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Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group
Infrastructure Finance Report

BACKGROUND

As a part of Senate Bill 2 (SB 2, 77" Texas Legislature), the Regional Water Planning Groups
(RWPGs) are required by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) to examine the funding
required to implement the water management strategies and projects that were identified and
recommended in the SB 1 Regional Water Plans. These plans were adopted by the RWPGs in
December 2000 and approved by the TWDB in 2001. Each Region’s findings are to be
presented to the TWDB in an Infrastructure Finance Report (IFR), June 2002.

The primary objectives of the Infrastructure Finance Report are:
e t0 determine (via mail-out survey) the number of political subdivisions with identified

needs for additional water supplies that will be unable to pay for their water infrastructure

needs without some form of outside financial assistance;

® to determine (via mail-out survey) how much of the infrastructure costs in the regional
water plans cannot be paid for solely using local utility revenue sources;

e to determine (via mail-out survey) the financing options proposed by political subdivisions
to meet future water infrastructure needs (including the identification of State funding
sources considered); and,

¢ to determine (via RWPG policy statement) what role(s) the RWPGs propose for the State

in financing the recommended water supply projects.

LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL PLANNING AREA IFR SURVEYS

The Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group (LCRWPG) had 25 Municipal Water User
Groups (WUGs) with needs for additional water supply identified in the SB1 Lower Colorado
Regional Water Plan (Region K). Surveys, designed to determine if there are any financial needs

for additional infrastructure necessary to providing service for projected water demands during
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the 50-year planning period, were sent to the political subdivisions responsible throughout the

14-county Region for the following 18 Municipal WUGs and seven “County-Other” WUGs:

West Lake Hills Goldthwaite
Anderson Mill CDP Lakeway

Kingsland Jonestown

Austin Garfield

Llano Blanco

Pflugerville Dripping Springs
Wells Branch Cottonwood Shores
Rollingwood Granite Shoals

Lago Vista Marble Falls

Llano County-Other Hays County-Other
Burnet County-Other Travis County-Other
Blanco County-Other Gillespie County-Other

Williamson County-Other

Appendix A details Region K’s IFR survey procedure; Appendix B contains copies of the
Municipal and “County-Other” surveys, as well as each of the three time-specific cover letters,
and the TWDB’s definition of the State Participation Program; Appendices C - F contain the
TWDB-required survey response records, survey results, and actual survey responses,

respectively.

The TWDB also requires that the RWPGs provide summary discussions detailing probable
funding mechanisms that could meet identified water needs for county aggregate WUGs for
which there are no political subdivisions responsible for providing water supplies. Region K had
identified issues for irrigation in the lower three counties, as indicated in the SB1 Lower

Colorado Regional Water Plan (December 2000).

SURVEY RESULTS

The response rate for the Municipal Infrastructure Surveys was 68 percent. Of those responding,
59 percent indicated a need for funding for infrastructure improvements/replacements for
municipal water supply facilities in order to meet projected demands during the 50-year planning
period. In addition to drilling additional wells or constructing additional water supply storage
basins, typical infrastructure needs indicated include upgrading/replacing distribution system
service pumps, distribution mains, booster stations, and storage tanks. Supply-side conservation

needs include infrastructure to be able to utilize reclaimed water.
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Only about 29 percent of the survey respondents provided answers to the quantitative demand
and cost questions. A primary reason for this may be that they were hesitant to become
responsible for these identified values. Four respondents stated they were in the planning stages
for water management strategies, one respondent provided an implementation date for needed
infrastructure improvements/replacements, and only five stated anticipated capital costs. Three
WUGs responded that they could not pay for any of the needed capital costs; one stated they
could cover 20 percent of the costs; and, one said they could contribute approximately 50 percent
of the capital costs. Total estimated need for those responding to the survey was more than $5
Billion, with 99 percent attributable to the large Austin metropolitan area. Assuming a 10
percent cost sharing for the City of Austin (see the May 29, 2002 COA Comment Letter in
Appendix E) and 50-100 percent cost sharing for other Municipal WUGs, state-funding
assistance would be needed at a minimum of $800 Million, based on the survey response capital
costs provided. See Appendices C — F for survey result details. The content of the survey was
prescribed by the TWDB and responses had to be very specific in order to conform to the
TWDB-formatted database table. Therefore, there is a second database table provided in

Appendix D that incorporates all of the survey responses received.

CONCLUSIONS

There is a definite need for state-sponsored funding programs to help meet projected municipal
demands for existing and proposed facilities within the Lower Colorado Regional Planning Area.
It was not possible to determine the magnitude of the funding needed from these surveys due to a
lack of response to the survey’s quantitative demand and cost questions. A minimum need of
$800 Million was developed based on those who responded to the survey. These local entities
are a valuable resource to use for determining what local infrastructure improvements may be
needed to meet projected water demands; however they have not addressed the associated
financing details and most were not able to assist in determining what such infrastructure

improvements will cost.
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The majority of municipal survey respondents indicated they do not have sufficient revenue
sources to cover the capital costs required for the needed infrastructure replacements and they

would consider any sources of available funding.

The SB1 Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan also identified needs for irrigation within the
lower three counties (Colorado, Wharton, and Matagorda counties) of the Region. This is an
aggregate WUG for which there is no political subdivision(s) responsible for providing water
supplies. The shortfall in irrigation water supply, where rice and other crops depend on reliable
water flows, is estimated to be 86,000 acre-feet annually during drought-of-record conditions in
the Year 2000, which increases to a deficit of almost 165,000 acre-feet in the Year 2050. These
projections take into consideration previously anticipated efficiencies in on-farm water
conservation. The LCRWPG has actively discussed probable funding mechanisms that could
meet these identified aggregate water needs. Region K’s Application to the TWDB for SB2
Regional Water Planning includes several water management strategies aimed at resolving these
deficits 1n irrigation, including construction of several off-channel dams to capture flood flows
and/or farmers participating in a Dry-Year Irrigation Reduction Program where other WUGs

purchase the water that would have been used to irrigate the farmers’ second-crop acreage.

LCRWPG POLICY STATEMENT

In response to the Region K Infrastructure Finance Survey results, the Lower Colorado Regional
Water Planning Group has developed recommendations for the TWDB to present as policy
recommendations to the State Legislature. Appendix E contains a comment letter from the
Sierra Club on May 8, 2002 regarding the LCRWPG’s policy statement. These comments, as
well as comments from the COA (Appendix E), Region K Infrastructure Finance Subcommittee
members, and LCRWPG members were considered by the planning group and incorporated into

this final report.

Region K favors public policy that would depend on water-user self-financing of Municipal
water infrastructure projects to the maximum extent practicable by the local economies. For
those WUGSs with an absolute need for funding in addition to locally generated funds, Region K
recommends that the State adopt some combination of the following funding alternatives

[examples provided are for illustrative purposes only as there have not been any attempts made
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to determine the amount of funding each would generate or if such funding would be adequate to

meet projected infrastructure needs]:

1.

4.
5.

Statewide bottled water tax [example: at 0.5 cent (one half of one cent) per pint (500ml)
up to 5.0 cents per gallon of bottled water];

Statewide water use fees: a fee assessed by the state based on the volume of water used;

Statewide consumer product fee (sales tax) [example: 0.25 cent (one quarter of one cent)
tax per dollar spent];

Statewide property tax assessment; and/or
Gasoline, diesel, and aviation fuel tax.

The Planning Group strongly recommends that the State choose one or more of these state-

sponsored funding mechanism alternatives to use specifically for infrastructure programs to help

meet projected municipal demands for existing and proposed facilities within the Lower

Colorado Regional Planning Area.
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IFR SURVEY PROCEDURE

SB 2 specifies that each RWPG will prepare an Infrastructure Finance Report (IFR) that
examines the funding needed to implement the water management strategies and projects that

were identified and recommended in the SB 1 Regional Water Plans that were approved by

the TWDB in 2001.

The SB1 Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan stated that Region K has 25 WUGs with
identified municipal water needs during the 50-year planning period. The political
subdivision responsible for providing water to each of these WUGs was chosen to participate

in the IFR survey.

The Project Consultant prepared a cover letter and survey questions for the Municipal IFR
survey, using the TWDB IFR guidelines. The Project Consultant sent on or around January
18, 2002 a printed cover letter, survey, and postage-paid return envelope to each participant.
The cover letter requested that entities please return their survey responses by February 15,
2002. Follow-up letters and surveys required by the TWDB were mailed out on February
18™ and March 18™. Responses received were compiled in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet
and also in a data table formatted by the TWDB. Results are presented in this report (See
Appendix D).
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Region K

Municipal Water Infrastructure
Financing Survey
Lower
Colorado
Regio

Background: On January 5, 2001, each of the 16 Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs)
across the State of Texas formally submitted an adopted regional water plan to the Texas Water
Development Board (TWDB) per requirements of Senate Bill 1 (75" Texas Legislature). These
regional water plans examined and analyzed the water supply needs for all of the water users in
the State. Based on these analyses, the RWPGs identified water management strategies that
would be necessary to ensure sufficient additional water supplies for the 50-year planning period.
Preliminary capital cost estimates were also developed for each of the strategies recommended.

This year Senate Bill 2 (77™ Texas Legislature) has expanded the RWPGs’ assignments to
include the examination of what financial assistance, if any, 1s needed to implement each of the
recommended water management strategies. Specifically, the RWPGs are required to report to
the TWDB how all of the political subdivisions (municipalities, counties, water districts, etc.) in
Texas propose to pay for future water infrastructure needs identified in each of the Regional
Water Plans.

The Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan identified 27 municipal water user groups (WUGs)
with needs and the TWDB has requested their infrastructure improvement needs be identified for
the 50-year planning period. Your input is crucial to completing this task successfully.

Attached is a survey requesting information on infrastructure improvements that are currently
needed or are projected to be necessary during the 50-year planning period to adequately service
your water utility customers. Your participation in this survey would be greatly appreciated.
If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact:
Bill E. Couch, AICP @ (512) 457-7774; couchb@tcbaus.com
or

Connie M. Hinojos @ (512) 457-7732; hinojosc @tcbaus.com

PLEASE take a few minutes to fill out the attached survey and RETURN the completed
survey in the POSTAGE-PAID RETURN ENVELOPE by Friday February 15, 2002.

Thank you for your assistance!
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2" Notice, February 18, 2002
Our records indicate that we have not vet heard from you

© Region K

Municipal Water Infrastructure

Financing Survey Lower

Colorado
Region

The Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group (LCRWPG) sent out surveys on or
about January 18, 2002 to the Municipal Water User Groups with needs for additional
water supplies identified in the SB1 Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan. The primary
objectives of this survey are:

e to determine the number of municipal entities that have projected infrastructure
needs during the 50-year planning period, but are unable to pay for these needs
without some form of outside financial assistance;

¢ to determine how much of the infrastructure costs needed cannot be paid for solely
using local utility revenue sources; and,

e to determine the financing options proposed by the municipal entities to meet
future water infrastructure needs (including the identification of State funding
sources considered).

Your input is crucial to completing this task successfully., This survey is your
opportunity to have your voice heard and your community’s needs considered. Your
participation in this survey is the only way to obtain important information for use in
making financial decisions that could profoundly affect the ability of municipal entities to
provide water supply services in Region K.

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact:
Bill E. Couch, AICP @ (512) 457-7774; couchb@tcbaus.com
or

Connie M. Hinojos @ (512) 457-7732; hinojosc @tcbaus.com

PLEASE take a few minutes to fill out the attached survey and RETURN the completed
survey in the POSTAGE-PAID RETURN ENVELOPE by Friday March 15, 2002.

Thank you for your assistance!
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3" & Final Notice, March 18, 2002
Our records indicate that we have not yvet heard from vou

Municipal Water Infrastructure

Financing Survey Lower

Colorado
Heglon

The Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group (LCRWPG) sent out surveys on or
about January 18, 2002 to the Municipal Water User Groups with needs for additional
water supplies identified in the SB1 Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan. Follow-up
surveys were sent February 18th to those who had not responded by February 15, 2002.
This 1s your final opportunity to participate in this important financial needs survey. The
primary objectives of this survey are:

e to determine the number of municipal entities that have projected infrastructure
needs during the 50-year planning period, but are unable to pay for these needs
without some form of outside financial assistance;

e to determine how much of the infrastructure costs needed cannot be paid for solely
using local utility revenue sources; and,

¢ to determine the financing options proposed by the municipal entities to meet
future water infrastructure needs (including the identification of State funding
sources considered).

Your input is crucial to completing this task successfully. This survey is your
opportunity to have your voice heard and your community’s needs considered. Your
participation in this survey is the only way to obtain important information for use in
making financial decisions that could profoundly affect the ability of municipal entities to
provide water supply services in Region K.

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact:
Bill E. Couch, AICP @ (512) 457-7774; couchb@tcbaus.com
or

Connie M. Hinojos @ (512} 457-7732; hinojosc@tcbaus.com

PLEASE take a few minutes to fill out the attached survey and RETURN the completed
survey in the POSTAGE-PAID RETURN ENVELOPE by Monday April 15, 2002.

Thank vou for vour assistance!
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG:
Contact Person: Title:
Telephone: ( ) E-mail:

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-fi
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 - $1217 / ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 — $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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2.

Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?7  Yes No

If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 17 §

If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1? $

For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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February 15,2002 Follow-Up Explanations

Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
for the Political Subdivision of

| Colorado
“County-Other”’ Hegion

The Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group (LCRWPG]) sent out surveys on or about
January 18, 2002 to all political subdivisions responsible for providing additional drinking water
supplies as identified in the SB1 Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan. SB1 defines “County-
Other” as the county population left after removing cities with populations of 500 or more.
Meeting rural “County-Other” drinking water supply needs are the responsibility of each county,
whether or not that county currently owns water utilities. Region K’s Water Supply Plan has
“County-Other” needs identified for Burnet, Gillespie, Hays, Llano, Travis, and Williamson

counties.

The primary objectives of this survey are:

¢ to determine the number of political subdivisions that have projected infrastructure needs
during the 50-year planning period in order to meet the needs of “County-Other”, but are
unable to pay for these needs without some form of outside financial assistance;

¢ to determine how much of the infrastructure costs needed cannot be paid for solely using
revenue sources currently available to the political subdivision; and,

e to determine the financing options proposed by the political subdivision to meet future
water infrastructure needs (including the identification of State funding sources
considered).

Your input is erucial to completing this task successfully. This survey is your opportunity to
have your voice heard and your county’s rural water needs considered. Your participation in this
survey is the only way to obtain important information for use in making financial decisions that
could profoundly affect the ability of political subdivisions to provide drinking water supply

services in Region K.

If vou have any questions regarding this survey, please contact:

Bill E. Couch, AICP @ (512) 457-7774; couchb@tcbaus.com
or
Connie M. Hinojos @ (512) 457-7732; hinojosc @tcbaus.com

PLEASE take a few minutes to fill out the attached survey and RETURN the completed survey
in the POSTAGE-PAID RETURN ENVELOPE by Friday March 15, 2002.

Thank you for your assistance!
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Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
for the Political Subdivision of
“County-Other” E caigggﬁ?

The Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group (LCRWPG) sent out surveys on or about
January 18, 2002 to all water user groups responsible for providing additional drinking water
supplies as identified in the SB1 Lower Colorado Regional Water Plan. SB1 defines “County-
Other” as the county population left after removing cities with populations of 500 or more.

Meeting rural “County-Other” drinking water supplv needs are the responsibility of each county,

regardless of whether or not that county currently owns water utilities. Region K’s Water Supply

Plan has “County-Other” needs identified for Burnet, Blanco, Gillespie, Hays, Llano, Travis, and

Williamson counties.

The primary objectives of this survey are:

e to determine if counties that have projected infrastructure needs during the 50-year
planning period, in order to meet the needs of “County-Other”, are unable to pay for these
needs without some form of outside financial assistance;

e to determine how much of the infrastructure costs needed cannot be paid for solely using
revenue sources currently available to the county; and,

+ to determine the financing options proposed by the county to meet future water
infrastructure needs (including the identification of State funding sources considered).

Your input is crucial to completing this task successfully. This survey is your opportunity to
have your voice heard and your county’s rural water needs considered. Your participation in this
survey is the only way to obtain important information for use in making financial decisions that
could profoundly affect the ability of political subdivisions to provide drinking water supply

services in Region K.

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact:

Bill E. Couch, AICP @ (512) 457-7774; couchb@tcbaus.com
or
Connie M. Hinojos @ (512) 457-7732; hinojosc @tcbaus.com

PLEASE take a few minutes to fill out the attached survey and RETURN the completed survey
in the POSTAGE-PAID RETURN ENVELOPE by Monday April 15, 2002.

Thank vou for your assistance!
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REGIJON K - WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of County:

Contact Person; Title:
Telephone:; ( ) E-mail:
WUG County Projected Additional Municipal Water Supply Needs (ac-ft/year)

b 2000 [ 2000 | 2020 | 2030 | 2040 | 2050
County-Other |  Bumet ) 1,103 [ 1417 1,652 1,686 1,779
County-Other Llano 0 0 0 1,334 1,449 1,653
County-Other Travis 60 66 80 7,438 7,954 8,797
County-Other Williamson 72 103 144 178 200 215
County-Other Hays 990 1,795 2,558 3,525 4,643 5,227
County-Other Gillespie 507 547 617 677 887 1,013
County-Other Blanco 24 70 119 163 | 183 215

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
supply strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower Colorado
Regional Water Plan. If these are not applicable to your rural water needs, please answer the
questions below using your individual experience and the water supply alternatives accessible to
your county.

Water Management Strategy | Unit Cost {$)
1 }Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 |Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 |New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 [New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 |Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710- $1217 / ac-ft
6 |Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 ]Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. In order to meet “County-Other” additional water supply needs, does your county have any
current or projected infrastructure improvement needs during the 50-year planning period?

Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these water use needs are and for what size population (use additional
sheets, if necessary):
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2. Does your county have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and
tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed infrastructure
improvements listed in question 1? Yes No

3. If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your county pay for each improvement
you listed in question 17  §

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your county pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1?7 $

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

6. For the costs your county cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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Definition of the State Participation Program (SPP):

The SPP enables the TWDB to purchase a temporary ownership interest in a regional
project when local sponsors are unable to assume the debt for an optimally sized facility.
The TWDB may acquire ownership interests in the water rights or a co-ownership
interest in the property or treatment works. Currently, the TWDB’s participation is
limited to a maximum of 50 percent of the project costs and to the portion of the project
designated as “‘excess” capacity. There is also a requirement that the project cannot be
reasonably financed without state participation assistance, and that the optimum regional
development of the project cannot be reasonably financed without the state participation.
(for additional information, see the TWDB website at http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/

assistance/ assistance_main.htm})
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APPENDIX C
TWDB-REQUIRED SURVEY RESPONSE RECORD
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Municipal Survey Response Record
Date Certified Date Certified Date Certified
Zip | Original | want | FONOW [ gy | Follow | on Date
Contact Name Job Title Mounicipal Entity Street Address City County State P ng ) Up al Up af Response
Code Survey Receipt Receipt Receipt X
Mailed ™) Survey #1 YN Survey #2 N Received
Mailed Mailed
W, ills - Travis Co.
1 [Paul . Wakefield |Manager WESI;‘;‘:;; Hills - Travis CO-15, 56 Ree Caves Rd, Ste.A Austin Travis TX | 78746 | 11802 Y 1/28/02
2 {Bobby Roundtree |City Manager City of Goldthwaite PO Box 450 Goldthwaite Mills X 76844 1/18/02 Y 1728102 ‘
. General Manager, . . ) . .
3 |Michael Bamer Anderson Mill MUD Anderson Mill CDP (Travis) | 11500 El Salido Pky Austin Travis X 78750 | 1/18/02 Y 2771102
4 |Richard Eason - Lakeway MUD 1097 Lohmans Crossing Rd. Austin Travis TX 78734 1/18/02 Y 1/30/02
5 |Tommy Collier General Manager Kingsland WSC PO Box 73 Kingsland Llano TX 78639 1721402 Y 1/24/02
6 |John Murchison |General Manager Jonestown WSC 18649 RM 1431 Ste. 19-A Jonestown Travis X 78645 1/18/02 Y 2/13/02
WIWW (Travi
7 |Teresa Lutes Engineer COA -WWW (Travis & 156, oy 1088 Austin Travis TX | 78767 | 118002 Y 225007,
Williamson Co.) |
8 |Clovis Boatright |President gﬁi:gﬂgsc (CDPTravis 156 Box 1338 Del Valle Travis X | 78617 | 1718002 Y 2/18/02 2120002
9 |Duane Stuiver Cty Commissioner Pct.3 |Llano County - Other 801 Ford Street Llano Llano TX 78643 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/12/02
10 |Kenneth Dowell  |City Manager City of Llano 301 W. Main St. Llano Llano TX 78643 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 - 3125102
" Jim Powers County Judge Hays County-Other 111 E.San Antonio St., Ste.300 San Marcos Hays X 78666 1/18/02 Y 1/28/02)
Allen Walther Dir. Env. Health Hays County-Other 111 E.San Antonio St., Ste.300 San Marcos Hays X 78666 4/9/02
12 John Doerfler County Judge Williamson Cty-Other 710 Main Street Georgetown Williamson | TX 78626 | 1/18/02 : 1/24/02
John Doerfler County Judge Williamson Cty-Other 710 Main Street Georgetown Williamson | TX 78626 2/18/02 Y 2/27102
13 |Elaine Wray (Sam Briscoe, Judge) Travis County-Other PO Box 1748 Austin Travis X 78767 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y . 2/13/02‘
14 |George Byars, Ir. |County Judge Blancoe County-Other PO Box 471 Johnson City Blanco TX | 78636 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 - 3/27/02
15 IMark Strocher County Judge Gillespie County-Other 101 West Main, Unit 9 Fredericksburg Gillespie TX 78624 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 Y 1724132
15 |Martin McLean  |County Judge Bumet County-Other 220 South Pierce St. Burnet Burnet TX 78611 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 - 4/4/02
16 |Nathan Cantrell Water Foreman City of Granite Shoals PO Box 2580 Granite Shoals Burnet TX 78654 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 - 4/17/02
17 |Charles McCarty City of Blanco PO BOX 750 Blanco Blanco TX 78606 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 Y
18 |Joey Miller Director of Public Wks | City of Pflugerville PO Box 589 Pflugerville Travis TX 78691 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 Y
19 |Mary Galloway Dripping Springs WSC P Box 354 Dripping Springs Hays TX 78620 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 Y
20 |Don Williams District Manager Wells Branch MUD #1 2106 Klattenhoss Austin Travis TX 78728 1/21/02 Y 2/18/G2 Y 3/18/02 Y R No )
21 |Dule Pickens  [Mayor City of Cottonwood Shores {3915 Cottonwood Dr. Marble Falls Bumet | TX | 78654 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 Y e;i:::; ©
22 Envir-O-Spec - City of Rollingwood 403 Nixon Drive Austin Travis X 78746 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 -
23 |L.J. McBride Water Superintendent City of Lago Vista PO Box 4727 Lago Vista Travis TX 78645 | 1/18/02 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 -
24 | Verle Theriot Director of Public Wks | City of Marble Falls 800 3rd St. Marble Falls Burnet X 78654 1721702 Y 2/18/02 Y 3/18/02 -
TCB Job. No. 37-22066-001 (052-322066-0001) May 2002
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Jennifer Walker, Sierra Club
Draft IFR Comments / May 8, 2002

Conclusion

On the top of page 4 of the report it states that the overall need for water infrastructure
investment is $5 billion dollars with the Austin Metropolitan Area representing 99% of
that need. The paragraph then goes on to state that “assuming 50% sharing” the need for
state funding assistance would be $2.5 billion.

But the statement of need is not supported by the City of Austin’s survey response. No
where does it state that the City of Austin needs a 50% match in order to provide
necessary services. In fact they state that there are several funding sources for 2 majority
of projects. The farthest Austin goes in requesting funding support is when they say...
“However, new funding sources, such as the State’s Participation Program, may be helpful
in the future.”

This calls into question the first statement in the conclusion section that, “There is definite
need for funding programs to help meet projected municipal demands...in the Lower
Colorado Regional Planning Area.” The conclusion was a result of circular reasoning; 1)
the total identified infrastructure requirements are $5 billion, 2) lets assume that we might
get 50% state sharing, therefore 3) The region can only provide $2.5 biflion and needs 2.5
billion.

Policy Statement

The draft Region K infrastructure report recommends a list of 8 variations on statewide
taxes to help fund water infrastructure. I understand that some groups may think that it is
appealing to receive revenues from the state rather than raising local water rates, but
before voting to recommend any of these statewide taxes, this region should carefully
consider what the likelihood is - that when its tax money goes into the state general
revenue fund - that Region K will be successful in pulling more money out of the pool
than it put in.

I would submit that the majority of state water tax revenues will be directed to areas with
larger populations and political delegations. The chances are much better that tax revenue
will go to suppert the Marvin Nichols reservoir for Dallas and the Eastex reservoir for
Houston, than they will stay in Region K. Then Region K will still have to raise money for
local pro;ects in effect making citizens pay twice.

I think the best thing for Region K would be to offer a policy statement that “Except for
the case of economically disadvantaged areas, Regions, and especially metropolitan areas
should be responsible for generating revenues to meet their infrastructure needs.” At a
minimum, however, I would encourage you to strike any recommendation for statewide
water taxes and fees.
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LETTER FROM THE CITY OF AUSTIN:

From: Lutes, Teresa
City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2002 5:22 PM

RE: Additional Information for Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey-
City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility

As you know Austin provided a response to the Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing
Survey for the Region K Lower Colorado Region back in February. We received a
subsequent request for additiona! information. We have the following to add to our original
response:

With a hard copy of this e-mail T will be delivering to you a copy of last year’s approved
Water and Wastewater Utility’s approved Capital Improvements Plan to provide you with
more detailed information about upcoming near-term CIP projects. Austin anticipates
spending an average of approximately $100 million per year on water, wastewater, and
reclaimed water systems infrastructure capital improvement projects. Over the next 50 years
Austin anticipates infrastructure capital improvements costs to exceed $5 billion, in today’s
dollars. As I recall you specifically requested more information on the amount of funding the
City may seek over the 50-year planning horizon if the City had access the State Participation
program to help fund these utility improvements. Our original survey response indicated that
we could not determine at this time what specific funding sources might be best for funding
for these improvements over the 50-year planning horizon, At this time, given our credit
rating and cost of capital, we would probably not seek a loan through the State’s participation
Program. We would instead access our own bond funds. The City of Austin will continue to
explore all available funding sources as these needs develop. However, for the purposes of
the survey, we understand that it would be useful for you to have a dollar amount estimate to
use in the survey response tally. We understand that such an estimate would not represent an
actual request for funding or commitment for future requests or any specific dollar amounts
associated with any future requests. In that light, for the purposes of this survey, we feel it
would be reasonable for you to use a figure of $500 million or 10% of $5 billion, in today's
dollars, as an amount the City of Austin might seek if it had access to the State's Participation
program. Austin's preference would be to receive future grant funds particularly for projects
in the areas of water treatment technology and water reuse or reclamation.

We hope this additional information meets your needs. Should you require additional
information or clarification, please contact Teresa Lutes at 972-0179.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide input via this survey.

TCB Job. No. 37-22066-001 (052-322066-0001) May 2002
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(Xerox copies of completed survey forms)
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Senate Bill 2 Survey Page | January 15, 2002

Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

) ‘ ) .
Name of Municipal WUG:"Z‘;}UJJ é C oA 7ty /*L‘ éf 4 L D #/5

Contact Person: _Pau 1S lfbfakc’"F\cld Title: rheg r.
J

Telephone: { 12 Yy 327-272 30 E-mail:

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

. Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (S}
(1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam 3750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760/ ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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2. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes_ X No

3. If No - How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 1?  §

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1? § A F '

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $ A [#

6. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)

w/k
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: Lo Ercar M UD.

Contact Person: Ql C A (:/M o) Title: Cop v Mo,

Telephone: _LS' 1Z) 2 & ). {222 Yy E-mail:

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost'(S)

1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
o) Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes X’ No

If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 1?7  §

If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1? §

. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: ﬂn,jg,rz,-)en. mil m. L D

Contact Person: ,/?7" c /\d £ / A-BA*I”’) £ Title: Jﬁﬂr’#’vx/ %{f/y -
Telephone: (ST L) 255 - /¢ 7 E-mail: _joams s @j mmud. o £q

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (8)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channe! Dam $750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 -$2,760 / ac-ft
7 Agquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected inf'rastrlicture improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):




Senate Bill 2 Survey Page 2 January 15, 2002

2. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes No

3. If No - How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 17  §

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1?7 §

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

6. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: JonEsTownN  WATER SUPPLY  CORP
Contact Person:__ JoHN MURCH{SIN Title: __GEH, MANAGER
Telephone: (1> ) 247 - 7i4Y E-mail: __Tusc @ evt.nel

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (S)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 — 82,300/ ac-fi
o) Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $350-$2,760/ ac-ft
7 Aguifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-fi

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure 'improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes X No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

AT PRGENT WE SERUE 4 PPuratnN 0F 2500 . TM §C Veg.
THE  PROTECTED PipAiaTION  MIGHT e S100.

IMRASTRUCTIRE _ 1MARWEMENTS  WodLp  FAL W CATESIRY 3

UPGRADES T RAw wATER AN DISTRIBUTIW _LIUES, ANOITIOWB(,
STORAGE FACILITIES AN ‘ROOMIaNAL.  TREATHENT osyiT AT GE OF
WR_EXISTING AANTS AU AW ADDITIONAL  TREATHENT RAAVT)
MeLUpIlG Mg RAW WATER  Pumps.
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2. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1? Yes No_Xx

3. If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement

you listed in question 1?  § AT PReseVT 1T HAS BeeN  duR  Auiey
To AoRAwW PAM  RuS (FederaL Gov'T)  FOR PMATIR _ CACITIL (HARNENENTS,

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1?7 $ ' '

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

6. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)

RuUs
TwhB - SRFE
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: ([ i1y © £ (ooldthwai te

7
Contact Person; B o \3\0\,1 (\) Ow’\\‘rc e Title: C',i {\@r [Yl An4 =%/
Telephone: (41S) 6 4B-RW3 S E-mail: bs bh L[/_r @ centex. net”

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (S)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217 / ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 -$2,760/ ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-ft

1. Does your ‘water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

) QEME_%_&_A\M@M 2340 pe- U Booye

#MMM J*Q%m

L 8 AW o L€ 00 popladne, (2000 Ca)

@M@%-J 4D /. %w—-\aiw
P th Ai?nuv. L-#-f'azfloaa
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2. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?2 Yes_~ No_»"

3. If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in questlon 1?7 &

I - wwmausﬂﬂﬁbmuﬁ

O q—s‘yom ?’ee/e"hﬂ"lwv[f

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you

listed in question 1?7 §

3. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

6. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if

any, state funding sources would yoy consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
Ve 08y ) SlEdiit koo Opemeid Loty
di_@ww—-ﬂx ¥arn. s the (000 popdds, de
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: Kongsland W SC
)
Contact Person; )Qm My C o [ !‘. . Title: (’; m .

Telephone: ( G/15~ ) 28R ~64 ] E-mail: T;mmgC @ momenT. pel”

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (§)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 — $2,300/ ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 - $1217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 — $2,760 / ac-fi
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your .water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period?  Yes X No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

We are Qn'f‘cr:‘nj, into a contract for later /u.'cltq_(f_
SO yr Conlrac®t 750 Ac/fr of Waler, ((aifrsc? wilf
be ammww/&r/ 45 peccesary )

P/qns qre be?h.j maalt/ To é)u}.[o/( o 5’/715'& /A,\?".
C ;0{‘9_5?/17(/;! we hove o [ 8 mel) lﬁéf?‘_.

d)-f-f S ey e ’/?ﬁ'a//fa-*/fdw aP S 300 2 ///‘esenf?

£st_ /5D 'ﬁ;ggau Tﬂer}/eq/‘. 5’0}/r5 - /4,000 /'o/m/aflan
+ 5300

f

21, 300

¥
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Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes No_X

If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 1? % A 0% F /;f 000,000 esTinated Cosit.

If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1? - $ /, 000 _peo

For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $ ¥ 200, p00

For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)

RD Ku.rq,{ Oeu;l"P‘mcaT .
TXwol Tegas [ ler %ae /a/om-;Vé—ne/a/-
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: Gav—?lil& Wc;tl gﬁj\,\ CGY*Q

Contact Person; S16v15 S catrie Wit Title: L"msw
- Luaaﬁe. 9
Telephone: (512 ) 346:0-539 Y4 E-mail: S Hut—\s nhet

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan,

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in pian
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 — $2,300 / ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 81217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Agquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

ﬂlcr\g Hew T En;"' Onis N O!.gg/?\ +O G‘s"'lﬂop
- Couvrctu  Line
o

ﬁ'UcSJ, 000, 000

15,000 Rogalatisn  growth
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2. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes No

3. If No - How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 1?  $

we CL\“‘C&@ LS AN Kx:}u“B»«‘L}‘Tv‘ Fre +a LAF(Q
¢ v\gsfm | 5%}%—

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1?7 - §

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

6. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)

Low Cost St Losr Prograre s heelel,
)
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: c ' TY OF LLANO
Contact Person: ME NNETH b ow E LU Title: __ CiTY MAnA KER

Telephone: (1S) 2.4 771-4 =) E-mail:

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
! Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 ~ $2,300 / ac-ft
3 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217 / ac-fi
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 —52,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes . No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

DEDICATED /b " TEANSMISSIon (iiES To B wWATEL
S7TORAGE Tﬁmdsfzg“HHB TANKS , NEXT [/ 6 monTHS
ﬁggc) PoPULAT7ON ’
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2. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes No

3. If No - How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 1?7 $

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 12 $ '

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

6. For the costs your utility cannet pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)




Senate Bill 2 Survey Page 1 January 15, 2002

Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: ¢/ry of GRAriTZ S#4onl S

?Contact Person:_satH+AR  CaoyRey) Title: toayeER  FoPrne S
$ -
Telephone: ( 30 h‘s&_ ctaq E-mail: _canTREll @ MovneroT. it

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channe! Dam $750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 - $1217 / ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes | - No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

NI OATHE TOWER /00,000 QAL
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Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes_ No_ .~

If No - How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement
you listed in question 17  $_rgantasecs w

If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements,
how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each nnprovernent you
listed in question 1?7 . §

For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are
you unable to pay? $

For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if
any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)




e N,
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: W g sen Col by

Contact Person: JC/\u C. D-‘-‘ti‘ ‘//u Title: Coon F, J- {g, 2
7 7
Telephone: (5/2 ) 4§43 -;5 5 E-mail: |, joafob £wleos ooy

'U .1““"5¢" Cev‘ﬁ'y (‘:S [ r'u‘iiﬁtn‘ Eﬂf{ f’ s ﬁ'}r‘fl'p) ﬁ{v""-" iret S"”f”y an'y' bt e v O fe flleé.-

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (§)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 New Channel or Qff-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-51217/ ac-fi
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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Region K - Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

February 4, 2002

Name of Political Subdivision: [ L/, //, 4 . 564 Cau,, 7‘;,-

Contact Person: J; l\u C. Dk-;&,—.[«]/‘g/;.—- Title: C:f‘;m £, J;;» 'q- &
7 7

Telephone: (5/2 ) ‘f43’ -1 550 E-mail: 12ntab £ w;leo, are
7 = V)

Projected Additional Municipal Water Supply Needs (ac-ft/year)

' WwWUG County
— 2000 F 2010 l 2020 # 2030 l 2040 l 2050
County-Other Bumet 880 1,103 1.417 1,652 1,686 1,779

County-Other Llano 0 ] 0 1,334 1,449 1,653
County-Other Travis 60 66 80 7,438 7,934 8,797
- County-Other Williamson 72 103 144 178 200 213
County-Other Hays 990 1,795 2,558 3.525 4,643 5227
County-Other Gillespie 507 547 617 677 887 1,013

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water supply
strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower Colorado Regional

Water Plan.
I . Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
1 |Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 |Reclaimed water : ' $394 / ac-ft
3 [New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 |New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 |Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710- $1217 / ac-ft
6 jAquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 _|Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. In order to meet “County-Other” additional water supply needs, does your county have any current
or projected infrastructure improvement needs during the 50-year planning period?

Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these water use needs are and for what size population (use additional
sheets, if necessary):
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Name of Political Subdivision:

Page |

February 4, 2002

Region K - Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

%u Pl %) oj{' C)u.n‘h’.

Contact Person: [}’]oa,-,(—; . e Le 4. Title: ~net J e
Telephone: ($72. ) 7%/ .- CYntd E-mail:
WUG County Projected Additional Municipal Water Supply Needs (ac-ft/year)
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
County-Other Burnet 880 1,103 1,417 1,652 1,686 1,779
County-Other Llano 0 0 0 1,334 1,449 1,653
County-Other Travis 60 66 80 7,438 7,954 8,797
County-Other Williamson 72 103 144 178 200 215
County-Other Hays 990 1,795 2,558 3,525 4,643 5.227
County-Other Gillespie 507 547 617 677 887 1.013

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water supply
strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower Colorade Regional
Water Plan.

I.

Aquifer Development

$ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft

l Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)

1 |Supply-side conservation not specified in'plan
2 |Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 |New Pipeline tc WUG $ 6350 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 [New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 |Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710- 31217/ ac-ft
6

7

Aquifer Storage & Recovery

$710 - $839 / ac-ft

In order to meet “County-Other” additional water supply needs, does your county have any current
or projected infrastructure improvement needs during the 50-year planning period?

Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these water use needs are and for what size population (use additional
sheets, if necessary):
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‘2. Does your political subdivision have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary

rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed infrastructure
improvements listed in question 1? Yes No_

If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your political subdivision pay for each
improvement you listed in question 1?7 §

dﬂfo‘f ~Service

If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements, how
much of the necessary capital costs could your polmcal subdivision pay for each 1mprovement you

For each improvement you listed in question I, how much of the necessary capital costs are you
unable to pay? sJM@_MuLAuaM_&L_

For the costs your political subdivision cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose?
What, if any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG:_H.A.!LLQM 7Y
¥

Contact Person: BLLQ A !Al ALTWER Title:b;ﬁ. . Bav. “’Eﬂb’l’ﬁ

Telephone: (512 ) 393 - 299D E-mail: AWALT W ERE@XCO . RAYS. Tx . Us

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-$1217 / ac-ft
6 Aguifer Development § 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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Senate Bill 2 Survey Page 2 \, SK/ January 15, 2002

. Does your water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary

rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed
infrastructure improvements you listed in question 1?  Yes No

. If No — How much of the necessary capital costs could your uiih}/é for each improvement

you listed in question 1?  §

7
/

. If you could access the State Participation Programg'to help fund these utility improvements,

how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each improvement you
listed in question 1? $ /

\
N/

. For each improvement you listd in q stioﬁ ow much of the necessary capital costs are

you unable to pay? $

/ X
/ )

\
\

. For the costs your utility canpot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if

any, state funding sources wgiuld you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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Region K - Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of County: H AY S CDL\,NTY
Contact Person: HLL&Q fd JALTRERL Title: b IR . EML H‘B’A'LTH'
Telephone: (5712.) 2 93-3AD E-mail: JHOMTRERED O, IFAYS.TX US

WUG County Projected Additional Municipal Water Supply Needs (ac-ft/year)
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
County-Other Bumet 880 1,103 1417 1,652 1,686 1,779
County-Other Llano 0 0 0 1,334 1,449 1,653
County-Other Travis 60 66 80 7,438 7.954 8,797
County-Other Williamson 72 103 144 178 200 215
County-Cther Hays 590 1,795 2,358 3,525 4,643 5,227
County-Other Gillespie 507 547 617 677 887 1,013

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water supply
strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower Colorado Regional
Water Plan. If these are not applicable to your rural water needs, please answer the questions below
using your individual experience and the water supply alternatives accessible to your county.

Water Management Strategy - - . “Unit Cost ($) - -
1 |Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 |Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 |New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 |New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 |Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710-%$1217/ ac-ft
6 lAquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 |Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-ft

1. In order to meet “County-Other” additional water supply needs, does your county have any current
or projected infrastructure improvement needs during the 50-year planning period?

Yes_l/__' No

If Yes - Please list what these water use needs are and for what size population (use additional
sheets, if necessary):
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2. Does your county have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed infrastructure improvements
listed in question 1? Yes No

3. If No —~ How much of the necessary capital costs could your county pay for each improvement you
listed in question 17  §

5 T (2] Cb T

MT\YE Retaw Prvicyas L D LA:L-T]mA—IEly
dTwe bup User.

4. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements, how

much of the necessary capital costs could your county pay for each improvement you listed in
question 1?7 §
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5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are you

unable to pay? $
Llis_éamﬂ*_&a_s_ua_ﬂ:msm(_ggcrzryb
oo iwese PhoxeerS.

6. For the costs your county cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you propose? What, if any,
state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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Senate Bill 2 Survey Page 1 February 4, 2002
Region K - Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Political Subdivision: 5(_,4,,‘/@0 émr—q_
=

Contact Person: 6: ECAGE 6 ’yﬁ’,t’,j Title: [‘ ﬂm'fg J et o [
Telephone: (F30 ) 568 ~ Y2 b Emal: BY4RS # Momanr o Er
Projected Additional Municipal Water Supply Needs (sc-ft/year)
wre Consty 2000 2010 2020 3030 2040 2050
County-Other Bumat 880 1,103 1,417 1,652 1,686 1,779
County-Other Llana 0 0 0 1,334 1,449 1,653
County-Other Travis 60 66 80 7.438 7,954 4,797
Couaoty-Other Williamson 72 103 144 178 200 215
Counry-Other Hays 950 1.795 2,558 3.525 4,643 5227
County-Other Gillespia 507 547 617 677 587 1,013
- Ty 215

Please answer the followmg quesuons uamg the hst below nf recommended mumcxpal water supply
strategics and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower Colorado Regional

Water Plan.
Water Management Strategy Unit Cost ($)
1 |Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 |Reclaimed water . $394 / ac-ft
3 |New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - 52,400/ ac-ft
4 INew Channel or Off-Channal Dam $750 - §2,300 / ac-fir
5 _|Dredge Bxisting Reservoirs $710-$1217 / ac-ft
6 |Aquifer Development $350- 52,760 / ac-ft
7 _|Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. In order to meet “County-Other” additional water supply needs, does your county have any current
or projected infrastructure improvement needs during the 50-year planning period?

Yes No
¥f Yes - Please list what these water use needs are and for what size population (use additional

sheets, if necessary);
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Senate Bill Z Survey Page2 February 4, 2002

- Does your political subdivision have sufficient revenue sources, including implementing necessary
rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the needed infrastructure
improvements listed in question 17 Yes No

. If No ~ How much of the necessary capital costs could yoﬁr yliﬁcal subdivision pay for each
improvement you listed in question 1?7 $_Creepen s Af, * &

J
_/E’.Q_.anfe__ﬁé_#zéc_-ﬁae_ﬂéi«g-c’( ,

. If you could access the State Participation Program to help fund these utility improvements, how

much of the necessary capital costs could y0u§’4political subdivision pay for each impro t you
listed in question 17 § M = e
_ﬁ%&z @ plaa el

. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital costs are you
unable to pay? $_35 o “-V\%_Mafee( Cecgertantl (e

[4]

{ Leos

. For the costs your political subdivision cannot pay, what funding option(s) would you proposc?
What, if any, state funding sources would you consider? (use additional sheets, if necessary)
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LCRWPG ADOPTED PLAN 4.3

4.1 COUNTY SUMMARIES OF WATER NEEDS

The following sections provide summaries of the needs and surpluses identified for each county within
the LCRWPA. The tables presented in these sections provide a listing of individual WUGs with
identified water supply needs (negative numbers in the tables indicate a water supply shortage). WUGs
with water supply needs resulting from the expiration of a wholesale contract appear shaded and italicized
in the following tables. Following the information for the individual WUGs with water supply needs is a
summation of the total needs identified within the county. This information is presented in the required
TWDB format (Table 7) in Appendix 4A.

4.1.1 Bastrop County

The primary sources of water for Bastrop County are the Carrizo-Wilcox and Queen City aquifers.
Surface water supplies are primarily associated with power generation and are supplied from a
combination of firm water from the Highland Lakes and Lake Bastrop. Local surface water supplies are
available to irrigation and livestock users. Municipal water demands account for over one-half the total
demand in Bastrop County. Steam electric generation accounts for an additional one-third of the total
demand. A summary of the estimated water shortages identified for Bastrop County is presented in Table
4.1.

Table 4.1: Bastrop County Water Supply Needs (ac-ft/yr)

Water User Group Name 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

P Needs Needs Needs Needs Needs Needs
Garfield - CDP* T 0 o] 0 0 -1 -11
Bastrop Co.Total Needs 0 0 0 0 -1 -11

WUGs with water supply needs resuiting from the expiration of a wholesale contract are shaded and italicized
*CDP - Census Designated Place

4.1.2 Blanco County

Groundwater is available to users in Blanco County from the Ellenburger-San Saba, Trinity, Edwards-
Trinty Plateau, and Hickory aquifers. Surface water supplies in the county are available from the City of
Blanco's reservoirs and other local supplies. Municipal water demands account for over one-half of the
total water demands in Blanco County. The remainder of the demand is divided between irrigation and
livestock needs. A summary of the estimated water shortages identified for Blanco County is presented in
Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Blanco County Water Supply Needs (ac-ft/yr)

Water User G N 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
ater Lser Group Name Needs Needs | Needs Needs Needs Needs
Blanco County-Other -24 -70 -119 -163 -183 -215
City of Blanco -52 -40 -23 -15 -5 -5
Blanco Co. Total Needs -76 -110 -142 -178 -188 -220
WUGs with water supply needs resulting from the expiration of a wholesale contract are shaded and italicized
December 2000

Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group
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LCRWPG ADOPTED PLAN

BLANCO COUNTY

2A-9

Municipal, livestock, and irrigation water demand constitutes the vast majority
of Blanco County’s total water demand. In the year 2050 Blanco County is
projected to have no water demand from manufacturing, steam electric power
gencration, or mining water uses. Population in Blanco County is projected to
increase approximately 67 percent from the year 2000 to the year 2050.

Table 2A-9: Population & Water Demand Projections for

Blanco County
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Total
Water User Group | (Population) | (Populaticn) | (Population) | (Population) | (Population) | (Pepulation)| change
(%)
Blanco 1,709 1,735 1,735 1,735 1,735 1,735 2
Johnson City 1,408 1,669 1,954 2,165 2,270 2,381 69
County Other 5,136 6,470 7,955 9,064 0,683 9,683 89
Total Population 8,253 9,874 11,644 12,964 13,688 13,799 67
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Total
Water User Group | (demand in | {(demand in | (demand in | (demand in | (demand in | (demand in | change
ac-ft/yr) ac-ft/yr) | ac-ftiyr) ac-ft/yr) ac-ft/yr) ac-ft/yr) (%)
Blanco 377 365 348 340 330 330 -12
Johnson City 352 398 447 490 506 528 50
County Other 633 732 838 934 976 965 52
Total  Municipal 1,362 1,495 1,633 1,764 1,812 1,823 34
‘Water Demand
Manufacturing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Demand
Irrigation  Water 4s8 435 413 392 362 353 -23
Demand
Steam Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Demand
Mining Water 13 9 L 1 0 0 -100
Demand
Livestock Water 670 670 670 670 670 670 0
Demand
TOTAL WATER 2,503 2,609 2,721 2,827 2,844 2,846 14
DEMAND
Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group December 2000
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City’s water demands are projected to decrease due to the anticipated water conservation assumed in the
TWDB projections. Therefore, the recommended plan to meet the 2030 demands will also be sufficient
to meet the 2050 projected demands.

The recommended plan to meet the shortages identified for the City of Blanco includes the following
components.

o Alternative BLS - Purchase Treated Water from Canyon Lake Water Supply Corporation - This
alternative would involve the construction of a booster pump station, ground storage facility, and
transmission main along U.S. Highway 281 from Highway 305 in Comal County to the City of
Blanco. This pipeline would convey treated water from Canyon Lake Water Supply Corporation to
the City of Blanco. The City would be responsible for purchasing the raw water from GBRA. The
pipeline would have the capacity to provide additional water to potential developments along U.S.
281. Implementation of this alternative would require a capital expenditure of $2.9 million. The
anticipated annual expenditures would be $395,000, which would include raw water charges, treated
water charges, and operations and maintenance charges for a supply of 300 ac-ft/yr. The unit cost of
this water is projected to be §1,562/ac-ft.

The City Council for Blanco officially endorsed this plan by resolution at its July 11, 2000 meeting. A
copy of that resolution is included in Appendix 6A.

5.4.7 Recommended Plan to Meet Blanco County-Other Demands Throtigh 2030

The rural area surrounding the City of Blanco, primarily to the south, is projected to experience
significant growth in the future. Currently, this area of the County is dependent on the Trinity Aquifer for
water. The projections indicate that during the drought of record, the rural area of Blanco County in the
Guadalupe River Basin would have a shortage of 24 ac-ft/yr in the year 2000. This shortage increases to
163 ac-ft/yr in 2030 and 215 ac-ft/yr in 2050.

The recommended plan to meet the shortages identified for the Blanco County-Other includes the
following components.

o Alternative BL5 - Purchase Treated Water from Canyon Lake Water Supply Corporation - This
alternative would involve the construction of a booster pump station, ground storage facility, and
transinission mair along U.S. Highway 281 from Highway 305 in Comal County to the City of
Blanco. This pipeline would convey treated water from Canyon Lake Water Supply Corporation to
the City of Blanco. The City would be responsible for purchasing the raw water from GBRA. The
pipeline would have the capacity to provide additional water to potential developments along U.S.
281. Implementation of this alternative would require a capital expenditure of $2.% million. The
anticipated annual expenditures would be $395,000, which would include raw water charges, treated
water charges, and operations and maintenance charges for a supply of 300 ac-ft/yr. The unit cost of
this water is projected to be $1,562/ac-ft.

5.4.8 Recommended Plan to Meet the City of Llano Demands Through 2030
The City of Llano has the right to divert water from the Llano River in quantities that would meet its

demands through the 50-year planning period. However, the City lacks sufficient storage capacity to
provide the firm yield to meet its current demands during drought conditions. The City of Llano would

Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group December 2000
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Table 5.46; Summary of Alternative Strategies Evaluated to Meet the City of Blanco Water Supply Shortages

o&M Total Annual 2050 Unit Cost
Wntersxa:ngmnt Strategy Description qut(;l, Cost Debt(Ss;rvice Cost Cost Firm Yield l::’!:c (-J;:t (/1000 Summary of Encv:onmenul
ategy () 1+ (ac-ftfyr) gallons) ¥
BL1 Dredge existing reservoirs $ 24500018 1780018  45500( S 63,300 52|18 1n7}s 3.74 |Disposal of dredged material
BL2 dc::l‘"“‘:""“ ofanewchamnel | ¢ ,o65000(s 1500005 72800|s 222,800 100[$ 2228($ 684 |Inundation of riverine habitat
_ River intake structure
BL3 f&:gc:ui:tmn of off-channel $ 1,840,000 | $ 2550008 145600 )% 400,600 200f8 2003[s$ 6.15 |impacts, inundation of large
arca

Construction of pipeline from

BL4 West Comal County Water $ 6750000|%  49%0,000{% 230,000|% 720,000 3005 2400|% 7.37 |Pipeline construction impacts
System
Construction of pipeline from

BLS Canyon Lake Water Supply $ 2910000;5 210,000 1§ 18500018 395000 30018 1,317§s 4.04 |Pipeline construction impacts
Corporation
Construction of pipeline from Pieli L.

BL6 Pedermnales River & purchascof | § 4,680,000 | § 340,000 ($ 128,500 % 468,500 30018 15623 479 |7PF me. conslmcufm impacts]
water from LCRA. interbasin transfer issugs
Construct 8 wells in the

BL7 Hensell/Cow Creek Aquifer~2 | § 1,875000 | $ 1350001 $ 50018 143,500 5218 27608 8.47 [Pipeline construction impacts
miles west of town
Construct 2 wells in the

BLS Elienburger approximately 16  |$ 2,790,000 |$  200000)1$ 30000{% 230,000 001 76718 2.35 |Pipeline construction impacts
miles north of town

Lower Colorado Regional Water Planning Group

December 2000




D RA FT Pipeline Estimate-BPGWCD

Blanco-Pedernales Ground Water Conservation District

Pipeline 11,447,040
Water Treatment Plant 4,600,000
Total Component Estimate 16,047,040
Contingency (30%}) 4,814,112
Total Costruction Estimate 20,861,152
 Engineering, Surveying, Testing, Inspection, etc. (20%) 4,172,230
Total Cagital Pro'!ect Estimate 25,033,382
Annual Debt Service (5.50%, 30 years, loaded) 2,127,838
Taxable Value for the BPGWCD 489,711,727
Collection Rate 93%
Tax rate required to support Total Capital Project Estimate 0.4672
Taxpayer cost for property valued at: Annual Monthly
250,000 1,168 97.34
150,000 701 58.40
- 100,000 - 467 38.93
50,000 234 19.47

/?M/'/A-'v\ 4t fa Dog Mﬁv Tj‘,w
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Senate Bill 2 Survey Page 1 January 15, 2002
Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG: City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility

Contact Person: Teresa Lutes, P.E. Title: _Engineer

Telephone:i512 ) 972-0179 E-mail: teresa.lutes@ci.austin.tx.us

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (3)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 - 31217 / ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes_ X No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):

See Attached two-page response for the remainder of responses.




Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
Region K Lower Colorado Region

City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility Response
February 15, 2002

Name of Municipal WUG: City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility
Contact Person: Teresa Lutes, P.E. Title: Engineer
Telephone: (512) 872-0179 E-Mail: teresa.lutes@ci.austin.tx.us

1. Does vour water utility have any current or projected infrastructure lmprovements
needs during the 50-year planning period?

Yes, the City of Austin Water and Wastewater Utility is planning numerous infrastructure
improvements during the next 50 years.

If Yes, list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s):

The service area population is projected to increase from approximately 760,000 today
to 1.4 million in 2050 (Texas Water Development Board projection) and potentially even
higher.

Future anticipated water system infrastructure needs include increased water production
capacity, transmission mains, pump stations, storage tanks, and distribution mains.
Anticipated reclaimed water system infrastructure improvements include storage tanks,
pump stations, and mains.

2. Does vour water utility have sufficient revenue sources, including implementation
necessary rate and tax increases, to cover the capital costs associated with each of the
needed infrastructure improvements you listed in question 17

Austin anticipates spending in excess of $5 billion, in today's dollars, on water,
wastewater, and reclaimed water systems infrastructure capital improvements over the
next 50 years. Funding for future improvements is typically scheduled through the City's
Capital Improvements Program (CIP). Austin, along with the rest of the naticn, faces
future funding challenges as costs and requirements increase. For the majority of
projects funding sources include voter authorized bonds, current revenues, and interim
funding (commercial paper). However, new funding sources, such as the State's
Participation Program, may be helpful in the future.

We are particularly interested in funding for water reclamation projects and parts of the
treatment process used for water reclamation. We are also interested in funding for
treatment capacity expansion since these projects tend to be large-scale and often
involve changing regulations. Our anticipated investments in these water treatment and
reclamation areas will be in the 100's of millions of dollars.
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3._If No -~ How much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each
improvement you listed in question 1?

We cannot determine at this time the best sources for funding for these improvements.
The City of Austin will continue to explore all available funding sources as these needs
develop. '

4. If vou could access the State Participation program to help fund these utility
improvements, how much of the necessary capital costs could your utility pay for each
improvements you listed in question 1?

Cannot he determined at this time.

5. For each improvement you listed in question 1, how much of the necessary capital
costs are you unable to pay?

Cannot be determined at this time.

6. For the costs your utility cannot pay, what funding options would you propose? What,
if any, state funding sources would vou consider?

In the past City of Austin has received state grants and loans. A recentexampleis a
$10 million Texas Water Development Board loan for reclaimed water system
infrastructure facilities. Again, the City of Austin will continue to consider all future
available funding sources as needs develop.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input via this survey. Additional information
can be provided regarding future anticipated infrastructure costs if it would be useful as
the TWDB works to determine the magnitude of funding needs to provide water to our
rapidly growing state population.
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
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Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (8)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400/ ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300/ ac-ft
3 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 - 81217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $350-92,760/ ac-ft| -
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery ' $710 - $839 / ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Municipal WUG:
Contact Person: Title:
Telephone: ( ) E-mail;

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

* Water Management Strategy ' Unit Cost (%)
1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
5 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 -51217/ ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 - $2,760 / ac-ft
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-ft

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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Region K Municipal Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
Entity : ;
Name of-Mmqg-}%Gr A;[/é;g,;‘g (fundy, Toras

Contact Person: /Z(g ~é 5742:/.4/ P Title: ( ?‘25&? ?é éﬁ

Telephone: ( $3p ) 997~ 7521 E-mail:

Please answer the following questions using the list below of recommended municipal water
conservation strategies and their projected unit costs that were used in developing the Lower
Colorado Regional Water Plan.

Water Management Strategy Unit Cost (8) .

1 Supply-side conservation not specified in plan
2 Reclaimed water $394 / ac-ft
3 New Pipeline to WUG $ 650 - $2,400 / ac-ft
4 New Channel or Off-Channel Dam $750 - $2,300 / ac-ft
3 Dredge Existing Reservoirs $710 - 81217 / ac-ft
6 Aquifer Development $ 350 -~ 32,760 / ac-fi
7 Aquifer Storage & Recovery $710 - $839/ ac-fi

1. Does your water utility have any current or projected infrastructure improvement needs
during the 50-year planning period? Yes No

If Yes - Please list what these needs are and for what size population and/or size of
commercial/industrial water use(s) (use additional sheets, if necessary):
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