
Flow

(mgd)

0.43
0.44
0.46
0.48
0.50
0.62
1.04
1.07
1.5¢
163
1.67
1.7
1.78
1.81
188
1.90
195
2.01
2,06
212
217
223
230
2%
242
249
256
2.83
27t
2.7
2.36

4.42

Capital Casts
Traatment
Plant
(3 1996)

0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
30
$0
30
$0
$0
$C
$0
$0
$0
30
30
30
30
30

$23,666,612

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs
Collection

System
($ 1996)

30

$0

$0

$0

$0
$4,775,088
$2,130,202
$0
$7,317.992
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$o

30

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$o

$0
$14,723,292

Interest
Rate
2.00%

Total
Capital

Costs
($ 1996)

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$4.775,008
$2,130.202
$0
$7,817,992
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
30
$0
$0
30
$0
30
30

$14,723,292

Scenario 5 - Azle Service - Main Watershed

Lean
Term

{Years)
20

Total
Capital
Costs

($ Futwre)

$0
$6,042,022
$2,803,201
$C
$11,127.440
$0

$0

30

30

30

30

$0

$0

$0

$0

$19,972,863

Reno, Springtown and Unjcorperated Areas to Install Main Collaction Systemand Gontract with Azle for Treatment

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

16972027
Anrwialized

Capital
Costs

$2,034.260
$2,034,280
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,034.260
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,024,260
$2,034,260
$2,034,2680
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,034,260
$2,034,2680
$2,034,280
$2,034,260
$2,034,260

$40,888,197

Contract
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1.65

Annual
oM
Cost

($future)

$314,697
$547,847
$585,415
$906,681
$967,460
$1,032,430
$1,101,887
$1,176,149
$1,255,559
$1,340,481
$1,431.310
$1,528,466
31,832,402
$1,743.805
$1.862,595
$1,989,931
$2,126,214
$2,272,089
$2,428,248
$2,595,437
$2,774,450
$2,966,148
$3,171.450
$3,391.348
$3,826,809
$3,879,251
$48,048,447

Total
Annual

Cost
($turture)

$2,348,957
$2,582,107
$2,619,675
$2,940,941
$3,001,720
$3,086,690
$3,136,147
$3.210,409
$3.289,818
$3,374,741
$3,465,569
$3,562,726
$3,866,662
$3,777,865
$3,896,854
$4,024,191
$4,160,474
$4,308,349
$4,462,508
$4,629,606
$2,774,450
32,966,142
33,171,450
$3,391,348
$3,626,800
$3,879,251

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Housshold
254

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthly
Household

Capita Household Cost
{$futre) (Sfuture) (Sfuture)

3569
$374
$369
$278
277
3275
$274
$274
273
27
$273
3273
$274
$275
$276
3278
$279
$281
$284
$286
$187
3174
$181
$183
$18§
3203

1,445
$949
$937
$708
$703
$699
$667
$695
$694
$694
$694
$895
$696
3698
$701
$705
$709
37156
721
§727
$424
$441
3450
477
$496
$516
Average =

$120.40
$79.08
$75.07
$55.85
$58.55
$53.29
$58.09
$57.04
$57.84
$57.30
$57.81
$57.88
$58.01
$58.19
$58.44
$58.74
$59.12
$59.55
$60.05
$60.62
$35.34
$36.76
$38.23
$39.76
$41.35
$43.00
$57.99
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Year Activity
1997 Start Pragram
1988
1969
2000
2001
2002 Add Lines 4, 8a,8b9, 10
2003
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Cff-Line
2005
2008
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
TOTALS for Planning Period (1887 - 2027)

2042

Calculations represent new expenditures only.

Scenario 5 - 1 Plant (Azle Service) - Population Centers ( 20 Year Pipes)

Collection system for $pringtown and downtown Reno. Plpes sized for 20 year population of full basin. Contract with Azle for treatmant.

75%
Plant Trigger
Capacity Capacity
(mgd)  (mgd)
0.28 0.20
0.28 0.20
0.28 0.20
0.26 a.20
028 0.20
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.60
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
Avgm
0.00 0.00

Poputation
Served
tpeople)

2845
2957
3074
3195
3321
3520
858
3200
3949
4103
4283
4429
4602
4782
4969
5163
5365
5575
5793
2020
6255
8500
8755
7019
7204
7580
7877
g1a8
8507
8841
9188
s4e4

17777

Present Value (in 1996 dollars) of all casts during planning period (1997-1927) =

Avg
Daily
Flow

(mgcd)

028
0.3¢
0.31
0.32
0.33
0.25
0.37
0.28
0.3¢
041
0.43
0.44
0.48
0.48
0.50
052
0.54
0.56
0.58
060
0.683
0.65
088
0.70
0.73
0.7¢
0.79
0.82
0.85
088
0.82

1.78

Design
Flow

{mgd)

0.43
0.44
0.48
0.48
0.50
0.53
0.55
0.57
0.59
0.62
0.64
0.66
0.60
0.72
0.75
0.77
0.80
0.84
a.87
0.90
0.84
0.98
104
1.05
1.09
1.14
1.18
123
1.28
1.33
1,38

267

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs  Capital Costs

Treatment
Plant
($ 1996}

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
3o
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0

$8,408,417

Collection
System
($ 1996)

30
$0
$0
50
30
$4,619,698
30

30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$4,619,898

Interest
Rate
8.00%

Yotal
Capital
Costs
($ 1996)

$4,819,698
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
50
$0
$0
$0
$0
$4,618,898

Loan
Term
{Years)
20

Total
Capitat
Costs

($ Future)

30
$0
30
$0
$0
$5.845,392
$0
$0
$0
$o0
$0
30
$0
30
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$¢
$0
30
30
$0
30
30
30
30
30
$0
$0
$5,845,392

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

1997-2027
Annualized

Capital
Costs

$595,3e6
$595,366
$595.368
$595,366
$595,368
$595,368
$595,366
$595,268
$585,368
$595,366
$595,386
$585,366
$595,266
$595,368
§595,388
$595,388
$595,388
$595,366
$595,268
$505,388

$11,907,321

Contract
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1,85

Anntial
Contract
Cost
($futurs)

$268,265
$289,873
$313,226
$335,464
$385,739
3395218
$427,077
$461,509
$498,723
$535,043
$562,413
$629,394
$680,173
$735,055
$794,372
$858,484
$927,779
$1,002,675
$1,083,626
$t.171,122
$1,265,893
$1,367,911
$1,478,506
$1,597,816
$1,726,594
$1,856,413
$21,865,282

Totat
Annual
Cost
($future)

$883,631

$885,239

$008,502

$933,830

$961,105

$990,584
$1,022,443
$1,058,875
$1.094,089
$1.134,309
$1,177.779
$1,224,761
$1,275,539
$1,330,421
$1,389,738
$1,453,850
$1,523,145
$1,508,041
$1.678,992
$1.766,488
$1,265.693
$1,367,911
$1,478,3968
$1597,816
$1,726 894
$1,886,413

Annuat
Cost
Per

Parsons
Per
Household
254

Annual
Cost
Per

Monthty
Househat

Capita Household Cost
($future) ($future) (Sfuture)

$245
5242
3238
$237
$224
$232
$231
$230
$229
$228
$228
$228
$229
$230
$231
$232
$234
$237
$239
$242
$167
$174
$181
$188
$185
$203

3623
$615
$607
$601
$595
$580
3588
$583
$581
3580
$579
$580
$581
$583
$588
$590
$598
$601
$608
35815
$424
$441
$459
$477
$496
$518
Average =

$51.93
$51.23
$50.61
$50.08
$49.59
$49.19
$48.38
$48.61
$48.43
$48.32
$48.28
$48.32
$48.43
54881
$48.87
$49.19
$49.60
$50.08
$50.63
$51.26
$35.34
$38.76
$38.23
$39.78
$41.35
$43.00
$47.10
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Scenatio 5 - 1 Plant (Azle Service) - Population Centers ONLY {20 Year Pipes)

Collection systam for Springtown and downtown Reno with pipes sized for 20 year growth in only tha population centers. Contract with Azle for treatsment.

Population
Served
(people)

2845
2957
2074
3195
3321
3520
3658
3800
3949
4103
4283
4429
4602
4782
4969
5163
5365
5575
5793
6020
8255
6500
8755
7019
7294
7580
7877
8186
8507
8341
9188
8464

17777

75%
Plant  Trigger
Capacity Capacity
Year Activity (mgd) {mgd)

1997 Start Program 0.26 0.20
1998 0.26 0.20
1999 0.26 020
2000 0.26 020
2001 0.26 0.20
2002 Add Lines 4, 8a,85,9, 10 026 0.20
2003 0.26 0.20
2004 Take Existing Springtown Plant Off-Line 0.00 0,00
2005 0.00 0.00
2006 0.00 0.00
2007 0.00 0.00
2008 0.00 0.00
2009 0.00 0.00
2010 .00 0.00
2011 0.00 0.00
2012 0.00 0.00
2013 0.00 0.00
2014 0.00 0.00
2018 0.00 0.00
206 .00 0.00
2017 .00 0.00
2018 0.00 0.00
2019 0.00 0.00
2020 0.00 0.00
2021 0.00 0.00
2022 0.00 0.00
2023 t.oo 0.00
2024 0.00 0.00
2025 0.00 0.00
2028 0.00 0.00
2027 0.00 0.00

TOTALS for Planning Period (1997 - 2027) Avg=
2042 0.00 0.00

Present Value (in 1858 dollars) of all costs during janning period (1867-1927) =

Calculatiens repressnt new expenditures only.

Avg
Daily
Flow

(mgd)

028
0.30
0.21
0.32
0.23
0.35
0.37
038
038
041
0.43
0.44
0.48
0.48
0.50
0,52
0.54
0.58
058
0.80
0.63
0.65
0468
0.70
0.73
0.76
0.79
0.82
0.85
0.88
0.2

1.78

Design
Flow

(mgd)

0.43
0.44
0.48
0.48
050
0.53
0.55
0.57
0.59
062
064
0.86
089
072
075
0.77
0.80
0.84
0.87
0.90
0.94
0.88
1.01
1.08
1.08
114
118
1.23
1.28
1.33
1.38

267

Inflation
Rate
4.00%

Capital Costs  Capital Costs

Treatment
Plant
($ 1896)

$6,792,638

Collection
System
($ 1996)

$2,745,728

Interest
Rate
8.00%

Total
Capital
Costs
(3 1656)

30
30
$0
$0
$0
$2,745,728
30
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$o
$0
$0
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$2,745,728

Loan
Term
(Yoars)
20

Total
Capital
Costs

($ Future)

$0
$0
$0
30
30
33,474,222
50
50

$0
$0
30
30
30
$0
$0
$0
30
$3,474,222

Capital
Recovery
Factor
0.1019

18972027
Annualized
Capital
Costs

$353.857
$353,857
$3583.857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353.857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,857
$353,267
$353,857
$263 857
$353,857

$7.077,143

Contract
Cost Per
1000 Gallons
1.65

Annual
Confract
Cast
($tuture)

$268.265
$289,373
$313,228
$338,484
$385,739
3395218
$427,077
$461,509
$498,723
$533,043
$582,413
$629,394
$680,173
$735,055
$794,372
$855,484
§927,779
$1,002,675
$1,083,626
$1971,122
$1,285,693
$1,367.911
$1,478,396
$1,597,518
$1,726,894
$1,866,413
$21,865,262

Total
Anaual

Cost
($future)

$822 122
$643,730
$867,083
$892,321
$719,597
$749,075
$780,934
$815,368
$852,580
$892,800
$636.270
$983,252
$1,034,030
$1,058,912
$1,148 229
$1,212,341
$1,281,636
$1,356,532
$1,437,433
$1,524,976
$1,265,893
$1,367,811
$1,475,396
$1,597,818
$1,726,894
$1.866,413

Annual
Cost
Per

Persons
Per
Household
254

Annual
Cost
Per

Manthly
Household

Capita Household Cost
(Sfuture)  (Sfuture) (Sfutre)

$177
$176
$176
$175
$175
$178
$176
$177
$178
- $180
$181
$183
$185
$188
$191
$194
$197
201
$205
$200
$187
3174
3181
$188
$195
$203

$449
$447
$448
$445
$448
$446
$448
$450
$453
$456
$461
$465
$471
$477
$484
$492
$501
$510
$520
$521
$424
3441
$459
$477
$498
3516
Average =

337.41
$37.25
$37.16
$37.11
$37.12
$37.20
$37.32
$37.50
$37.74
$38.02
$38.38
$38.79
$39.26
$30.79
$40.37
$41.02
$41.72
$42.51
$43.35
$44.25
$35.24
$38.76
$38.23
$30.76
$41.35
$43.00
$38.14
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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
Al 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

Nerth Central Texas Councii of Governments:
Michael Eastland, Executive Director
Sam Brush

Parker County Commissioners Court:
Honcrable Ben Long, County Judge
Danny Choate, Commissioner Precinct 1
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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, Direcior
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 Horn)
Biil 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.8., R.S., Water Quality Manager - Environmental Services

Teague Nall 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, Secretary/Treasurer
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 CCUNTY HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION
SPRINGTOWN HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION

AZLE HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION

SANCTUARY HISTORIéDAL AND PROJECTED POPULATICN

PELICAN BAY HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION

RENO HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION

FORT WORTH POPULATION GRAPH

WEATHERFORD POPULATION GRAPH

UNINCORPORATED PARKER CCUNTY POPULATICON GRAPH
SPRINGTOWN POPULATION GRAPH

AZLE POPULATION GRAPH

SANCTUARY POPULATION GRAPH

PELICAN BAY POPULATION GRAPH

RENO POPULATION GRAPH
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Year

1850
1860
1870
1880
1890
1900
1910
1920
1830
1940
1950
1960
1970
1880
1800
1993

1888
1896
1997
2000
2005
2010
2020
2030
2040
2050

FORT WORTH

POPULATION HISTORY
AND PROJECTIONS

Fort Worth -
Fort Worth 1.57%
Census -, Growth

500

6663

23076

26688

73312

106482

163447

177662

278778

366268

393476

385164

447619 447619

461650 469035

473600 483878

477850 491475
499191
523074
565445
611248
714286
834693
875396
1139818

WEATHERFORD
POPULATION HISTORY
AND PROJECTIONS
Weatherford
Weatherford 3.46%
Year Census Growth
1850 175
1860 1823
1870 1935
1880 2046
1890 3369
1900 4786
191Q 5074
1920 6203
1930 4912
1940 5924
1950 8093
1960 9759
1970 11750
1980 12048
1990 14804 14804
1983 15350 16394
1995 16550 17549
1996 18000 18156
1997 18784
2000 20802
2005 24658
2010 29230
2020 41073
2030 57714
2040 §1097 .
2050 113953
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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
1880 26658 26223 26223 26223
1990 40737 40149 40149 40149 40737
1893 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 1184 1194
1980 1658 1658 1658 1658
1990 1740 1740 1740 1740 21869 2169 2169 2169
1893 1750 1750 1750 1750 2208 2307 2436
1995 1800 1800 1800 18C0 2234 2404 2633
1998 1800 1800 1800 1800 2588 2247 2454 2737
1897 2588 2260 2505 2845
2000 2060 2856 2432 | 3557 2300 2665 3185
2005 2369 2954 3878
2010 2277 4197 3149 5835 2440 3274 4707
2020 2403 6065 3873 7760 2588 4022 6934
2030 2469 7907 4838 10321 2744 4942 10215
2040 2482 9997 5262 2811 6071 15048
2050 2515 12639 5970 3087 7459 22168
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CITY OF AZLE
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POPULATION HISTORY
AND PROJECTIONS
) Azle Azle
Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle Azle 1.35% 3.52%
Year Census 1990 TWDB Low 1990 TWDB High 1988 Masterplan NCTCOG TWCB Low TWDB High TWDB M.L. Questionnaire  Growth Growth
1960 2966 2989 2969 2969 2969 2969 2069 2969
1970 4493 4493 4493 4493 4493 4493 4483 4493
© 1880 §822 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822 5822
1980 9272 9338 9304 9240 88e8 8868 g8es 9240 9304
1993 , 2619 10321
1985 10286 10357 9800 9910 9881 11081
C 1696 ' 10014 11450
1997 9450 10149 11853
2000 11300 11379 10750 10580 11780 14509 11780 10750 10566 13150
2005 11733 11878 12000 11325 11299 15633
2010 12165 12376 14000 12070 12978 19433 13818 14000 12082 18585
2020 13731 24890 15871 22800 13818 26266
2030 14048 30867 17346 37200 15799 37123
2040 13704 38876 19092 18066 52457
2050 13546 48969 21053 20658 74152
CITY OF SANCTUARY CIiTY 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 APAlTotal APAI Sewered Growth
1980 1980
1800 234 234 1990 1513 1513
1993 256 1993 1673
1985 276 271 1995 1886 1583 1788
1996 280 279 1996 1849
1997 288 1997 1912
2000 314 2000 2141 1885 2114
2005 365 2005 2548 2300 2488
2010 423 2010 2958 2705 2953
2020 568 2020 4125
2030 763 2030 5763
2040 1026 2040 8051
2050 1379 2050 11248




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

1980 2322 2322 2322 2322 2322
1693 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 | - TREATMENT METHODS AND SEQUENCES

PROCESSES USED FOR PLANT COSTS

TREATMENT SEQUENCES REVIEWED FOR COST ANALYSIS

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY - FINAL REPORT - MARCH 1897 - PAGE i1



Process Stage

AA Liquid
AB Liquid
At Liquid
A2 Liquid
A3 Liquid
Ad Ligquid
AS Liguid
B1 Liquid
B2 Liquid
B3 Liquid
Cc1 Liquid
c2 Liquid
c3 Liquid
c4 Liquid
cs Liquid
(o] Liquid
c7 Liquid
c8 Liquid
D Liquid
E Liquid
F1 Liquid
F2 Liquid
G1 Liquid
G2 Liquid
G3 Liquid
G4 Liquid
H Liquid
] Liquid
J Liquid
K Liquid
R Liquid
L1 Siudge
L2 Siudge
M1 Sludge
M2 Sludge
N1 Sludge
N2 Sludge
C1 Sludge
o2 Sludge
03 Siudge
04 Sludge
[e}] Sludge
08 Sludge
07 Siudge
08 Siudge
08 Sludge
P1 Siudge
P2 Siudge
P3 Sludge
P4 Sludge
Ps Sludge
P6 Sludge
P7 Sludge
Q1 Sludge
Q2 Sludge
Q3 Siudge

W Wetland
DPLUS Sewer
ETC All

PROCESSES USED FOR PLANT COSTS

(COSTS BASED ON STEEL/McGHEE CURVES)

Process Name

Preliminary Treatment

Raw Sewer Pumping

Primary Sedimentation - Conventional
Primary Sedimentation - 2 Stage Lime
Primary Sedimentation - 1 Stage Lime
Primary Sedimentation - Alum
Primary Sedimentation - FeCI3
Trickling Fiiter

Trickling Filter

Trickling Filter

Activated Sludge

Activated Sludge

Activated Sludge

Activated Siudge + Alum
Activated Siudge + FeCI3
Activated Sludge, High Rate
Activated Sludge, High Rate + Alum
Activated Sludge, High Rate + FeCI3
Filtration

Activated Carbon

Two Stage Lime

Two Stage Lime

Biological Nitrofication
Biclogical Nitrofication
Biclogical Nitrofication
Biological Nitrofication
Biclogical Denitrofication

lon Exchange

Breakpoint Chlorination
Ammonia Stipping

Disinfection

Anzerobic Digestion

Anaerobic Digestion

Heat Treatment

Heat Treatment

Air Drying

Air Drying

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Dewatering

Incineration

Incineration

Incineration

Incineration

Incineration

Incineration

Incineration

Recalcinaticn

Recalcination

Recalcination

Advanced Tertiary Treatment
Additional Fiitration
Land,Engr,Permits, etc.

Process Influent Comes From

Raw
AA
AAAB
AAAB

A2,C4,C5F1,F2,B2,B3,C2,C3.G1,62,G3,G4,H 4K

D

B1

c1

ce

B1

A3 A4 AS

A2,C7,C8

G1,62,G3,G4

DE

A2,B1,B2,B3,C1,C2,C3,C4C5F1F2

F1.F2

ANY PROCESS

A1+B1,A1+C1 A1+CE

A1+C4, A1+C5 A1+C7 A1+C8 Ad4+B3,A4+C3 AS+B3 AS+C5
A1+B1,A1+C1 A1+C6

A1+C4 A1+C5 A1+C7 A1+C8,A4+B3 A4+C3 AS5+B3 AS+C5
L1

L2

A1+B1,A1+C1 A1+CB

A1+C4,A1+C5 A1+C7 A1+C8 Ad4+B3 A4+C3 AS+B3 AS+C5
A2

A3+B2,A3+C2

F1,F2,G1,G2,G3,G4,HJ K
All

0000000000000 0O000D0000000D0D00A0000O0O0O

~3
oo

—Removals--
% BOD5 % 7SS %N

O0OD0DO0OO0OO0OQCO000CO00CO0000O0O0O0OD0ODO0O0O0DO0

82

% P

D000 O0OO0C000000000CO0O00C0000D0 000000000

-
N
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TREATMENT SEQUENCES REVIEWED FOR COST ANALYSIS

NO. LIQUID SLUDGE OPTIONAL
1 |AA AB A1 B1 F1 J R | L1 N1 WL DPLUS
2 |AA A1 B1 F1 J R | L1 N1 ‘WL DPLUS
3 |AA AB A1 B1 F1 R {L1 N1 WL DPLUS
4 |AA Al B1 F1 R |L1 N1 WL DPLUS
5 |AA AB A1 B1 G2 R (L1 N1 WL DPLUS
8§ |AA Al B1 G2 R [ L1 N1 WL DPLUS
7 |AA AB A1 B1 J R N1 WL DPLUS
8 |[AA Al B1 J R [L1 N1 WL DPLUS
g |AA AB A1 Bf1 F1 J R 07 PS5 WL DPLUS
10 | AA Al B1 F1 J R 07 PS5 WL DPLUS
11 [AA AB A1 Bt F1 R 07 P5 WL DPLUS
12 [ AA Al B1 F1 R o7 P5 WL DPLUS
13 AB A1 B1 F1 J R o7 Q3| WL DPLUS
14 Al B1 F1 J R o7 Q3! WL DPLUS
15 AB A1 B1 F1 R o7 Q3| WL DPLUS
16 Al B1 F1 R 07 Q3| WL DPLUS
17 [AA AB A1 B1 F1 J R |11 05 WL DPLUS
18 | AA Al B1 F1 J R |L1 05 WL DPLUS
19 [AA AB A1 B1 F1 R (L1 05 WL DPLUS
20 | AA Al B1 F1 R[L1 05 WL DPLUS
21 |AA AB A1 B1 G2 R | L1 05 WL DPLUS
22 [ AA Al B1 G2 R jL1 o} WL DPLUS
23 |AA AB A1 B1 J R |L1 05 WL DPLUS
24 1 AA Al B1 J R {L1 o5 WL DPLUS
25 |AA AB A1 B1 F1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS
26 [AA A1 Bt F1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS
27 |AA AB A1 B1 F1 R M1 08 P8 WL DPLUS
28 | AA Al B1 F1 R M1 08 Ps WL DPLUS
29 |AA AB A1 Bt G2 R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS
30 | AA Al B G2 R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS
31 |AA AB A1 B1 J R M1 08 P8 WL DPLUS
32 | AA Al B1 J R M1 08 P6 WL DPLUS
33 [AA AB A1 BHf F1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
34 | AA Al B1 F1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
35 1 AA AB A1 B1 F1 R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
38 | AA Al B1 F1 R C1 P1 WL DPLUS
37 |AA AB Al Bt G2 R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
38 | AA Al Bt G2 R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
39 |AA AB A1 B1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
40 | AA Al B1 J R 01 P1 WL DPLUS
41 |AA AB A1 C1 F2 J R | L1 N1 WL DPLUS
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APPENDIX J - INFLATION COST FACTORS

COST (PRICE) INDICES
Consumer 1956
Price ENR  Adjusted
Year index Index CPI|
1850 238 510 0.154
1851 259 0.166
1952 265 0.169
1953 26.8 0170
1954 26.9 017
1955 26.7 660 0171
1956 27.2 0173
1957 281 - 0.179
1958 28.8 0.184
1959 291 0.185
1960 296 824 0.189
1961 29.8 0120
1862 30.2 0192
1963 208 0.1¢5
1064 3.0 0.197
1965 3.6 a7 0.201
1966 324 0.206
1967 333 0.213
1968 34.7 0222
1988 36.6 0.234
1970 388 1311 0.247
1971 406 0.258
1972 $1.7 0.266
1973 44.2 0.283
1974 49.0 0.314
1975 3.6 2125 0.343
1976 56.8 0362
1977 60.7 2540 0.336
1978 63.2 0.415
1979 723 0.462
1980 827 0525
1981 2086 0579
1982 Q7.0 0615
1683 995 0634
1984 1038.7 0.662
1985 107.8 0.685
1986 109.5 0.688
1987 1135 0.724
1938 118.0 0.754
1889 1241 0.7eC
1900 1209 0832
181 136.0 0.868
1992 140.2 0.894
1993 144.4 0.920
1594 148.0 5407 0.944
1995 1525 5511 0.971
1908 156.7 1.000
1970  1995t0 1970 Ratio
Ratios CPI ENR CPIl Adj.
1885 383 4.20 33
1806 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)

WALNUT CREEK BASIN REGIONAL WASTEWATER STUDY - FINAL REPORT - MARCH 1997 - PAGE K1



PIPE FACTORS

(Total Cost includes
manhcles, etc.)

TOTAL

Pipe Min Cost per
Size  Grade Capacity L.F. @12'|
(india)  (ftAt) (cfs) (1996 $'s)

8 0.0050 0.40 38.00
8 0.0033 0.69 41.00
10 0.0025 1.10 4400
12 0.0020 1.88 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 7.69 72.00
30 0.0006 .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 2419 102.00
48 0.0004 28.73 107.00
£6 0.0004  43.33 112.00
g0 0.0004 52.09 117.00
72 0.0004 84.70 125.00
84 0.0004 127.76 145.00
30FP  N/A 60.00
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TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION - 50 YEAR LINES

Uttimate Projected  Design

Pipe Population 50 Year Population Design Design  Pipe
Line Linear Areas Acreage at25 Population (Lesser of Flow Flow Size
Number Function Feet Served  Served per acre (2047) Uttor50  (gpm) {cfe)  (india)
Existing 1,141518
1 Ash Creek Trunk To Sanctuary 21600 10,11,19 5792 14480 24826 14480 4022 896 30
2 Trunk to Pelican Bay 11600 12,1317 5233 13083 27560 13083 3634 8.10 30
3  Trunkto Azle North 17600 17 4085 10213 17386 10213 2837 6.32 24
4 Azle Trunk to Reno 4440 1thru g 54681 136703 34371 34371 9548 21.27 48
5 Reno NE Feeder 146825 6,7 1079 26398 320 320 89 0.20 6
6 Reno North Feeder 11340 5(.3) 2247 5618 665 665 185 o4 8
7 Reno SW Feeder 15521 4(.5),5(.3) 4000 10225 1206 1206 335 0.75 10
8 Renc Main Trunk 24962 4thru9 19975 49938 5904 5904 1640 365 21
8a  Reno Main Trunk (with Springtown) 24962 1thru9 54681 136703 34371 34371 9548 2127 45
8b  Reno Feeder to Pick up "Downtown  23C0O 5(.15) 200 500 1454 500 139 0.31 6
9 Springtown Trunk to New Plant 13102 1thru3 35122 87805 28343 28343 7873 1754 42
10  Springtown Tie to Reno Trunk 4000 1thru3 35122 87805 28343 28343 7873 1754 42
i1 Springtown NE Feeder 22831 3(.15) 4395 10987 1291 1291 359 0.80 10
12 Springtown North Feeder 23789 3(.15) 4385 10s87 1291 1291 359 0.80 10
13 Springtown Western Trunk 32909 1,2(70),3(40 16296 40741 18955 18955 5285 11.73 33
14  Springtown Western Feeder 12315 3(.10) 29380 7325 861 861 239 053 8
15  Springtown SW Feeder 23643  2(.20),3(.20) 6691 16727 4537 4537 1260 281 18
16  Springtown South Feeder 25864  2(.10)3(.10) 3345 8363 2289 2269 630 1.40 12
17  Springtown SE Feeder 11226 3(.05) 1465 3662 430 430 120 0.27 6
18  Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins 22400 117 72178 180445 112526 112526 31257 69.64 72
19  Azleto Fort Werth Jenkins (Force) 27200 117 72178 180445 112526 112526 31257 6964 72
Lift Stations 3 117 72178 180445 112526 112526 50124 11168
112526

Design
Flow

{mgd)

5.79
523
4.09
5468
108
2.25
409
19.88
5468
0.20
35.12
3512
439
439
16.30
293
6.69
335
1.46
72.18
72.18
72.18

Cost per
Foot
(1996 §'s)

77.00
77.00
67.00
107.00
38.00
41.00
4400
62.00
102.00
38.00
97.00
97.00
4400
4400
82.00
41.00
57.00
47.00
38.00
125.00
125.00
$1,995 966

TOTAL =

Total
Cost
(1996 §'s)

$1,663,200
$893,200
$1,179,200
$475,080
$565,750
$464,940
$682,.924
$1.547,644
$2,546,124
$85,000
$1,270,894
$388,000
$1,004,564
$1,046,718
$2,698,538
$504,915
$1,347,651
$1,215,608
$426,588
$2,800,000
$3,400,000
$5,887,899

$32,194,435

20 Year

Annuallized
Monthly
Family
Cost

$2.48
$1.47
$2.49
$0.30
$37.48
$16.07
$12.20
$5.65
$1.80
$4.10
$097
$0.30
$18.77
$17.48
$3.07
$12.65
$6.40
$11.55
$21.37
$0.54
$0.65
$1.15

$6.17
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TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION - 20 YEAR LINES

Uttimate  Projected Design

Pipe Population 20Year Population Design Design Pipe
Line Linear Areas Acreage  at25 Population {Lesser of Flow Flow _ Size
Number Function ) Feet Served Served peracre  (2017) Utor20) (gpm)  (cfs) " (india)
Existing 1,14,15,16
1 Ash Creek Trunk To Sanctuary 21600 10,11,19 5792 14480 8860 8860 2461 548 21
2 Trunk to Pelican Bay 11600 12,13,17 5233 13083 890 9850 2747 6.12 21
3  Trunkto Azle North 17600 17 4085 10213 6158 6158 1711 381 18
4  Azle Trunk to Reno 4440 1 thru 8 54681 136703 14551 14551 4042 9o 27
5 Reno NE Feeder 14625 6,7 1079 2698 218 218 €0 013 3]
6 Reno North Feeder 11340 5(.3) 2247 5618 453 453 126 - 0.28 6
7 Reno SW Feeder 15521 4(5),5(:3) 4090 10225 735 735 204 0.45 6
8 Reno Main Trunk T 24962 4thru9 19975 49938 3846 3846 1068 238 12
8a Reno Main Trunk (with Springtown) 24962 1thrus 54681 136703 14551 14551 4042 9.01 27
8b  Reno Feeder to Pick up "Downtown 2500 5(.15) 200 500 757 500 139 0.31 6
9 Springtown Trunk to New Plant 13102 1thru3 35122 87805 10654 10654 2959 6.59 24
10  Springtown Tie to Reno Trunk 4000 1thru3 35122 87805 10654 10654 28859 659 24
11 Springtown NE Feeder 22831 3(.15) 4395 10987 672 672 187 042 6
12 Springtown North Feeder 23789 3(.15) 4395 10087 672 672 187 042 6
13 Springtown Western Trunk 32009 1,2(70),3(40 16296 40741 6644 6644 1846  4.11 18
14  Springtown Western Feedesr 12315 3(.10) 2930 7325 448 448 124 028 6
15 Springtown SW Feeder 23643  2(.20),3(.20) 6691 16727 1777 1777 494 110 10
16 Springtown South Feeder 25864  2(10)3(10) 3345 8363 888 888 247 055 6
17  Springtown SE Feeder 11228 3(.05) 1465 3662 224 224 62 0.14 6
18  Azleto Fort Worth Jenkins 22400 117 72178 180445 42428 42428 11786 26.26 45
19 Azle to Fort Worth Jenkins (Force) 27200 117 72178 180445 42428 42428 11786 2626 45
Lift Stations 3 1-17 72178 180445 42428 42428 50124 11168 72
42428

Design
Flow

(mgd)

1.46
7218
7218
7218

Cost per
Foot
(1996 §'s)

62.00
62.00
57.00
72.00

38.00

10200

102.00
$1,995,966

TOTAL =

Total
Cost
(1996 $'s)

$1,339,200
$719,200
$1,003,200
$319,680
$555,750
$430,920
$589,798
$1,173.214
$1,797,264
$95,000
$877,834
$268,000
$867578
$903,982
$1,875813
$467,970
$1,040,292
$982,832
$426 588
$2,284,800
$2,774,400
$5,987,890

$26,781,214

20 Year
Annuallized
Monthly
_ Family

Cost

$3.26
$1.57
$3.51
$0.47
$55.06
$20.51
173
$6.58
$2.66
$4.10
$1.78
$0.54
$2783
$25.00
$6.09
$2252
$12.62
$23.85
$41.05
$1.16
$1.41
$3.04

$13.61
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TRUNK MAIN IMPLEMENTATION - 20 YEAR LINES - POPULATION CENTERS ONLY

Pipe
Line
Number Function

Existing
1 Ash Creek Trunk To Sanctuary
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 (with Springtown)
8b Reno Feeder to Pick up “Downtown"
9 Springtown Trunk to New Plant
10 Springtown Tie to Reno Trunk
1 Springtown NE 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

Linear
Feet

21600
11600
17600
4440
14625
11340
15621
24962
24962
2500
13102
4000
22831
23789
32909
12315
23643
25864
11226
22400
27200

Areas
Served

Ultimate Projected Design
Population 20Year Population Design Design
Acreage at2.5 Population (Lesser of Flow Flow
Served per acre (2017) Ultor20)  (gpm) {cfs)
5792 14480 0 0 0.00
5233 13083 0 0 0.00
4085 10213 0 0 0.00
54681 136703 6666 6666 1852 413
1079 2698 0 0 0.00
2247 5618 0 0 0.00
4090 10225 0 0 0.00
18975 49938 0 0 0.00
54681 136703 6666 6666 1852 413
200 500 492 492 137 0.30
35122 87805 6173 6173 1715 3.82
35122 87805 6173 6173 1715 3.82
4395 10987 o} 0 0.00
4395 10987 0 0 0.00
16296 40741 0 0 0.00
2930 7325 (o} 0 0.00
6691 16727 0 0 0.00
3345 8363 0 0 0.00
1465 3662 0 0 0.00
72178 180445 0 0 0.00
72178 180445 0 0 0.00
72178 180445 0 50124 11168
6666

Pipe
Size

(in dia)

18

18

18
18

Design
Flow
{mgd)

579
523
4.09
54 .68
1.08
225
409
19.98
5468
0.20
35.12
35.12
439
4.39
16.30
293
6.69
335
1.46
7218
7218
7218

Cost per
Foot
(1996 §'s)

57.00

57.00
38.00
- 57.00
57.00

$1,995,9686

TOTAL =

Total
Cost
{1996 §'s)

$0

$0

$0
$253,080
30

$0

50

$0
$1,422,834
$95,000

" $746,814
$228,000
%0

30

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,745,728

20 Year
Annuallized
Monthly
Family
Cost

$0.82

'$4.60
$4.16
$2.61
$0.80

$8.88




