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Section 1
Introduction
Senate Bill 2 (77™ Texas Legislature) requires that an Infrastructure Financing Report
(IFR) be incorporated into the regional water planning process. In order to meet this requirement,
each regional water planning group (RWPG) is required to examine the funding needed to
implement the water management strategies and projects identified and recommended in the
region’s January 2001 regional water plan. Results of this effort are due to the Texas Water
Development Board (TWDB) by June 1, 2002. The TWDB will consolidate the reports from the

16 regional water-planning areas and report to the Texas Legislature no later than October 1,
2002.
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Section 2
Objectives of the Infrastructure Financing Report

The primary objectives of the Infrastructure Financing Report are as follows:

¢ To determine the number of political subdivisions with identified needs for additional
water supplies that will be unable to pay for their infrastructure needs without some
form of outside financial assistance;

¢ To determine how much of the infrastructure costs in the regional water plans cannot
be paid for solely using local utility revenue sources;

e To determine the financing options proposed by political subdivisions to meet future
water infrastructure needs (including the identification of any State funding sources
considered); and

* To determine what role(s) the RWPGs propose for the State in financing the
recommended water supply projects.
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Section 3
Methods and Procedures

There are two elements to the Infrastructure Financing Report, as follows: (1) Written
surveys, and (2) RWPG policy recommendations on the State’s role in financing water
infrastructure projects. For the Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area, all municipal water user
groups having water needs and recommended water management strategies in the regional plan
with an associated capital cost were surveyed using the questionnaire provided by the TWDB
(Appendix A). Also included in each survey packet was an informational brochure produced by
the TWDB concerning the State Participation program (Appendix A). For individual cities the
survey was mailed to the mayor, while for each County-Other aggregate the survey was mailed
to the county judge. In addition, for the county aggregated manufacturing water user group,
surveys were sent out to selected respondents in McLennan, Johnson, Nelan, and Taylor
Counties. For the water user groups based on county aggregates, such as manufacturing or
mining, the Brazos G RWPG has included summary recommendations of funding mechanisms
for meeting those needs.

The surveys were mailed via first class U.S. Mail, along with supporting documentation
prepared by the Brazos River Authority that detailed a water user group’s projected demand and
supply, and summarized the water management strategies included in the regional plan for that
entity. In addition, a site visit was conducted with many of the water user groups by BRA staff to
discuss the regional water planning process, review the water user group’s water management
strategy(ies), and assist in completing the questionnaire. Two follow-up telephone contacts were
made with each political subdivision surveyed that did not respond by the due date. The follow-
up activity is documented via phone logs (Appendix B).

For the second element of the IFR, the Brazos G RWPG has developed policy statements

that respond to the following question:

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

Prior to submission of the Infrastructure Financing Report (IFR) to the TWDB, the
Brazos G RWPG adopted the IFR at a meeting posted and held in accordance with the Texas
Open Meetings Act with a copy of all materials presented or discussed available for public

inspection prior to and following the meeting.
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Section 4
Survey Responses

4.1 Survey Responses

The Brazos G RWPG distributed survey packages to 45 municipal water user groups and
received 41 responses, a 91 percent response rate. Copies of the completed surveys and other
related documentation are included in Appendix C. As shown in Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1,
quantifiable survey responses account for about 49 percent of the estimated capital costs of water
management strategies recommended in the Regional Water Plan. Inspection of the bottom line
shows that $147 million (or 19 percent of the total capital costs) cannot be paid for by local
utilities using current revenues. In addition, approximately $379 million (or 51 percent of the
total capital costs) is unquantifiable (the utility did not indicate how much could be paid for or
how much could not be paid for) or the utility did not respond to the survey. Some entities did
not provide quantifiable responses to the survey due to concerns about data accuracy and the
potential for the amounts given to be taken out of context. If these two categories are considered
together (cannot be paid and unquantifiable/no response) up to 70 percent of the of the estimated
costs of water management strategies in the Regional Water Plan cannot be funded solely by
local revenue sources, even with State Participation. Hence, $147 million to $526 million of
outside financial assistance may be necessary to meet water infrastructure needs through year
2050.

Only five (Abilene, Baird, College Station, Round Rock, and J ohnson County-Other) of
the municipal water user groups surveyed indicated that water management strategies to meet
their projected needs could be wholly paid for with local utility revenue sources. Table 4-2

provides a brief summary of responses from all utilities who provided written comments.

Survey respondents identified the following as potential sources of outside funding:

o TWDB State Participation Program;

¢ USDA Rural Utilities Service Grants;

e State & Federal Funds;

e Community Development Block Grant Program;

e USDA Rural Development Loans;

o U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration;

e Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs;
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Survey Responses

e State Grants; and

e low Interest Loans from other sources.

4.2  Aggregaled Water User Groups

The entities that make up the county aggregated water user groups of manufacturing,
mining, and steam-electric are primarily non-governmental entities. As such, the most likely
funding sources for these entities will be cash on hand, loans obtained through private lending
institutions, or funds raised through sales of securities. However, funding to implement the
strategies contained in the plan for irrigation (brush control, weather modification, and irrigation
system conversion) could be provided for through both public and private sectors. For example,
the TWDB Agricuitural Water Conservation Loan Program is available for individuals who
reside in a soil and water conservation district, an underground water conservation district, or an
irrigation district. A conservation loan may be used for capital equipment or materials, labor,
preparatioﬁ costs and installation costs to improve water-use efficiency in existing irrigation
systems; preparing irrigated land to be converted to dryland conditions; and preparing dryland
for more efficient use of natural precipitation. It may also be used for brush control and

. . e 1
precipitation enhancement activities.

! The funding sources for the county aggregated water user groups were proposed during a Brazos G Finance
Committee meeting held on March 14, 2002.
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Table 4-1
Summary of Numerical Responses to Water Infrastructura Survey (Municipal Category Only)’
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Onquantiftable
Response Implementation Can Pay w/State or
Entity Recelved Strategy Name Date Capital Cost Can Pay Participation Cannot Pay No Response

Abilene Y O H Ivie Pipeline 2015 §60,000,000 $60,000,0Qg 60,000,000 $0 N/A
Abilene Y Wastewater Reusa 2002 $19,250,000 $19,250,000 $19,250,000 $0 N/A
Alvarado Y SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 $2,108,000 $0 $0 $2,108,000 N/A
Baird Y Wastewater Reuse 2005 $254,000 $254,000 $254,000 %0 N/A
|Bosque County Y Clifton System to Childress Creek 2010 $827,000 $0 $0] $827,000 N/A
Bosque County L Y Clifton System to Mustang Vailey 2010 $2,562,000 $0, $0 $2,562,000 N/A
Bosque County . MVWSC tie in 1o Meridian Off-Channet Reservoir 2010 $1,610,000 $0 $0 $1,610,000 N/A
Briar Qaks N SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 §393,000 $393,000
Brushy Creek Municipal Utiity District Y Infrastructure Expansion 2006 $3,028,000 $3,028,000
Bryan - Y Carrizo-Wilcox Development 2030 $7,639,000 N $7,639,000
Cisco RS Battle Creek Diversion to Lake Cisco 2010 $4,700,000 $0 $0 $4,700,000 N/A
Cisco Y Waslawater Reuse 2010 $396,000 $0 $0 $396,000 N/A
College Station Y Carrizo-Wilcox Development 2010 $20,054,000 $20,054,000 $20,054,000 $0 _NA
|Georgetown Y Further Development of the Carrizo-Wilcox 2040 $26,937.123 R $25,937,123
Georgetown Y Infrastructure Expansion 2010 $3.494,000 a 33,494,000
Georgetown Y Little River 2040 $13,892,248 _ $13,992,248
| Giddings Y Further Development of the Carrizo-Witcox 2010 $613,000 $60,000 $60,000 $553,000 N/A
Glen Rose Y Somervell County Off-channel reservoir . 2005 $8,849,896 $8,849,856
Godley Y SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 $604,000 30 0 $604,000 N/A
Granbury Y SWATS Expansion 2010 $25,071,309 0 $0 $25,071,309 N/A
Grandview Y SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 $1,821,000 B 0 $0 $1,821,000 N/A
Granger Y Further Development of the Carrizo-Wilcox 2010 $1,237,000 0 0 $1,237,000 N/A
Groesbeck Y Groesbeck Off-Channel Reservoir 2010 4,173,000 $0 $0 $4,173,000 N/A
Haskell Y Wastewater Reuse 2010 $432,124 $0 $43,000 $389,124 N/A
Heame Y Carrizo-Wilcox Development 2030 $609,000 $91,350 $91,350 $517,650 __N/A
Hutlo N Further Development of the Carrizo-Wilcox 2010 $2,970,000 1 $2,970,000
Johnson County Y SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 $90,707,000 $90,707,000 $90,707,000 $0 NIA
Joshua - Y SWATS Expansion 2030 $2,003,000 §0 80 $2,003,000 N/A
[Keene Y SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 $14,328,000 $0 $0 $14,328,000 N/A
Lampasas Y Central Texas/Kempner WSC Conveyance tner 2015 $5,797,000 $5,797,000
Lampasas Y Wastewater Reuse 2020 1,413,000 $1,413,000
Marlin Y Brushy Creek Reservoir 2005 5,834,824 $5,834,824
McGregor Y Infrastructure Expansian 2005 $103,000 $0 $0 $103,000 N/A
McLennan County Y Supply from Waco 2005 $2,724,000 $0 $0 $2,724,000 N/A
Meridian Y Meridian Off-Channel Reservoir 2010 $7.472,000 $700,000 $700,000 $6,772,000 N/A
Merkel Y Waslewater Reuse 2000 5420,908 $50,000 $50,000 $3?0,008_ N/A
Rio Vista ] N SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution 2010 $393,000 $393,000
Robinson Y Infrastructure Expansion 2005 $3,421,000 $3,421,000
Rockdale Y Further Development of the Carrizo-Wilcox ~ 2030 $250,000 $50,000 $50,000 $200,000 N/A
Round Rock Y Infrastructure Expansion 2010 $1,744,000 $1,744,000 $1.744,000 $0 N/A
Round Rock Y Further Development of the Carrizo-Wilcox 2010 29,702,060 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $24,702,000 N/A
Round Rock - Y Voluntary Redistribution 2020 19,730,000 jo0 $0 $19,730,000 N/A
Round Rock Y Wastewater Reuse 2030 19,239,000 $2,000,000 $17,239,000 $2,000,000 N/A
Salado Y Southwest Bell County Regional Water System 2008 §8,296,000 $8,296,000
Somervell County N Somervell County Off-channel reservoir 2005 $15,783,104 $15,783,104
Stamford Y Wastewater Reuse 2010 $323,083 50 $0 $323,083 N/A
Stephenville Y Lake Proctor-Upper Leon MWD 2010 ___$10,178,000 $0 $0 $10,178,000 N/A
Taylor Y Further Development of the Carrizo-Wilcox 2035 $7,460,000 $3,000,000 $5,250,000 $2,210,000 N/A
Taylor Y Infrastructure Expansion 2035 $7.,439,000 $4,000,000 $6,500,000 $939,000 N/A
Throckmorton Y New Throckmorton Reservoir 2010 $7.500,000 $0 $0 $7,500,000 N/A
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Table 4-1

Summa?y of Numerical Responses to Water Infrastructure Survey (Municipal Category Only)'

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

—Onquantitiable |
Response Implementation Can Pay w/State or
Entity Recelved Strategy Name Date Capital Cost Can Pay Participation Cannot Pay No Response

Valley Mills Y Clifton System to Valley Mills 2010 $416,000 $41,600 $41,600 $374400f NA
Venus Y SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution R 2010 $3,670,000 $0 $0 $3,670,000 N/A
Walnut Springs Y Walnut Springs tie in to Meridian Off-Channel Reservoir 2010 _$1,797,000 $0 $0 $1,797,000 N/A
West Y Infrastructure Expansion 2005 $560,000 $0 $0 $560,000 N/A
West Central Texas MWD Y Breckenridge Reservoir 2030 $171,000,000 $171,000,000
Woest Central Texas MWD Y Seymour Aquifer Development 2010 31,895,000 $31,895,000
[Williamson County Y Wastewater Reuse 2030 19,239,000 $19,239,000
Williamson Cournty Y Voluntary Redistribution 2020 19,730,000 $19,730,000
Williamson County Y Development of Carrize-Wilcox 2010 29,702,000 $29,702,000
Totals $752,893,719 $207,001,950 $227,033,950 $147 052,574 $378,807,195

1. See Appendix F for the complete TWDB data template, including data for industrial, steam-electric, mining, and irrigation. in addition, Table 4-1 shows responses for the City of Marlin and the West Central Texas MWD

which are not included in the TWDB data template. |

l
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Unquantifiable*

48%

* Includes the 10 entities that returned
their surveys, but did not indicate how
much could be paid for or how much
could not be paid for.

** Percentages based on estimated costs of
water management strategies, not number
of water user groups.

No Reponse

Figure 4-1

Can Pay
27%

Can Pay w/ State
Participation
3%

Cannot Pay
19%

Ability to Pay for Water Management Strategies

Brazos G Regional Water Plan
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Survey Responses

Table 4-2
Survey Responses - Comments and Proposed Options
Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
ABILENE Recommended water management strategies (O.H. lvie Pipeline and Wastewater reuse)
can be funded using local utility revenue sources.
ALVARADO Possibly finance through RUS grants and/or more State grants.
BRUSHY CREEK |See response in Appendix C.
BRYAN The City of Bryan will use whatever resources and means are available and necessary to
provide a dependable and safe water source to its citizens, now, and in the future.
cISCo The City's tax and water rate revenues are currently strained to the maximum. Due to
existing water and sewer debt requirements, Cisco has the highest water and sewer bill in
the region. Therefore, they would require substantial/complete State or Federal funding.
COLLEGE College Station anticipates ability to pay for infrastructure required to construct the water
STATION management strategy identified on the survey; Carrizo-Wilcox Development.
Consideration would be given to various State funding sources on a case-by-case basis.
Without detailed financial planning, the City cannot identify available resources for
GEORGETOWN infrastructure. The City will not increase taxes to leverage revenues.
The City couid fund more if allowed to do so over several years. The City could fund the
GIDDINGS - i :
entire amount over 10 years with no interest on funds.
GLEN ROSE The Somervell County Water District is pursuing this project on its own. Glen Rose may
purchase water from the District at some point in the future.
GODLEY Possibly finance through State grants.
GRANBURY Possibly finance through grants and/or 0% State financing.
GRANGER The City has no reserve funds for infrastructure.
On December 3, 2001, the City Council issued $2,780,000 in Tax and Utility Bonds in order
to construct a new water treatment plant and upgrade the wastewater treatment plant and
GROESBECK construct a new overhead storage tank. These improvements will enable the City to be in
compliance with the new drinking water standards becoming effective in 2002. The rates
have been increased (Dec. 01) to enable the City to fund the debt service to repay the
bonds. These are twenty year bonds.
HASKELL Possibly finance through TWDB grants, Dept. of Ag grants, or TDHCA grants.
The most successful programs for the City of Hearne have been community development
HEARNE block grants, received through the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs,
and Airport Improvement Grants, received through Texas Department of Transportation -
Aviation Division. '
JOSHUA Would be interested in taking over JCFWSD; however, would need help in financing.
MCGREGOR The City dlsggrees with the water supply planning information. The City has no "savings
account for infrastructure.
MERIDIAN The City has approximately $700,000 in reserves for water system expansion. The City
could debt service approx. $2 million given revenue sources.
MERKEL . . -
Passibly financed through a property tax increase or additional charges for water/sewer.
ROBINSON See response in Appendix C.
ROCKDALE The City would need to borrow the money. The City's rates were raised substantially in
October 1998 to finance a $1.1 million utility relocation for Hwy. 79 expansion. The City's
current rates are therefore committed to debt and maintenance and operation.

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
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Survey Responses

Table 4-2

Survey Responses - Comments and Proposed Options

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Local revenue sources are primarily committed to Infrastructure Expansion. May be able

ROUND ROCK to pay 10 to 16 percent of estimated capital cost for Further Development of the Carrizo-
Wilcox Aquifer and Wastewater reuse.
SALADO See response in Appendix C.
STAMFORD Can finance with 100% State or Federal funding.
The City will seek any and all financial resources available to assist with the capital costs to
STEPHENVILLE supply water for Stephenville. The current water and tax rates are at leveis the consumers
are not willing to increase.
The City of Throckmorton does not currently have the financial ability to pay for this project.
If the reservoir were to be built, it would generate revenue that could be used to pay for
THROCKMORTON |[some portion of the project; however, most loan programs such as the State Participation

Program, require repayment to commence much quicker than any revenue could be
realized from the project. The City of Throckmorton supports construction of a reservoir
and is interested in any State or Federal funding that may be available.

VALLEY MILLS

The City will apply for a grant from Texas Community Development Program.

WALNUT SPRINGS

Possibly use grants.

The City of West is in the process of securing surface water from the City of Waco which

COUNTY-OTHER

WEST will be a very costly endeavor for their community. West cannot wait on a regional water
plan.

WEST CENTRAL

TEXAS MWD See response in Appendix C.

BOSQUE COUNTY-|The County is not involved with any part of either system at this time. If the County does

OTHER get involved, they will need State or Federal funding as a source.

MCLENNAN

COUNTY-OTHER |The County is unaware of any funds available at this time.

WILLIAMSON There are no options proposed at this time. Would consider any State funding sources

available. Williamson County has no utility revenue sources.

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
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Section 5
Policy Recommendations

The Brazos G Regional Water Planning Group recognizes the need for State funding
assistance to implement water management strategies in the Brazos G region and throughout the
State. The basic philosophy of the Group is that funding assistance programs need to be fair,
equitable, and accessible to all. Additionally, assistance programs should be structured to benefit
entities that make reasonable efforts within their means to help themselves. Care should be taken
so that assistance programs do not create incentives for lack of action. Care should also be taken
to minimize the administrative burdens associated with assistance programs. The Group makes

the following specific policy recommendations:

e The State Participation Fund should be made more flexible regarding the percent of
State Participation and the repayment terms.

¢ The Texas Rural Water Assistance Fund appears to be an attractive and accessible

fund for many rural water suppliers and small cities. It should be supplied with
additional funding.

e The Research and Planning Fund should be continued and expanded to include
preliminary design (i.e., pre-design, environmental impact statements, environmental
studies, data collection and reporting to support permit applications, etc.). The
Research and Planning Fund grants should be up to 100 percent. All or portions of
the grants could be repaid to the State from project capitalization funds.

e The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund’s capitalization should be accelerated. The
FY 2002 Drinking Water SRF Water System Priority List identifies 77 projects
requesting funding; however, funding was sufficient for only the first six projects.
Acceleration of the fund’s capitalization will make it more accessible to a larger
number of projects.

e The TWDB should ensure that the allocation of funds to its financial assistance
programs correlates to the needs of the different types of water suppliers in the state
(e.g. regional, rural, urban) in order to maximize benefits of available funds.

¢ The State should consider implementing a service to monitor, track, and provide
information on all state and federal funding programs applicable to water supply.
This service should be able to quickly provide guidance and refer entities to potential
funding programs that are most appropriate.

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area 5.1 m
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name:

Name of Political Subdivision:

Contact Person: Title:

Telephone: E-mail:

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

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

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

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

Please return the completed survey by JANUARY 31, 2002 to:

Brad Brunett, Water Services Planning Manager
Brazos River Authority
“P.O. Box 7555
Waco, Tx 76714-7555
(254) 761-3207 facsimile
E-mail address: BradB@brazos,org

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

Brad Brunett at 254-761-3171 or David Collinsworth at 254-761-3165



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed beiow is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision:

Water Management Strategy Name

Capital Cost:

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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



TEXAS
WATER
DEVELOPMENT
BOARD

P.O. Box 13237
Capitol Station
Austin, TX
78711-3231
512/463-7847
FAX512/475-2053

URL Aooress:
http://www.twdb. state tx.us

E-ManL Appress:
info@twdb.state.tx.us

Printed on Recycled Poper

STATE PARTICIPATION

WHAY IS STATE PARTICIPATION?

Generally, the State Parucipation Program enables the Board to assume a temporary
ownership interestin a regional project when the local sponsors are unable w assume debe for
the optimally sized facility. The Board may acquire ownership interests in the water rights or
a co-ownership interest of the property and treatment works. The loan repayments that would
have been required, if the assistance had been from a loan, are deferred. Ultimately, however,
the cost of the funding is repaid to the Board based upon purchase payments which allow the
Board to recover its principal and interest costs and issuance expenses, etc., but on a deferred
rimetable. :

The intenc of this program is to allow for optimization of regional projects through limited
State participation where the benefits can be documented, and such development is
unaffordable without State participation. The goal is to allow for the “Right Sizing” of projects
in consideration of future growth.

WHO CAN APPLY FOR THE FUNDsS?

Any Political Subdivision of the State and Water Supply Corporations which is sponsoring
construction of a Regional warter, or wastewater project can apply to the Texas Water
Development Board for participation in the project. Although itis not required, the Applicant
usually acquires a loan from the TWDB for the communicty’s immediate needs.

How DO | APPLY FOR STATE PARTICIPATION FUNDING?

The Applicant is encouraged to meec with TWDB staff for assistance in the preparation
of the application and t discuss the terms of the loan. The applicant must submit an
engineering feastbility report and environmental information, as well as general, fiscal and
legal application informarion to the appropriate TWDB regional project manager for staff
review.

These application materials must be submitted by the first business day of the month
preceding the month during which the applicant desires Board consideration. Completed
applications for State Loans are considered by the Board usually in Austin on the third

Wednesday of each month, at which time the Board may commit to fund t}_\e project,

How pOEs TWDB GET FUNDS FOR THE PROGRAM?

The State Legislature, recognizing the value in optimizing and “Right Sizing” systers, has
appropriated funds to assist local governments in regional optimization projects. The Srare
inidially absocbs some of the initial cost of these projects, but ultimarely recovers the actual cash
expenditure of funds used in providing assistance. As the earlier projects repurchase the

Board’s interest, there will be additional funds available to future projects.

WHATY SAVINGS DOES STATE PARTICIPATION PROVIDE?

The benefits to the participant are threefold. First, payments are deferred uncil the
customer base grows into the added capacity facilitated, which will augment the applicant’s
ability to make the payments o the Board. Second, the Board does notacerue interest on the
deferred interest portion thereby reducing the overall carrying cost of the facility for the
applicant. Third, optimizing regional projects reduces the necessity and added expense to local
governments of building new structures or replacing undersized structures in the furure.

These funds are limited in availabilicy both as to total approved by the Legislature each
biennium and by limirations to participation in individual projects. The Board's participation



from this program is limited to a maximum of 30% of the project costs and to the portion of the project designated as excess
capacity. The remaining costs of the project may be funded through other Board Programs.
There is also a requiremenc that the project cannot be reasonably financed wichout state participation assistance, and thac

the optimum regional development of the project cannoc be reasonably financed withourt the State participation.

WHAT ARE THE TERMS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE?

Security Instrumene. A Master Agreement will be established o govern the funding arrangements, including provisions for
a defined source of revenue which will be used to purchase the Seate's portion of the facility.

Pledge: System revenues andfor tax pledges are rypically required. Contract revenue pledges for river authorities and ochers
are possible. The board my subordinate this obligation relative to your debrt issuance.

Lengeh of Board Participation and Repurchase Payments: Period of useful life of the project facilities being constructed
with 2 maximum financing life of 34 years. Contracts between the Board and the participant includes a repurchase payment
schedule which approximares the following:

1" & 2" Years $0 interest payable/50 principal (interest accrues but deferred as to payment)
34 & 4* Years @ 20% of accrued inc./$0 principal (80% of accrued int. deferred)

5% Year @ 30% of accrued interest/$0 principal (70% of accrued interest. deferred)

6* Year @ 40% of accrued interesst/ $0 principal (60% of accrued incerest deferred)

7* Year @ 55% of accrued interest/$0 principal {45% of accrued incerest deferred)

8™ Year @ 70% of accrued interest/$0 principal (30% of accrued interest deferred)

9% Year @ 859% of accrued incerest/30 principal (15% of accrued interest deferred)

10* through 12* Years @ 100% of accrued interest/$Q principal (No accrued interest deferred)
13* through 19* Years @ all annual accruing interest plus recovery of equal portions of the previously deferred
interest cach year ‘

20* through 34" Years @ all annual accruing interest plus Principal.

Only when the principal portion of the payment starts is a portion of che Board’s ownership transferred.

THE INTENT IN THE SCHEDULE 1S TO PRODUCE APPROXIMATELY LEVEL DEBT SERVICE BEGINNING
IN THE 13TH YEAR, BUT DEFERRED INTEREST COMPONENT IS RECOVERED PRIORTO THE
APPLICATION OF PAYMENTS TO PRINCIPAL.

Interest Rates: While the assistance is not a loan, the purchase requirement is certain as to terms of payment and does
include a component of the repurchase cost that includes the interest costs of the Board's funds in financing the project.
These rates are based upon the Board’s cost of the funds for loans at such time as the Board’s acquisition payment is made
to establish its participation in the project. Rates are established by maturity for cach installment closed approximately 435
days prior two installment closing, and are based upon the Board’s TIC composite lending rate scale for Scate Participation

bonds. The rate is set in accordance with the TWDB rules in 31 TAC 363.33(a).

Fees: Please be aware that there are fees relating to State Participation Commitments. This is for commitments made for

Scate Participation after 9/01/1999 oaly. The fee will be §.77 per $100 of Parricipation funds provided.

The fee will be paid at closing in full or a minimum of 1/3 of the fee may be paid at closing. If they choose to pay 1/3 of
the fee at closing, the remaining 2/3 of the fee may be arranged in 2 subsequent instaliments in the first, second or 3rd
years based upon terms agreed upon in the individual contracts.

Conditions to Close: Enviranmental Review and Water Conservation Plans in addition to financial conditions. Upon Board
commitment a letter is provided detailing all special condinians.

Applicable Rules: 31 TAC 363 Subchapter A and F.
HERE MAY | GET MORE INFORMATION?

For further information on the State Loan Program, please contact your areas Region Project Manager of the Texas Water
Development Board.

Our Mission
Provide leadenhis, rechmieal servica and fi ¢ fa tugpwrs pl £ conservacion and rapansible develeprent of warer far Texas,
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

The Texas Waier Development Bourd dees stet ditcriminae omt the basis of race, calee, naisanul srigin. sex, religion, uge or disabilicy in empleyment or the pravien of 1ervice, pragramy or activitie.

L0301
e LML RELAY TN [lar che egore impaired) $£1.03/0




Appendix B: -
Follow-up Documentation



Water infrastructure Financing Survey

l?ameofPohtscal Subdivision: %ame@uo\\ C’aum\\j
Contact Person: \ra\ex \\l\m\;mvéx \Tltle Co\.n..;\..\ —\‘QA\Q__

Z51/897- 2322
Telephaone:

Fax: E- mall

Date of Contact; ' ‘Z = foz_.

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Etc.)

E \_\ﬂ-ﬁ-lﬂ-_

Comments: - O\ M?.\._}vz- v

\é\’— .\'-" \-—Ad'\:\h\q \._,/ é.muc—\k &Uﬂxf \l\}&"" -DQ\W\Q-’X‘_
N

Does the contact person wish to scheduie a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current water rate structure?

: Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Date of Contact: T \—29 ~ o=
Contact Person: <— » v S Title: >
)

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Etc.)

O\ v\
Comments: Q{,\N\\‘\*é\ T wa | A

Does the contact person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current water rate structure?

W:/Kathy Dickson/Cathy Dominguez-Cuavas/iWater Infrastructure Financing Survey




Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Political Subdivision: ¥ w e

Contact Person: (YN eNvsen D, oo, - Title: ¢\ 4 < ee
L .

5\7-("75‘(—\'8\\ ‘
Telephone: Fax:

E-mail:

Date of Contact: \—24 - ©ox=

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Etc.)

Comments: \_ es—/\— ‘N\e%'bctaa &f——f Melvs sq ?e.,vvjp

Does the centact person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current water rate structure?

/ Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Date of Contact: V= \ o Z.

Contact Person: ’—S‘aé' <\ Title: z S -

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Etc.) ? Wors<e

[C

Comments: Y& < valvad ac

Does the contact person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current water rate structure?

W:/Kathy Dickson/Cathy Dominguez-CuevasAVater Infrastructure Financing Survey




MAY-31-2802 96:53 FROM: TO:512 312 5152 P. 862204

Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Political Subdivision: Q 37 aF BZraar Qavs ,
Contact Person: ~ Aup o Myep s Title; M B~ure

Telephone: 8)7 295 49| Fax: E-mail: 4

Date of Contact: 12/!3/0 ]

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Ete) [P+ J€

Comments: | =77 yWERSHLE

Does the contact person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current water rate structura?

e ——— R e e ——————— e ——_—

' Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Date of Contact: ML 2001 OO0 pan

Contact Person;  ALAS Mol ) Title: M &9ol

Method of Contact: (Telephene Call, Facsimile, Etc.) Prd e

Comments: LEFT vmEN NCAT

Does the-contac’c person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current waler rate structure?

W./Kathy Dicksen/Cathy Dominguez-CuavasiWater Inirastructure Finanging Survey
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MAY-31-2882 B6:53 FROM: TO:512 912 5158 F. 804204

Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Name of Political Subdivision: Q—‘"‘? aF K ai A

Contact Person;  SA=m~ Biecnpm Title: ~ Meyon

Telephone: #11  273-7239| Fax: E-mail:

Date of Contact  Janwest; 23 Tooz G20 4

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Etc.) SaTE Visa

Commens. <rpie0 FE viauwd CoamPLast surmc-./ AUD SF SO T 1w,

Does (he contact person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and assist them in
completing the survey?

What is your current water rate structure?

Date of Contact:  Beer. | 2002, H1Zem

Contact Person: S By ocmpom JTitle: M By L

Method of Contact: (Telephone Call, Facsimile, Ete) LEFT MEscAE

| Comments:

Does the contact person wish to schedule a time for BRA staff to visit and asslst them in
' completing the survey?

/ What is your current water rate structure?




Appendix C:
Copies of Completed Surveys and Comments



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management sfrategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for

this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this .

water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
tabie for a summary of your water supply planning infarmation).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Abilene
Water Management Strategy Name: Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $19,250,000

L
1.

Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax

tncreases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ oo

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above u{sing current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax'increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _IEZK

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ﬂ

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannct pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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

20 AL Pa wy s

FquDrd‘-——s TED T PDETWekKini~ Ruafpie Sy STE



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the foliowing questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Abilene
Water Management Strategy Name: O H lvie Pipeline
Capital Cost: $60,000,000

L

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (20,00‘3‘ ood)

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
~ the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above usmg current utility revenue sources, including lmplementmg necessary rate
and tax/increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Q/

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ g/

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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



-

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management sirategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Alvarado
Water Management Strategy Name: SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution

Capital Cost: $2,108,000 .

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

The palitical subdivision can afford to pay $ //@/

2, If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ s

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

The pelitical subdivision cannot afford to pay /‘5’ /D0

4. For the costs the palitical subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consnder’7 (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).

RUS Geanr
—+ /m:ae S‘rmé G,e;wrs
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Baird
Water Management Strategy Name: Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $254,000

L
1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax

increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above? -

The palitical subdivision can afford to pay $ __/ OHTs

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified.

above gsing current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ @,

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ Q/

- 4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is propesed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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BRUSHY CREEK

Municipal Utility District o

901 Great Oaks Drive - Round Rock, Texas 78681 - 2506 ~

(512) 255-7871 FAX (512) 255-0332 )
December 26, 2001 e
Mr. Brad Brunett :_:
Brazos Regional Water Planning Group 2

P.0O. Box 7555
Waco, Texas 76714-7555

Dear Mr. Brunett:
This letter is in response to your recent Water Infrastructure Financing Survey sent to the
Brushy Creek Municipal Utility District (BCMUD). In your letter you identified capital
costs of $3,028,000 for future improvements. Since the completion of the draft water plan
there have been several issues that have arisen that do not make this $3,028,000 a

realistic number. You have identified in your Brushy Creek MUD Water Planning
Information that the recommended water supply strategy for the BCMUD is to receive
4,000 acre feet of water through the Williamson County Regional Water Supply Project
sponsored by the Brazos River Authority. In order to accomplish this goal the BCMUD
identified that there would be a need to finance $39.1 million in improvements to
withdraw the water from Lake Georgetown, construct a water treatment plant, transport
the water to the District, and make certain internal improvements to the District’s water
storage and distribution system. These improvements would enable the District to
effectively utilize the new water supply. The Board of Directors brought this issue to the

voters in November and they passed a $39.1 million bond authorization to construct these
improvements.

As part of this effort we have begun negotiating with the City of Round Rock to sell our
share of jointly owned facilities to them as well as having active discussions with the
Chisholm Trail Special Utility District in an effort to regionalize the project. We have
also been actively involved in discussions with the Brazos River Authority to develop a
regional intake at Lake Georgetown. Qur Board of Directors has committed to examine
alternatives that include regional facilities but our current Water Supply Contract with the
City of Round Rock expires in 2006 and we have been notified that the contract will not

be extended or renewed. Therefore we must move forward with this project as a result of -

a very severe time constraint to have a new source of water before our current contract
with the City of Round Rock expires. :

We strongly feel that State Participation would be a significant benefit to all concerned if
it could be incorporated into the development of these regional improvements. However,
while the BCMUD is not averse to being part of a regional solution for long-term water
supplies. However, due to the termination date of our existing water supply contract with
the City of Round Rock and the time required to plan, permit, construct and start up the

M:/6358 Response to Brazos G Regional Planning Group
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new facilities requires that we move forward with this project. We fully intend to

continue to work with regional providers and other utility providers to develop long-term
regional solutions to our mutual concerns.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and please feel free to contact me at (512)
255-7871 ext. 112 if I can supply any additional information.

Sincerely,

%/é“ <~—>'7/4\
Mike Taylor
General Manager

M./61358 Response to Brazos G Regional Planning Group




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Bryan
Water Management Strategy Name Carrizo-Wilcox Development
Capital Cost: __$7,639,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $.

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

The political subdivision cannct afford to pay 3

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

Brad:

I believe the more appropriate response to this issue is that the City
of Bryan will use whatever resources and means are available and

necessary to provide a dependable and safe water source to its
citizens, now, and in the future.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Cisco
Water Management Strategy Name: Battle Creek Diversion to Lake Cisco
Capital Cost: $4,700,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ __ 4,700,000

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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

Our tax and water rate revenues are currently strained to the maximum.
Due to existing water and sewer debt requirements, we have the highest
water and sewer bill in the region. Therefore, we would require sub-

stantial/complete state or federal funding assistance in all future
water projects.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Cisco
Water Management Strategy Name: Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $396,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
‘and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannct afford to pay $ 396,000

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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

See other attached sheet. Also, we believe that this water project would
be a very inefficient use of funding because of the locations of our sewer
facility and water treatment plant. '



Brad Brunett

From: Dale Schepers [Dscheper@eci.college-station.tx.us]
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2002 1:55 PM

To: BradB@Brazos.org

Cc: Charles Cryan; John Woaody

Subject: Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Per our conversation, please accept our response to the SB2 survey.

Response to Question 1:

College Station is planning to utilize current utility revenue sources including rate and tax increases to fund the water
management strategy identified on the survey; Carrizo-Wilcox Development. Callege Station anticipates funding the entire
capital cost identified by the Brazos G Regional Water Plan through year 2050. Amount: $20,054,000.00.

Response to Question 2.

Accessing funds from the State Participation Program would be desirable given concurrent timing of necessary

infrastructure improvements with availability of Program funding in conjunction with favorable benefit-to-cost return on
administration required to access Program funds.

Assuming favorable conditions accessing State Participation Program resources, Capital contribution $0.00.

Assuming unfavorable conditions accessing State Participation Program resources, Capital contribution $20,054,000.00.

Response to Question 3.
zero.

Response to Question 4.

College Station anticipates ability to pay for infrastructure required to construct the water management strategy identified

on the survey; Carrizo-Wilcox Development. Consideration would be given to various state funding sources on a case-by-
case basis.

Dale R Schepers

WAWW Division Manager

979 764-3660

979 764-3452 fax
dscheper@ci.college-station.bcus

Coilege Station. Embracing the Past, Exploring the Future.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning informaticon).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Georgetown

Water Management Strategy Name:  Further Development of Carrizo-Wilcox

Capital Cost: $25,937,123

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

i &LA AN -
The political subdivision can afford to pay $ T e . =

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

v -~

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ~

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

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is aiso listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the aitached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Georgetown
Water Management Strategy Name: Infrastructure Expansion
Capital Cost: $3,494,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannct pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the poiitical subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).



/

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

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

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Georgetown
Water Management Strategy Name: Little River
Capital Cost: $13,992,248

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is

the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The poilitical subdivision cannot afford to pay $




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Giddings
Water Management Strategy Name Further Develcpment of Carrizo-Wiicox
Capital Cost: $613,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $__ 20, 000 Py y,ﬂ?/b

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ b0 ovo ﬁié‘“.' 2‘5%

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 555; 000

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

-

I “rom: Brad Brunett

© .ent: Monday, January 28, 2002 3:50 PM
To: David Callinsworth ‘
Subject: FYI - City of Lampasas

Mike Talbot with the City of Lampasas called a few minutes age about the IFR survey. He said he will have it returned by
February 4.

Also, i mentioned to you on Friday that | talked with i ut its survey and filled in the blanks for them.
Jeff Mackey with the City of Glen Rose said that the( Somervell County Water Districhis pursuing the Somervell County Off-
Channel Reservoir on its own, We sent a survey to the County Judge in Somervell County for the "County Other”
category. This survey should probably be filled out by someone with the Somervell County Water District (254-897-4141).

The capital cost estimate for the entire project is $24,633,000. We had it spiit on the surveys between Glen Rose
($8,848,896) and "County Other" ($15,783,104).

Let me know if this doesn't make sense.

BMB




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

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

Name of Political Subdivision: City of [l Pog

Water Management Strateqy Name- Sz o /) (ganjy el hapar] Lrservoir
CapitalCost: § ¥, 5494, 726

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

* The political subdivision can afford to pay $ L4

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ NA

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ NA

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What, if any,

state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (use additional sheets, if
necessary) i
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Godley
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansion/\Voluntary Redistribution
Capital Cost: $604,000 |,

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ @/

Cd

2. If you could access the State Participation Program,' how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The palitical subdivision can afford to pay $ /@/

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay § /0 € %e

4. Forthe costs the political subdivision cannct pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state- funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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City of Godley Water Planning Information

REGION: G 7 COUNTY: JOHNSON BASIN: BRAZOS

YEAR | 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

PROJECTED POPULATION: A 8‘ i 584 593 609 621 634 648

PROJECTED WATER DEMAND:  (acre-feet/year) 95 91 89 88 87 88

SOURCES AND SUPPLY AMOUNTS;

gL

ITRINITY AQUIFER _ 28 28 28 28 28 28
ISOUR'CE SUPPLY SUM: : 28 28 a 28 _ 28 28 28
NEEDS ANALYSIS: . -67 ) -63 -61 -60 -59 -60
;. 7 SOURCE SUPPLY SUNM MIN'IJS DEMAND. NEG.\TIVF NUBIBERS INDICATE A NEED SHORTAGE.
RECOMMENDED WATER MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES (WMS): Capital Cost.
I SWATS EXPANSION/VOLUNTARY REDISTRIBUTION 0 63 63 63 63 63 $604,000
WMS SUPPLY SUM: 0 \ 63 ' 63 63 63 63 $604,000
WATER BALANCE WITH STRATEGIES: T -7 0 2 3 4 3 s

WMS SUPPLY SUM PLUS NEEDS ANALYSIS VALUES, NEGATIVE NUMBERS INBICATE AN UNMET NEED.

i ~.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Granbury
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansion
Capital Cost: $25,071,309

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ a v

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is -
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases? ' -

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ‘6"'

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ éS:O 7/ 207

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

- {74‘1"2 jrmﬂ")’
— O % state Fruancing




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listad below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Grandview
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution
Capital Cost: $1,821,000

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

The political subdivision can affordtopay$_ =~ © —

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases? '

The political subdivision can affordtc pay $ _ — © —

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ IJ. K2/, cad

4. Forthe costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s} is propesed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).



City of Grandview Water Planning Information

REGION: G _ COUNTY: JOHNSON BASIN: TRINITY
YEAR : 2000 ~2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
PROJECTED POPULATION: 1,511 1,650 1,805 1,958 2,120 ‘ 2,315
PROJECTED WATER DEMAND:  (acre-feet/year) 200 205 210 222 234 252
SOURCES AND SUPPLY' AMOUNTS:
z 1 WOODBINE AQUIFER 62 62 62 62 62 62
:/T'Tﬂ-hgl'!"] ™ »J I “ )
’ 1v2 0
¢ aoe Mo T b b sUPPLY SUM: 62 62 62 - 62 62 62
NEEDS ANALYSIS: -138 -143 -148 -160 -172 -190
SOURCE SUPPLY SUM MINUS DEMAND. NEGATIVE NUMBERS INDICATE A NEEDfSIIDRTACE.
RECOMMENDED .WATEI\ MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES (WMS): Capital Cost
I SWATS EXPANSION/VOLUNTARY REDISTRIBUTION 0 160 160 160 190 190 $1,821 ,000
WMS SUPPLY SUM: 0 160 . 160 160 190 190 $1,821,000
WATER BALANCE WITH STRATEGIES: ‘ -138 17 12 0 18 0 ’

WS SUPPLY.SUM PLUS NEEDS ANALYSIS VALUES, NEGATIVE NUMBERS INDICATE AN UNMET NEED.

.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Granger
Water Management Strategy Name Further Development of Carrizo-Wilcox

Capital Cost: $1,237,000

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

The political subdivision can afford tc pay $ ¢

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the palitical subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /@/

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 525

4. Forthe costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the foilowing questions regarding this
-water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
tabie for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Lroespeci

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Gresebeek

: C RogSBECK
Water Management Strategy Name Groesebecek Off-Channel Reservoir
Capital Cost: $4,173,000 -

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ hothinvge a7 ThHis Time,

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the politicai subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Nettiey ALTh:, Jime . *

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ _4-£L Au_cgﬁ.*

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

*On December 3, 2001, the City Council issued $2,780,000 in

Tax and Utility Bonds in order to construct a new water treatment
plant and upgrade the wastewater treatment plant and construct a

new overhead storage tank. These improvements will enable the
City to be in compliance with the new drinking water standards
becoming effective in 2002. The rates have been increased (bDec
to enable the City to fund the debt service to repay the bonds.

These are twenty year bonds.

.01)



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

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

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Haskell
Water Management Strategy Name Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $432,124

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax

increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision can affordtopay$__— O -

2. If you could access the State Participation Pregram, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases? :

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 43 oo

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 389, 124

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the poiitical subdivision consider? (Use’
additicnal sheets, if necassary). :

T{A,/D B Gran'f';
PDept o § Ag Grants
TD HCA Grqq?")




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions; The water management sirategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning infarmation).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Hearne

Water Management Strategy Name Carrizo-Wilcox Development
Capital Cost: $609,000

1.

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

The palitical subdivision can afford to pay $ __ 60,900 TO $121,800 ( 10Z TO 20Z)

If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $60,900 To $121,800. ( 10Z TO 20 Z )

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 487 _ 200 To _$ 548,100 ( 80 TO 90% )

For the costs the political subdivisiocn cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use

- additional sheets, if necessary). THE MOST SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS FOR THE CITY O HEARNE

HBAVE BEEN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS, RECELVED THROUGH THE TEXAS
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS, AND AIRPORT TMPROVEMENT GRANTS,
RECEIVED OUGH TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION- AVIATION DIVISION.

——
. PRYOR, CITY MANAGER



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Joshua
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansicn
Capital Cost: $2,003,000,

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /E _

2. If you could access the State Participation Prbgram, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 4®/

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 100 Zo

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Keene
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution
Capital Cost: $14,328,000

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax

increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivisioh can afford to pay $ :‘6

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above dsnng current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ {7@’

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ /OO 7q

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs, The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Lampasas
Water Management Strategy Name: Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $4-443-606- O

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information). :

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Lampasas

Water Management Strategy Name: Central Texas/Kempner WSC Conveyance Incr

Capital Cost: -$5-797808- O

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the poiitical subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of McGregor
Water Management Strategy Name: Infrastructure Expansion
Capital Cost: $103,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ @

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision con5|der'7 (Use
. additional sheets, if necessary).
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- WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning informaticn).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Meridian
Water Management Strategy Name: Meridian Off-Channel Reservoir
Capital Cost: $7,472,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _ A% peex #700,00D

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases”?

The political subdivision can afford to pay § __ > & < e WA W‘""‘A‘S

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

The political subdivision cannct afford to pay $ Lgf_77 2, oTO

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary). ‘
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Merkel
Water Management Strategy Name Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $420,008

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __$ 0,200

2. If you could access the State Participation Procgram, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ $9,00°

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 370,000 )

4. For the costs the paolitical subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is propcsed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision censider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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~ City of Robinson

111 W. Lyndale, Robinson, TX 76706-3619
Phone (254) 662-1415 <+ Fax (254) 662-1035

R. C. Fietcher, City Manager email: RCDFletch@ack.com

December 13, 2001

Brad Brunett, Water Services Planning Manager
Brazos River Authority

Box 7555

Waco, TX 76714-7555

- Re: Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

Dear Mr. Brum':tt:

We are unable to complete the requested survey on the grounds that we do not agree that
$3.4 M of additional infrastructure needs are required. The supply information on the “City of
Robinson Water Planning Information” bears no relationship to reality. For example, Brazos
River supply is said to be 537 acre feet per year. Converting to gallons per day, that amounts to
479,000 GPD. Our water treatment plant, as originally constructed, could produce 1,240,000
GPD. We are nearing completion of an expansion that will result in an output in excess of
3,000,000 GPD. The water from the aquifer is even more understated. The 128 acre feet per
year would translate to a well output of about 79 GPM. Combined, our wells deliver about 1,500
GPM.

Utilizing the projected water demand from the study, we have applied some supply data
we consider more realistic. Gradual abandonment of the wells has been factored in as well.

Robinson historically has paid for its infrastructure needs by issuing debt, payable from

utility revenue. The Water Board funds have been utilized for wastewater improvements on past
projects. ' ' ' '

~ Sincere

&,

R. C-Fletcher
City Manager

7
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Q}VOF ROCKDALE

SUE FOSTER ‘
City Manage, ISTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY
140 |
P-Ow‘sg:r;;;on {512) 446-2511 |
et Fax (512) 46-6055 Jement strategy listed below is recommended in the

P ;
ager 1-800-375-0105 Pinkgozs D Meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for

Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

»
D~ er e s — gy

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Rockdale
‘Water Management Strategy Name Further Development of Carrizo-Wilcox
Capital Cost: $250,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __50,000,00

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __sn onn.on

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay 3 .
20685886-86—

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

SEE ATTACHMENT




Attachment for:
City of Rockdale
Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

The City would need to borrow the money. Our rates were raised substantially in October

1998 to finance a 1.1 million dollar utility relocation for Hwy. 79 expansion. Our current rates
are therefore committed to debt and maintenance and operation.

It should also be noted the City has a new 400 gpm well added to our system. It is referred to
as Well #10; plan review log number 111-010.

Qur six wells are:

Well Description Capacity gpm
Runway #8 810
Praesel #6 215
Alirport #7 8383
Belton #3 176
Tracy #9 460
Texas St. #10 _400
2944

Please recalculate our supply with these wells.

S Toslro

Sue Foster
City Manager
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regicnal Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management stratsgy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Palitical Subdivision: City of RoundRock
Water Management Strategy Name: Iinfrastructure Expansion
Capital Cost: $1,744,000

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing nec2ssary rate and tax

increases, how much of the capital cost Is the polltical subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified abaove?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ l t 2 q E‘f 414}

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

The poiitical subdivision can afford to pay $

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable t3 pay for the Water
- management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannet afford to pay $

4. Forthe costs the political subdivizian cannot pay, what option(s) i% proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision conslder? (Use
additional sheets, if necassary),

n1/24/200% THU 17:33 [TYX/RX NO 580311 [Qoa?2
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVE'r

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recammended in the
Brazos G Reglonal Water Plan to meet your water needs, The capltal cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water managjement strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning infermaticon).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of RoundRock
Water Management Strategy Name: Further Devalopment of Carriza-Wilcox
Capital Cost: $23,702,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ S-. OOU’ god

2. If you could access the State Participation Pragram, haw much of the capital cast is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy Identlfied

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax incraases?

The palitical subdivision can afford to pay $

(G ]

How much of the capital cost is the polltical subdivision unable ta pay for the water
management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannct afford to pay $ __Z_-irj_CLz-:, nou

4. For the costs the palitical subdlvision cannot pay, what cption(s) (& proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources wauld the political subdivislon consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below Is recommended in the
Brazos G Regianal Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below, Please answer the following quest ons regarding this
vaater management stratagy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table far a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of RoundRock
Water Management Strategy Name: Voluntary Redistribition
Capitai Cost: 519,730,000

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

The polftical subdivision can afford to pay $ _~—~ o~

2. If you cauld access the State Participation Program, new much of the capial cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management slrategy identified
abave using current utility revenue sources, including implemanting necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can affordtopay $_— O —

3. How much of thae capital cost is the palitical subdivision unable to pay for the water
managament strategy identified above?

The poiitical subdivision cannct afford to pay $ _I_"l_fj_i_t?,_clo Q

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

e _ N1 /9AO9AND U 170 rmv smv wtA =naama Mo a.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management stratagy listed below is reccemmended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estjmate for
this strategy Is also listed below, Please answer the following ques'ions regarding this
water management sirategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning infarmaticn).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of RoundRock -
Water Management Strategy Name: Wastewater Reuss
Capital Cost: $19,239.000

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necusisary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision zble to pay for the
water managemaent sirategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 24_0 00, 00C

2. If yau could access the State Participation Pregram, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivislon able to pay for the water management strategy identified
above using current utllity revenue sources, including implement ng necessary rate
and tax increases?

The pofitical suhdivision can afford to pay $ _| z 239 00

3. How much cf the capital cost is the pelitical subdivision unable to pay for the water
managemant strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afferd to pay $

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannat pay. what option(s) is groposed? What,
If any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, If necessary).

- . Q01/24/ HU 17:33  [TX/RX NO 5803] @003
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City of Round Rock Water Planning Information
(Baser o Fuune DWERASTRURVEE LERwTS )

REGION: G COUNTY: WILLIAMSON BASIN; BRAZOS
YEAR 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
e —— ——— ]
PROJECTED POPULATION: - 58,7142 92,430 140,605 165,487 189,521 157313
PROJECTED WATER DEMAND:  {acre-feeUyear) 13,339 19,672 26,345 30,839 35,018 40,225

‘ > e -

SOURCES AND SUPPLY AMOUNTS: 13,174 + Jooo Lt @70 - = %l,i?"*
BRAZOS RIVER AUTHORITY SYSTEM 17,761 17,761 17,761 17,761 17,761 17,761
EDWARDS-BFZ AQUIFER - 921 o921 921 9721 921 92
SOURCE SUPPLY SUM: 18,682 18,682 18,682 18,682 18,682 18,682
NEEDS ANALYSIS: 5343 590 -7662 12157 -16636 11543

SOURCE SOFFLY 10M MOYUS DEMAXM NECATIVE NUMHIRS INDICATE A XL SHORTAGE.

Capital Cost

RECOMMENDED WATER MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES (WMSY;
! FURTHMER DEVELOPMENT OF CARRIZO-WILCOX | 0 £,000 6,000 6,000 ' £,000 6,000 $24702,000
2 [NFRASTRUCTURE EXPANSION 0 7,000 - 7,000 1,000 7,000 7,000  $1,744,000
: 3 VOLUNTARY REDISTIUBUTION 0 0 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 319,730,000
Lo 1 AT ER REUSE | 0 0 0 . 5,000 5,000 5000 £19,239,000
\;.\.IR;EPPI.V“SI 1M o 12.001 19.000 24,0m 24 00 24,000 $68 41500
WATER BALANCE WITHSTRATEGES: 5343 1010 11007 189 7344 2457

W3 STPPLY SUM FLUS SOEDS ANALYXIS VALTLS, ‘ﬂcﬂ'lﬁ NUMSERS INDICATE AY UNMET XEED

¥ NOTE: THE Numgees Pzov 0Fn uaoat SO0 LLES AN
~LPPLY PmOUVTS Do NoT ReFreetr AcTUAL CONSTRACT™
pooun s ACTVAT COmTRAT  AmoowTs PLUS M/w&of:_m
EDWAae DS AmounTs EQRuat 35,834 AF wWHich &X
72040 DEMAN0D- Jes 2- 1sro’b

/

(WDHS 9p ST Zp@z-pr’

£98a1E2TSs: 0L
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IAD,G BRAZOS RIVZR AUTHORITY

WATER SUPPLY MRS 5
CORPORATION

January 30, 2002

Brad Brunett
Water Services Planning Mgr.
Brazos River Authority

Mr. Brunett,

In response to your survey request of Salado Water Supply Corporation
capability for financing of a regional treatment plant, I will submit our plans at
this time.

First, we are verbally committed to Central Texas Water Supply to
participate in a plant that is well into the planning stage. Salado Water Supply
Corporation will participate in funding of this plant to correspond with our
. portion of capability within this plant. The Corporation will bon:ow the funds
necessary for this project.

[ would encourage the Brazos River Authority to discuss their plans with
Central Texas Water Supply Corporation, and try to involve themselves in
their project. It would make no sense to build two new sites for water
treatment when efforts could be consolidated to achieve the same ultimate
goal at a reduced price for all who are involved.

In any case, when it comes to a treatment source for our water reserved
in Stilthouse Hollow, Salado Water Supply Corporation will have to finance the
cost as no current funds have been set aside for this project.

Sincerely,

gzﬂkoy%l{eston, Opr. Mgr.
Salado Water Supply Corporation

|t'i I:SD



P
TEXAS
P.O. Drawer 191
79553
City Manager - Utility Services
915-773-2591 o 915-773-2723
December 9, 2001

Mzr. Brad Brunett

Water Resources Services Planmng Manager

Brazos River Authority

Dear Brad:

As T discussed with you on Ménday December 10, 2001, our City 1s
currently building a diversion facility to scalp water off of the Califfornia Creek
watershed to bung Lake Stamford’s yield to an adequate supply for the next 50

years. Our debt 1s approximately $4 million and that will probably be about all
we can finance for the next 40 years.

Basically the wastewater reuse proposed would be brought online if some
large user required water in the future. As it stands now, our wastewater
effluent will return to Lake Stamford if there is enough wet weather that the
creek runs that far (approximately 14 miles) with this in mind we will need to
take the position that we can not finance any of the purposed budget for
wastewater reuse. Please let me know if you need further information.

Sincerely,
Ken Roberson
City Manager



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning informaticn).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Stamford
Water Management Strategy Name Wastewater Reuser
Capital Cost: $323,083

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ — O—

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ - O-

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ___&1.{

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is broposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the palitical subdivision consider? (Use
Lontusg

additional sheets, if necassary). 7802, e okl eRML




City of Stamford Water Planning Information

REGION: G COUNTY: JONES . BASIN: BRAZOS
YEAR ' 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
PROJECTED POPULATION: 4,020 4,282 4,509 4,746 4,974 5213
PROJECTED WATER DEMAND: (acre-feet/year) ‘1,12.6 1,146 1,152 1,191 1,231 1,285
SOURCES AND SUPPLY AMOUNTS:
NF} 1HUBBARD CREEK LAKE/RESERVOIR 526 1,292 _ 1,267 1,209 1,151 1,092
';’ 2STAMFORD LAKE/RESERVOIR _ ' 91 387 354 354 354 354
‘ SOURCE SUPPLY SUM: 617 1,679 1,621 ' 1,563 1,505 1,446
NEEDS ANALYSIS: -509 533 469 n 274 161
SOURCE SUPPLY SUM MINUS DEMAND. NEGATIVE NUMBERS INDICATE A NEED/ SHORTAGE.
RECOMMENDED WATER MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES (WMS): 2200 COST
1| CALIFORN!A CREEK DIVERSION 0 L1855 1,875 1,875 1,875 1,875 -
2 WASTEWATER REUSE 0 80 80 80 80 &0 $323,083
3 WATER CONSERVATION 0 59 59 59 39 59 --
WMS SUPPLY SUM: 0 2,014 2,014 2,014 2,014 2,014 $323,083
2547 2483 2386 2288 2175

WATER BALANCE WITH STRATEGIES: -509

WMS SUPPLY SUM PLUS NEEDS ANALYSIS VALUES. NEGATIVE NUMBERS INDICATE AN UNMET NEED.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Stephenville
Water Management Strategy Name: Lake Proctor-Upper Leon MWD

Capital Cost: $10,178,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision abie to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot affordtopay $ _/ 2, 178 ea0,

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

T he ety il sl Ay and Al Fiwaneial
Reseunces  Ayalable  Fo At Witk the capidsd
esste de supply walea fon Stephravlle. T he
cunat  watenn Adnd 4Ax  pates Aes ot Jevrls dhe

Co gl umeEns AnE da+ Ul”!/':j +» snEREASE |



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Taylor
Water Management Strategy Name: Infrastructure Expansion
Capital Cost: $7,439,000

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

The politica! subdivision can afford to pay $ 4,000,000

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
- the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 6,500,000

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

The political subdivision cannot affordtopay $_1,000,000

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannct pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheeats, if necessary).



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Taylor
Water Management Strategy Name: Further Development of Carrizo-Wilcox
Capital Cost: $7,460,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 3,000,000

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 5,250,000

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 2,250,000

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding scurces would the political subdivision consicer? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary}. ' ' '




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

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

Name of Political Subdivision: Ciry oF Thrpckmorton
Water Management Strateqy Name- New  Throckmprboy  Zeserinr
Capital Cost: § 7, 500, O5ph

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ O

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ O

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 1,500,000

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

/_Z( C /'711 of 7 ArockmCmbon &?’Q’; e (‘gr‘rfﬂ?gf A&u‘ %/ff ﬁ}ﬂpuﬂ',:/
abiliry " fo Py bor 25 p)’@'r:c‘?z—_ IE  the reserverr ioere fo
be /.m,‘H—/ /7 wounld 5ewa~m’r revewue that could pe wter!
o P“/ For Sbome portion of Fe /)rz:f/‘rc.%)' //oweref; nost”
/o pregranis, Such 25 the Shate For e AT prﬁ/z«wy
/"?fut'rc f:pﬁ)/mfnf' fo  commence miuels zw'c&’r' Hode AN
reveaue could be reslized |from the /Drﬂffc%. The Crty
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions. The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for

_this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and retum in the enveiope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Vallay Mills
Water Management Strategy Name Clifton System to Valiey Mills
Capital Cost $416,000

1.

Using current utility revenue sources, including impiementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the palitical subdivision abie to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 41,600.00

If you could access the State Participation Pragram, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision abie to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, inciuding implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay 3 l‘ll’ 600.00

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $374,400.00

For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is propc?sed‘? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).

The City will apply for a grant from Texas Community Development Program.

TATN A

[ b |



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply ptanning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Venus
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution
Capital Cost: $3,670,000

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

The political subdivision can affordtopay $ ___ —0O —

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

abaove using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ - -

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

_The political subdivision cannot afford to pay § _Ca 7% Iy

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Walnut Springs

Water Management Strategy Name: Walnut Springs tie in to Meridian off-channel reservoir

Capital Cost; $1,797,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 19; Q(/

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 2.0 O

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ [}./M\'— Yoo @Le ST & Pre sexl

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

)%Wm@uwj“%




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: City of West
Water Management Strategy Name: Infrastructure Expansion
Capital Cost: $560,000

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

Th.e political subdivision can afford to pay $ ﬂ

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ﬁ

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

. ot
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ é/ée 0= .

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional .s-heets. if necessary). -

~

The City of West is in the process of securing surface from the '
City of Waco.which will be a very costly endeavor for our community.
West cannot wait on a regional water plan!




February 13, 2002 =
:5::
M
Mr. Brad Brunett r\J
Brazos G RWPG =
C/O Brazos River Authority o
PO Box 7555 . ;J
Waco TX 76714-7555 - o
Dear Brad: ' ' - . S | '

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
(SB2/TWDB). The questions were simple and straight forward. Unfortunately, the answers
were not so simple.

‘West Central Texas Municipal Water District (WCTMWD/the District) is vitally interested in the
future water needs of our area. Both the Seymour Aquifer Project,and the Breckenridge
Reservoir Prolect are potentxal next/future water supply sourqes for our customers (and/or
- others). :

‘Historically, the Dlstnct with complete support from our Member Cities, has fully funded our
water supply projects 1ncludm0 the construction of Hubbard Creek Reservoir (HCR) and our

TR Y LA

sixteen percent share of the Ivie Project. Nothing on the immediate horizon would change our .

future attitude...except...many other local communities that seem to ~wait for a crisis to
realistically evaluate water needs. ' '

History’s lessons, together with the regional focus of SB1 and SB2, suggest that the future is not
likely to be the same as the past. With that background, the timely completion of the new

ALISOH

projects supported by the District within the ‘round 1’ of Brazos G RWPG’s report should

include s10mﬂcant state support (“participation’).

It seems as good a plan as any that ‘state partlclpatlon or other grant and/or loan funds should
contribute 25 to 50 percent of either/both the projects sponsored by WCTMWD. This level of
support will either allow for including the entire regional need within the project scope OR allow
project schedule acceleration so that the District and/or others could make (previously unwise)
water commitments to non-member cities in anticipation of the timely addition of new water
_sources (e.g. Seymour Aquifer and/or Breckenridge Reservoir).

E3

410 Hic‘(ong, AEiIene, Texos TI601 » DO Box 2362, Ahilene, Texas T9EC4
Dhone: (915) 673.8254 * Fax: (915) 673-8272 ¢ E-mail: wetmwd@camalolt.com




Page 2 of 2

The District regrets not providing a more clear answer to the survey, but our concern is for

misuse of tabular data without including the concerns and cautions outhned above. Thanks again
for accepting our comments.

David E. Bell, P.E.
General Manager

CC:  WCTMWD Board of Directors

L WCTMWD Member Cities
WCT Council of Governments
Brazos River Authority (Phil Ford)
West Texas BRA Board Members

Attachments: Brazos Region G survey: letter and two (2) survey forms




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management sirategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: West Central Texas Municipal Water District
Water Management Strategy Name: Seymour Aguifer Development
Capital Cost: $31,895,000

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax

increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The poﬁtiéai subdivision can afford to pay $

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

o

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s} is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the pclitical subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: West Central Texas Municipal Water Distrfct
Water Management Strategy Name: Breckenridge Reservoir
Capital Cost: $171,000,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regicnal Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: Bosque County
Water Management Strategy Name Clifton System to Childress Creek
Capital Cost: $827,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ » \Q oREe

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ W (\<_

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

The political sukdivision cannot afford to pay $ D\‘Q\%

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

Gy ot e te v SysTem S ovove S NS
1 LO=- Saw LQOD[O@,@P we. m:ae&
_ST&;\’Q, N \—:E,&Q/IDAL F—Méu,..\c_o Cu @—S«MQL



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is aiso listed below. Please answer the following guestions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply pianning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: : Bosque County
‘Water Management Strategy Name - Clifton System to Mustang Valley
Capital Cost: $2,562,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ BJD!\) Q .

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

|~

The political subdivision can afford to pay $_I ™\ / q

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ A{\) %/

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: Bosque County
Water Management Strategy Name MVWSC tie in to Meridian Off-Channel Reservoir
Capital Cost: $1,610,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ YOD'\DQ )

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1\9 / E

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

The poiitical subdivision cannot afford to pay $ | A AdA

4. Forthe costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what optici;;) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additionai sheets, if necessary).
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the enveiope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: Johnson County
Water Management Strategy Name SWATS Expansion/Voluntary Redistribution
Capital Cost: _$90,707,000

1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing. necessary rate and tax

increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

&
The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ /20 7

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the polstlcal subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above usmg current utility revenue sources, lncludlng implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /o 70

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ﬁ

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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BRAZCS RvER AUTHORITY

W02FE5 -1 4r ID: WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy Is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Po_ﬁtical Subdivision: Mclennan County
Water Management Strategy Name Supply from Waco
Capital Cost: $2,724,000

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

The political subdivision can afford tc pay $ ___-0-

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

The pelitical subdivision can afford to pay $ _~-0-

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ No ,County funds available.

4. Forthe costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the palitical subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary). The County is unaware of any funds available
at this time.




.WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: Willamson County
Water Management Strategy Name Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost: $19,239,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Un kh aun

2. If you could access the State Participation F’rogram, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision abie to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Uh Knewn

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

The political subdivision cannct afford to pay $ (/a l\’noum

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

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capitat cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: Williamson County
Water Management Strategy Name Development of Carrizo-Wilcox
Capital Cost: - $29,702,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Uhj(ncburu

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _Unkppuyu

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ Un Koswn .

4. For the costs the political subdivisicn cannct pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: The water management strategy listed below is recommended in the
Brazos G Regional Water Plan to meet your water needs. The capital cost estimate for
this strategy is also listed below. Please answer the following questions regarding this
water management strategy and return in the envelope provided (refer to the attached
table for a summary of your water supply planning information).

Name of Political Subdivision: Williamson County
Water Management Strategy Name Voluntary Redistribution
Capital Cost: $19,730,000

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

The palitical subdivisicn can afford to pay $ (/n Ko we

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases? "

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _Unl s wn

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ (/s ws

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the poilitical subdivision consider? (Use
additional sheets, if necessary).
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Appendix D:
Water Rate Comparison



Appendix D
Water Rate Comparison

The following is summarized from a survey conducted by the Texas Municipal League
(TML) during the spring of 2001 and is included for informational purposes only. The
information contained in this survey was reported by the individual entities. A total of 78 of the
survey respondents are located in the Brazos G Region. The average costs of water usage of
5,000 gallons in these cities is $23.54, which is above the average cost for all cities responding to
the survey of $18.61 (Table D-1). The average monthly consumption for the cities located in the
Brazos G Region is 6,871 gallons. The average cost of water usage of 50,000 gallons for
commercial purposes is $149.54 (Table D-1). Tables D-2 and D-3 indicate the ranking of the
cities from highest sample monthly bill to lowest for 10,000 gals/month residential and
50,000 gals/month commercial water consumption respectively. In addition, the entire TML
survey results for water rates are included following the tables for entities in the Brazos G

Regional Water Planning Area.

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Infrastructure Financing Report D-1 I_D- (




Appendix D

Table D-1
Water Rate Comparisions for Cities Located in Region G
(Sorted by Size of City)
Residentiat Water Commercial Water

Population Group/ City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 5,000 Gal. j 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.
MORE THAN 75,000 B
Abilene 115119 [ 1045 | 1847 | 37,300 [ 11,230 80.97 308.97
\Waco 108,272 1124 | 2044 | 34014 7,000 108.76 410.21 |
Killeen 87,000 13,11 23.06 26,334 5,196 102.66 401.16 |
MORE THAN 75,000{ Averages 11.60 20.56 32,549 7,809 97.46 373.45
50,001 - 75,000
College Station 64,000 | 1845 2860 14,901 11,000 126.00 430.50
Bryan 62,250 1361 | 2241 | 19,600 8,000 8145 300.45
Temple 53,733 13.50 23.50 9,276 9,766 103.50 403.50
50,001 - 75,000 Averages 15.19 24.74 14,592 9,589 103.65 378.15
25,001 - 50,000
Copperas Cove 31,108 19.75 2050 | 10,155 | 6,435 107 50 400.00
Georgetown 28,790 2625 | 3600 | 13,859 11,500 11535 407.85
Clebume 26,569 25.11 39.50 10,754 4,856 25.00 3950
25,001 - 50,000 Averages 2370 35.00 11,589 7,597 82.62 282.45
10,001 - 25,000 '
[Belton 15,639 19.64 3364 | 4,238 10,360 140.69 517.19
Stephenville 15,262 2002 | 3087 5,274 8,258 183.36 508.86 |
Taylor 14,690 26.25 % 37.50 4,890 7,676 127.50 465.00
Gatesville 12,500 31.25 4250 2,729 6,000 132.50 470.00 |
Leander 12,000 35.54 53.54 | 3,921 6,000 236.83 776.83 |
Sweetwater 11,967 15.57 30.22 4,783 NR 138.50 554.00
10,001 - 25,000 Averages 24.71 38.05 4,306 7,659 159.90 548.65
5,001 - 10,000
Bellmead 9,147 2440 | 3840 3,363 7,000 150.40 570.40
Robinson 8,162 3325 | 4550 3,300 15,000 143.50 511.00
[Lampasas 8,077 27.58 40.63 2,975 5,000 159.00 571.50
| Hillsboro 7,897 26.75 42.50 2,990 7,500 132.50 450.00
Navasota 7,816 25.20 4320 | 2,406 6,217 197.20 737.20
Marlin 6,386 23.00 38.00 2,510 NR 172.00 607.00
[Cameron 5,951 11.50 17.75 2,214 5,500 67.75 255.25
[Breckenridge 5,804 17.50 27.00 2,585 4,112 103.35 440.85 T
Granbury 5,626 33.79 6714 | 2,883 10,000 333.94 1,334.44
Rockdale 5,408 18.00 29.25 j 2,273 8,000 119.25 456.75
|Heame 5,132 16.95 24.45 L 2,452 NR 81.15 276.15
Keene 5,100 39.40 69.90 1,948 8,000 313.90 1,228.90
5,001 - 10,000 Averages 2478 40.31 2,658 7,633 164.50 519.95
2,001 - 5,000
pﬁceregor 4,942 32.25 4350 | 1,990 8,100 133.50 471.00
Comanche 4,087 20.46 38.06 1,875 6,500 146.06 562.12
Stamford 3,817 2250 36.25 1,600 8,500 146.25 558.75
|Cisco 3,813 22.00 3200 | 1,825 4,196 121.00 472.10
Dublin 3,750 23.02 4527 | 1,465 NR 215.27 852.77
LEg§tland 3,690 24.58 36.66 1719 7,000 160.48 613.48
Caldwell 3,575 15.60 25.35 1,726 8,000 120.35 502.85
Groesbeck 3,386 2452 4142 | 1677 8,000 176.62 683.62
IHaskell 3,362 17.05 27.80 T 1,600 8,000 113.80 436.30
Clifton 3,353 35.50 5425 | 1,424 8,999 315.25 1,252.75
|Alvarado 3,345 25.50 46.50 1187 7,000 183.00 708.00
Hamilton 2,937 29.75 39.50 1,543 4,700 121.50 414.00
' West 2,676 20.70 3445 | 1,249 NR 179.72 688.22
Anson 2,644 23.50 36.00 1,200 NR 189.00 511.00
[Merkel 2,469 2175 32.75 1,220 6,500 137.75 467.75 |

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area D-2 m
Infrastructure Financing Report B ‘ -



Appendix D

Table D-1
Water Rate Comparisions for Cities Located in Region G
(Sorted by Size of City)
Residential Water Commercial Water
Population Group/ City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 5,000 Gal. | 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage 50,000 Gai. | 200,00¢ Gal.
Glen Rose 2,395 2175 | 3450 966 4,000 152.75 §72.75
Mart 2,006 4435 61.75 1,005 6,100 27575 | 117575 |
2,001 - 5,000 Averages 24.98 39.18 1,475 6,828 169.89 843.72
2,000 OR LESS
Rotan 1913 | 2375 | 4250 940 10,300 180.00 765.00
Whitney 1,711 | 2625 40.00 903 2,883 164.00 614.00
Hubbard 1,674 3519 - 56.89 693 5,466 230.49 88149 |
Venus 1,650 27.00 38.50 300 5,596 15000 | 535.00
Bartlett 1645 [ 19.00 24.00 600 5,000 64.00 214.00
Munday 1,600 | 1850 2975 650 NR 11975 | 45725
Troy 1,545 | 1650 2775 619 8,676 12975 467.25 |
Calvert 1,528 | 1183 | 1408 660 8,540 1183 | 14.08
Lorena 1,500 [ 45.89 57.14 815 11,000 " NR NR
Knox City 1,440 | 1860 29.60 603 6,000 "117.60 408.00 |
Granger 1422 | 2383 35.56 565 6,725 9133 | 24133 |
Meridian 1,415 | 4250 62.50 603 5,400 25650 | 1,12550
Moody 1397 | 3375 45.00 654 4,944 13500 | 47200 |
Hico 1,375 22.25 42.25 660 5,700 208.75 | 99675
Grandview 1,346 | 38.00 55.50 507 7,867 19550 | 72050 |
Gorman 1,290 20.35 35.10 538 8,000 153.10 | 59560 |
Holland 1,249 -28.74 52.49 400 6,000 24249 | 95499
Hutto 1,200 2349 37.14 622 5,500 146.34 555.84
Rodgers 1,195 2275 34.00 500 NR NR NR
Bruceville-Eddy 1,166 2980 | 4280 1.624 5,442 146.80 | 53680
Thorndale 1,134 3150 | 44.00 575 6,000 144.00 | 51900 |
Lexington 1,130 6.00 14.00 77 1,007 NR ] NR
Bremond 1110 | 1525 24.00 500 7,000 94.00 | 35650 |
Valley Mills 1,103 14.75 21.00 600 9,000 71.00 258.50
Cross Plains 1,063 25.20 ~41.70 600 6,000 173.70 668.70
Rising Star 859 21.50 - 39.50 372 NR 179.00 __704.00
Walnut Springs 810 23.00 3425 311 5,000 115.50 NR
Rule 783 | 2400 36.00 342 5,000 19600 | 796.00
Thrall 720 19.25 ~33.50 295 5,000 147.50 575.00
Tolar 627 32.75 54.00 265 NR 22400 861.00
Roby 616 20.20 40.40 450 3,000 20.20 40.40
Rio Vista 613 33.00 53.00 323 7,000 309.00 1,209.00 |
Jayton 608 10.75 _17.00 327 2,100 67.00 254.00 |
Morgan's Paint 376 9.50 22.50 173 NR 58.50 409.00
2,000 OR LESS Averages 23.96 37.57 568 6,040 146.54 573.55
All Cities Averages 2354 3713 3,568 6,871 149.54 567.34
Notes:
NR - Not Reported
Source: Texas Municipal Leage, "Texas Town & City,” Water and Wastewater Survey Results, May 2002.

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
Infrastructure Financing Report
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Appendix D

Table D-2
Water Rate Comparisions for Cities Located in Region G
{Sorted by Fee for 5,000 Gal. Residential Water)
Residential Water Commercial Water
City Fee For Total Average Fee For
City Name Population | 5,000 Gal. | 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.

Lorena ) 1,500 | 4589 57.14 815 | 11000 T ~NR NR
Mat | 2006 6175 | 1,005 | 6100 | 27575 1,175.75
Meridian | 1,415 62.50 603 | 5400 | 25650 1,125.50
Keene ] 5100 69.90 1,948 | 8,000 313.90 1,228.90
Grandview | 1,346 55.50 507 | 7.867 | 19550 720.50
Leander | 12,000 5354 | 3,921 6,000 | 236.83 776.83
Citon | 3353 | 5425 | 1424 | 8988 | 31525 1,252.75
Hubbard | 1674 56.89 693 5,466 230.49 881.49
Granbury | 5626 67.14 2883 | 10000 | 33394 1,334.44
[Moody 1,397 45.00 654 4,944 135.00 472.00
Robinson | 8,162 45.50 3,300 15,000 | 143.50 511.00
Riovista 613 53.00 323 7,000 | 308.00 1,209.00
Tolar | 627 265 | NR | 22400 861.00
[McGregor 4,942 1,990 8100 | 13350 471.00
Thomdale |  1.134 575 | 6,000 | 144.00 519.00
Gatesville 12,500 2729 | 6,000 132.50 470.00
Bruceville-Eddy 1,166 1,624 5,442 14680 536.80
Hamilton | 2937 1,643 | 4700 [ 12150 414.00
Holland 1,249 400 ~ 6,000 242.49 954.99
Lampasas 8,077 2975 | 5,000 159.00 571.50
Venus 1,650 | 300 5,596 150.00 535.00
Hillsboro 7,897 2,990 7.500 | 13250 450.00
Whitney 1,711 903 | 2883 164.00 614.00
Taylor 14,690 4,890 7.676 127.50 465.00
Georgetown 28,790 13,859 11,500 | 11535 | 407.85
Alvarado 3,345 1,187 7,000 | 183.00 708.00
Navasota 7816 | 2406 | 6217 197.20 737.20
Cross Plains 1,063 600 | 6,000 173.70 668.70
Cleburne 26,569 10,754 4,856 25.00 39.50
Eastland 3,690 1,719 7,000 160.48 613.48
Groesbeck 3,386 1,677 {8,000 176.62 683.62
Bellmead 9,147 3,363 7,000 150.40 570.40
Rule 783 342 | 5,000 196.00 796.00
Granger 1,422 565 6,725 91.33 241.33
Rotan 1,913 | 940 10,300 180.00 765.00
Anson 2,644 1,200 NR 189.00 511.00
-[Hutto 1,200 622 5,500 146.34 555.84
Dublin 3,750 1,465 NR 215.27 852.77
(Marlin 6,386 2,510 NR | 172.00 607.00

Walnut Springs 810 311 | 5,000 115.50 NR

Rodgers 1,195 500 NR NR NR
Stamford 3.817 1,600 8,500 146.25 558.75
Hico 1,375 660 5700 | 20875 996.75
Cisco 3,813 1,625 4,196 | 121.00 472.10
Glen Rose 2,395 966 4000 | 15275 572.75
Merkel 2,469 1,220 6,500 137.75 467.75
Rising Star 859 372 NR 179.00 704.00
West 2,676 1,249 NR 179.72 688.22

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area
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Appendix D

Infrastructure Financing Report

Table D-2
Water Rate Comparisions for Cities Located in Region G
{Sorted by Fee for 5,000 Gal. Residential Water)
Residential Water Commercial Water
City Fee For - Total Average ~ Fee For
City Name Population | 5,000 Gal. | 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.

Comanche | 4,087 46 ] 3806 | 1875 | 6,500 146.06 562.12
Gorman 11,280 3510 | 538 | 8,000 153.10 595.60
Roby | 616 4040 | 450 [ 3,000 2020 | 4040
Stephenville 15,262 3087 | 5274 | 8258 18336 | 508.86
Copperas Cove | 31,108 2950 | 10,155 6,435 107.50 400.00
Belton | 15,639 3364 | 4238 | 10,360 140.69 517.19
Thrall 720 3350 | 295 | 5000 147.50 575.00
Bartlett 1 1645 2400 | 600 5,000 64.00 214.00
KnoxCity | 1,440 2960 | 603 | 6000 | 11760 408.00
Munday |  1.600 2975 | 850 | NR 119.75 457.25
Coltege Station | 64,000 2860 | 14901 | 11,000 126.00 430.50
Rockdale | 5408 2925 | 2273 | 8,000 119.25 | 456.75
Breckenridge | 5,804 2700 | 2585 { 4112 103.35 440.85
Haskell 3,362 2780 | 1600 8,000 113.80 436.30
Hearne 5132 2445 | 2452 | NR 81.15 276.15
Troy | 1,545 2775 | 619 | 8,676 129.75 467.25
Caldwell | 3,575 2535 | 1726 [ 8,000 120.35 502.85
@weetwaterj 11,967 30.22 4783 | NR 138.50 554.00
Bremond | 1,110 2400 | 500 7,000 94.00 356.50
Vailey Mills 1,103 21.00 600 | 9,000 71.00 258.50
Bryan | 62,250 22.11 19,600 8,000 81.45 300.45
Temple | 53,733 2350 | 9276 9,766 103.50 403.50
Killeen | 87,000 2306 | 26334 | 519 102.66 401.16
Caivert | 1,528 14.08 660 | 8540 11.83 14.08
Cameron | 5951 17.75 2214 | 5500 67.75 255.25
Waco | 108272 20.44 34,014 7,000 108.76 410.21
Jayton | 608 17.00 327 2,100 67.00 254,00
Abilene - 115,119 18147 | 37,300 11,230 80.97 308.97
Morgan's Point | 376 2250 | 173 _NR 58.50 409.00
Lexington 1,130 14.00 717 1,007 NR NR
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Appendix D

Water Rate Comparisions for Cities Located in Region G

Table D-3

(Sorted by Fee for 50,000 Gal. Commercial Water)

Residential Water

Commercial Water

City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 5,000 Gai. | 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.
Lexington 1,130 '6.00 [ 1400 717 1,007 NR NR
Lorena 1,500 4589 5714 815 11,000 , NR
Rodgers 1195 | 2275 | 34.00 500 NR NR
Granbury 5626 | 3379 | 67.14 2,883 10,000 333, 1,334.44
Clifton 3353 | 3550 j 54.25 1,424 8,999 15. 1,252.75
Keene 5100 | 3940 69.90 1,948 8,000 1,228.90
Rio Vista 613 | 33.00 53.00 323 7,000 1,209.00 |
Mart 2006 | 4425 | 6175 | 1,005 6,100 1,175.75
Meridian 1,415 | 4250 | 6250 603 5,400 56.50 112550 |
Holland 1,249 2874 52.49 400 6,000 42.49 - 954.99 |
Leander 12,000 | 3554 " 5354 3,921 6,000 136 83 - 776.83
Hubbard 1674 | 3519 | 56.89 693 5,466 3049 88149 |
Tolar 627 | 3275 | 5400 | 265 NR 861.00 |
Dublin 3,750 - 23.02 45.27 1,465 NR
Hico 1,375 2225 | 4225 660 5,700
Navasota 7816 25.20 43.20 2,406 6,217
Rule 783 ~24.00 36.00 | 342 5,000
Grandview 1,346 138.00 5550 | 507 7,867
Anson | 2644 | 2350 | 36.00 1,200 NR
Stephenville 15,262 20.02 30.87 5,274 8,258
Alvarado 3,345 2550 46.50 1,187 7,000
Rotan 1,013 | 2375 4250 940 10,300
West 2,676 20.70 34.45 1,249 NR
Rising Star 859 21.50 39.50 372 NR
Groesbeck 3,386 24.52 41.42 1,677 8,000
Cross Plains 1,063 2520 | #4170 600 6,000
Marlin 6,386 23.00 38.00 2,510 NR
Whitney 1,711 26.25 40.00 903 2,883
Eastland 3,690 2458 | 36.66 1,719 7,000
Lampasas 8,077 2758 40.63 2,975 5,000
Gorman 1,290 20.35 3510 | 538 8,000
Glen Rose 2,395 21.75 34.50 966 4,000
Bellmead 9,147 24.40 38.40 3,363 7,000
Venus 1,650 27.00 38.50 300 5,596
Thrall 720 19.25 3350 | 295 5,000
Bruceville-Eddy 1,166 2080 | 4280 | 1624 5,442
Hutto 1,200 23.49 37.14 622 5,500
Stamford 3,817 22.50 36.25 1,600 8,500
[Comanche 4,087 2046 | 38.06 1,875 6,500
Thomdale 1,134 3150 | 4400 575 6,000
Robinson 8,162 33.25 45.50 3,300 15,000
Beiton 15,639 19.64 33.64 4,238 10,360
Sweetwater 11,967 | 1557 30.22 4,783 NR
Merkel 2,469 21.75 3275 1220 | 6,500
Moody 1,397 33.75 45.00 654 4,044
McGregor 4,942 3225 | 4350 | 1,990 8,100
Gatesville 12,500 31.25 42.50 2,729 6,000
Hillsboro 7,897 26.75 42.50 2,990 7,500
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Appendix D

Table D-3
Water Rate Comparisions for Cities Located in Region G
(Sorted by Fee for 50,000 Gal. Commercial Water)
Residential Water Commercial Water
City Fee For Total Average Fee For
City Name Population | 5000 Gal. | 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.

Troy 1545 | 1650 27.75 619 8676 |  129.75 .| 467.25
Taylor | 14,690  26.25 37.50 4,890 7676 | 127 _465.00
College Station | 64,000 | 1845 | 2860 14,901 11,000 430.50
Hamilton 2,937 29.75 39.50 1,543 4,700 414.00
Cisco 3813 | 2200 32.00 1,625 4,196 47210
Caldwell _ 3,575 ~ 15.60 25.35 1,726 8,000 502.85
Munday | 1,600 18,50 29.75 650 NR 457.25
Rockdaie | 5408 | 18.00 29.25 2,273 8,000 456.75
KnoxCity | 1,440 18.60 29.60 603 6,000 408.00
Walnut Springs | 810 ~23.00 34.25 311 5,000 NR
Georgetown | 28790 | 2625 36.00 13,859 11,500 407.85
Haskell [ 3362 | 17.05 27.80 1,600 8,000 436.30
Waco | 108272 | 1124 20.44 34,014 7,000 410.21
[Copperas Cove | 31,108 - 19.75 29.50 10,155 6,435 400.00
Temple | 53,733 | 1350 23.50 9,276 9,766 403.50
Breckenridge | 5804 | 17.50 27.00 2,585 4112 440.85
Kileen | 87,000 *”__ 13.11 23.06 26,334 5196 401.16
Bremond | 1110 | 1525 24.00 500 7.000 356.50
Granger 1,422 ~ 23.83 35.56 565 6,725 241.33
Bryan 62,250 13.61 2211 19,600 8,000 300.45
Hearne 5132 | 16.95 24.45 2,452 NR 276.15
Abilene 115119 | 10.45 18.17 37,300 11,230 308.97
Valley Mills 1,103 T 14.75 21.00 600 9,000 258.50
Cameron 5951 | 1150 17.75 2,214 5,500 255.25
Jayton 608 | 1075 | 17.00 327 2,100 254.00
Bartlett 1645 119.00 24.00 600 5,000 214.00
Morgan's Point 376 | 950 22.50 173 NR 409.00
Cleburne 26,569 25.11 39.50 10,754 4,856 ~39.50
Roby 616 | 20.20 40.40 450 3,000 40.40
Calvert 1,528 11.83 14.08 660 8,540 14.08
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he following report is the result

of a water and wastewater rate

survey conducted by the Texas
Municipal League during the spring
of this year. The survey was sent to
all 1,060 TML member cities. The
information contained in this
report was reported by the cities.
Information is presented only for
cities that provide water and waste-
water services to their residents.

Informatien for cities that provide

water and wastewater

services
through municipal utility districts,
interlocal agreements, and other
private sources is not included in
the survey. TML made no attempt
to verify the accuracy of informa-
tion reported. Where no response to
a specific question was received, a
zero is used to indicate no response.

A total of 663 cities reported

that they provide water service to

their residents. The average cost of

Water Fees By Population Group

2001 Wtr and Wastewater Survey Results
__ NN EEEEEE

water usage of 5,000 gallons in all
$18.61.

monthly consumption in all cities is

cities s The average
7,557 gallons. See report below for
totals by population categories.
Wastewater service is provided in
628 of the cities responding to the
survey. The average cost of waste-
water service for residential usage of
5,000 gallons is $14.64. See Page 29
for torals by population categories. %

Summary
Residential Water Commercial Water
Population Group N%egforfi;ri\tiges Average Fee For é:gio;c:ra; AJ::’QE Average Fee For
5,000 Gal. 10,000 Gal. %€ [s0000Gal. |200,000 Gal.
2,000 OR LESS 262 2075 3288 530 6,273 136.64 552.84
2,001 - 5,000 185 17.90 28.78 1344 8,020 134.70 541.47
£,001 - 10,000 90 17.71 28 .80 2617 7.746 12591 51856
10,001 - 15,000 50 16.93 27.22 4,348 8,018 152.67 650,09
15,001 - 20,000 21 1543 27.04 6,009 7,860 12221 48400
20,001 - 25,000 14 18.46 30.21 7,343 10,627 118.15 44154
25,001 - 30,000 12 18.20 2058 9823 8,559 12.75 - 453.69
30,001 - 50,000 26 1713 29.90 12140 9,987 133.77 504.02
50,001 - 75,000 10 1468 2514 17,711 0,076 117.18 431,57
75,001 - 100,000 6 1584 26.02 26,261 7,499 12412 47388
100,001 - 200,000 10 11.46 2014 30,784 ©.844 89.12 341.14
200,001 - 350,000 3 12.16 20.60 71,593 8157 80.05 307.80
MORE THAN 500,000 4 1284 2249 257,066 8,826 12308 40,73
Total | Averages 663 18.61 .00 5184 7557 13283 51405
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Residential and Commercial Water Costs

Detaiis
Residential Water Commercial Water
Pooputation Group City Fee For Total Average Fee For
City Name Population | 5000 Gal. | 10000 Gal | Customers Usage  |50000 Gal. } 200,000 Gal
MORE THAN 500,000 J
Houston 1,800,000 15.13 2755 406,000 7,000 115.97 448,97
San Antonio 1,192,300 1. 17.20 293,061 9,848 128.14 590.41
Austin 542,994 10.73 2073 175,644 8,581 137.97 554 47
Fort Worth 516,150 14.49 24.49 154,560 9,875 110.27 405.08
MORE THAN 500,000 Averages 1284 22.49 257,066 8,826 123.09 499.73
200,001 - 3so,oooj
Corpus Chriat 281,453 14.15 26.63 79,003 7,000 121.69 425.44
Plano 231,874 10.32 14.92 71,000 o] 86.72 204.72
Garland 205,869 12.00 2025 64,776 9,313 78.7% 293.25
200,001 - 350,000 Averages 1216 20.60 71,593 8,157 89.05 307.80
[ 100,001 - zoo,uoo_|
trving 185,200 1081 24.16 42 545 6,000 130.96 531.46
Laredo 175,783 843 13.10 46,677 15,000 66.22 257.18
Amarille 171,207 9.93 16.13 51,697 8,000 60.45 229,95
Mesquite 121,900 12.65 22.65 36,778 0 102.65 402.65
Abilene 115,119 10.45 18.17 37,300 11,230 80.97 308.97
Beaumont 114,000 14.39 24.74 40,586 §,000 107.54 418.04
Waca 108,272 11.24 20.44 34,014 7,000 108.76 410.21
McAllen 106,822 10.00 16,50 32,011 14,000 68.50 263.50
Carrailton 105,800 16.51 78,61 32,436 10,000 101.75 375.58
Wichita Falis 103,312 1015 16.91 33,74 11,369 63.39 213.90
100,001 - 200,000 Averages 11.46 2014 39,784 9,344 39.12 341.14
75,001 - 100,000 |
Richardson 91,050 14.71 23.43 31,323 9,000 104.38 4683.25
San Angelo 90,467 1213 18.28 30,329 11,000 96.70 390.45
Killeen 87,000 13.11 23.06 26,334 5,196 10266 401.16
Tyler 23,908 13.46 24.21 28,762 3,000 n.m . 402,11
Denton 79,750 22.55 35.55 21,146 10,800 177.50 638.50
Lewisville 78,500 19.08 31.58 19,669 8,000 171.79 546.79
75,001 - 100,000 Avgrages 15.84 26.02 26,269 7,488 124.12 473.88
[ 50,001 - 75,000 ]
Baytown 70,220 15.18 27.98 18,222 10,000 - 130.38 514.38
Caoliege Station £4,000 18.45 28.60 14,901 11,000 126.00 430.50
Bryan 62,250 13.61 211 19,600 8,000 81.45 300.45
Victoria 61,882 17.28 24.98 21,000 8,000 98.58 406.08
Sugar Land 60,400 9.70 15.38 20,521 14 300 84.20 253.70
Port Arthur 58,724 13.85 Z7.70 18,564 4,600 138.50 554.00
Harlingen 58,210 725 15.70 19,523 10,000 76.70 284.20
North Richland Hills 56,250 17.05 34.09 17472 8,850 170.45 €81.82
Temple 53,733 13.50 23.50 9,276 9,766 103.50 403,50
Flower Mound 50,300 20.92 3142 18,034 15,243 162.04 477.04
50,001 - 75,000  Averages 14.68 25.14 17,711 9,376 117.18 43157
h 30,001 - 50,000
Bedford 49 450 20.55 30.90 13,762 8,000 168.78 483.42
Euless 45 550 18.70 30.40 11,195 9,830 12&_.00 475.00
Allen 44 965 186.1 27.81 16,545 8,500 151.23 50523
League City 43,633 18.23 43.03 15,086 9,000 241.43 98543
Texas City 42 488 11.80 20.90 13,332 0 92.90 362.90
Edinburg 40,579 12.35 2210 13,093 8,100 102.15 394.65
Grapevine 40,299 16.86 297 12,800 11,000 13251 518.01
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Residential Water

Commercial Water

Population Group City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 5000 Gal. | 10000 Gat. | Customers Usage |50000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.
Mission 400823 14.00 21.50 16,608 10,000 33.05 3158.55
San Marcos 39,491 2324 30.24 8,048 7,902 235.27 836.27
Pearland 39,000 15.89 25.04 ] 11,559 99.84 380.24
DeSoto 37,900 18.97 RT7 12,287 7,000 143.17 557.17
Hurst 37,266 19.31 BN 11,810 11,960 177.71 706.71
Hattom City 37,061 20.82 34.07 11,907 8,026 129.85 5§27.35
Puncanville 36,450 18.00 31.75 12,014 7,000 141.75 554,25
Conroe 35,353 9.72 18.57 9,149 10,000 91.42 341.92
Nacogdoches 35,000 15.28 26.65 11,695 10,500 107.40 416.40
Cel Rio 34,990 1246 18.30 12,846 30,000 717 297.67
Coppell 34,800 22 40 35.40 11,070 15,000 142.00 532.00
Huntsville 34,592 16.90 29.15 7.197 8,188 127.15 494 65
Sherman 34,044 20.39 31.28 11,808 8977 130.97 45782
Lufkin 33,253 15.84 27.93 14,323 7,770 100.18 329.68
La Porte 32,999 14.57 26.07 10,448 6,418 134.30 531.80
Frisco 32,650 16.61 28.01 15,970 10,000 124.42 481.42
Copperas Cove 31,108 19.75 29.50 10,455 6,436 107.50 400.00
Cedar Hill 30,850 22 56 4291 11,201 10,000 20251 793.51
Deer Park 30,575 13.86 24 46 9,261 8,500 109.26 427.26
30,001 - 50,000 Ave[ages 17.13 29 40 12,140 9,987 133.77 504.02

| 25.001-30,000 j
Rosenberg 29,081 11.70 2045 6,561 ) 8,100 38.20 243.20
Friendswood 29,037 16.80 27,85 9,814 10,600 113.56 230,55
Georgetown 28,750 26.25 36.00 13,859 11,500 116.35 40785
Eagle Pass 28,713 234 9.09 10,140 8,180 £3.09 265.69
Mansfield 28,329 28.12 40.87 10,200 10,000 95.18 335.18
Weslaco 27,630 14.00 21.00 7,623 9,800 79.85 328.15
The Colony 27.440 17.78 29.78 9,796 8,000 207.75 728.28
Cleburne 26,569 2511 39.50 10,754 4,856 25.00 39.50
Kelier 26,400 27.90 41.45 11,413 15,600 165.00 666.00
Lake Jackson 26,394 14.65 26.60 8,454 8,000 124.60 492,10
Paris 25513 16.02 3042 10,000 4,863 126.47 467.05
Marshall 25,150 17.78 32.38 9,268 8,000 149.18 587.15
25,001.30,000  Averages 18.20 2059 9,823 8,959 11275 415.88

[ 20,001 - 25,000 J
University Park 24,2-50 15.30 27.05 8,289 16,720 121.06 473.56
San Benito 23317 10.76 14.25 5,607 25,000 45.75 65.75
Watauga 23,213 27.99 48.25 8,000 7,480 19226 739.70
Corsicana 23,184 10.70 21.40 812 7,500 107.00 428.00
Big Spring 23,003 22,50 3250 8,727 10,000 11250 41250
Plainview 23,000 13.45 18.65 7,722 10,000 60.25 216.25
Southiake 22,500 35.16 50.16 7.311 24,000 18220 632.20
Denison 22,170 19.94 28.49 9,212 6,140 108.14 387.14
Waxahachie 22,038 18.68 31.78 7,290 6,100 157.94 646.19
Benbrook 21,750 14.26 25.38 7,485 2,193 133.15 566.17
Seguin 21,719 14.00 26.50 5,627 10,000 120.00 417.00
Alvin 20,797 16.50 30.00 5,582 7,000 150.00 600.00
Angleton 20518 18.90 36.35 6,181 6,018 18.90 36.65
Colleyville 20,030 20.31 34.16 7.374 Q0 144,98 560.46
20,001-25000  Averages 18.46 30.21 7,343 10627 118.15 441.54

| 15001-20000 |
Pampa 19,959 17.49 28.14 8,110 8,000 120.18 439.68
Weatherford 19,500 23.48 44.32 8,010 5,025 189.90 726,92
Orange 19,381 13.20 21.25 6,085 5,700 87.14 32864
Brownwood 19,235 11.29 22.60 7.394 Q 112.96 451.87
Schernz 18,500 9.20 15.71 7,036 9,606 85.26 361.36
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Residential Water Commercial Water

Population Group City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 5000 Gal. | 10,000 Gal. | Customers Usage | 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal
Bay City 18,386 14.55 22.60 6,352 9,400 87.00 328.50
Palestine 18,042 14.83 2543 7,204 7,300 115.51 450.01
Groves 18,000 14,50 28.00 6,221 7,000 136.00 541,00
Rockwall 17,050 15.26 28.60 7,347 7,000 134.60 53210
Oickinson 17,000 17.75 38.00 5,900 5,000 182.00 729.50
Nederland 16,774 1250 2250 6,640 8,000 102.50 402.50
Ennis 16,710 18.9 31.26 5176 10,480 130.06 500,56
Uvalde 16,214 8.25 12.00 5,300 5,283 45.00 202.50
Mineral Wells 16,000 21.20 33.70 5516 7,582 137.89 512.89
White Settlement 15,956 20.25 34.00 4,980 5,000 144.00 556.50
Borger 15,679 15.40 27.40 5773 7,000 123.40 483.40
Belton 15,639 19.64 3354 4,238 10,360 140.69 51719
Universal City 15,354 8.90 13.52 4,77 12,000 82,00 229.00
Stephenville 15,262 20.02 30.87 5,274 8,258 183.36 508,86
South Hauston 15,240 19.55 2910 4,220 12,100 105.50 392.00
Donna 15,193 7.75 Z7.10 4,694 6,100 121.50 486.00 -

15,001 - 20,000 Averages 15.43 27.04 6,000 7,860 122.21 460.95
L 10,001 - 15,000 J
Humble 15,000 10.90 1815 6,404 11,000 89.20 336.80
Pflugerville 14,368 14.51 21.56 5,753 5,766 86.96 32843
Gainesville 14,760 18.25 29.30 6,089 1] 135.76 467.26
Hereford 14,745 1212 20.12 5,275 6,000 8412 32442
La Marque 14,723 17.95 31.85 5,500 5,100 143.95 583.95
Taylor 14,690 26.25 37.50 4,890 7,676 127.50 465.00
Portiand 14,632 18.68 33.18 4,334 9,000 164.88 706.38
Sulphur Springs 14,616 15.74 27.09 8,015 0 116.75 439,69
Mercedes 14,531 11.88 2275 3,358 1,638 125.50 403.00
Terrell 14,498 16.75 26.00 4,541 o 137.50 415.00
Richmond 14,307 12.00 200 3,089 5,000 105.00 460.00
West University Place 14,103 1249 2.1 5,850 15,000 127.76 748.26
Leveiland 13,986 14,95 25.20 5,194 11,178 109.25 416.75
Lackhart 13,600 24.34 3289 3,969 6,300 108.29 364.79
Canyon 13,346 14.10 23.84 4,200 9,000 110.64 436.14
Addison 13,230 11.25 18.00 3,500 0 121.59 2685.91
Port Neches 13,225 1228 225 5128 8,000 106.45 42445
Mount Pleasant 13.037 17.00 27.00 4,729 13,000 107.00 407.00
Highland Village 13,000 17.80 22,40 4,200 11,000 118.80 433,80
Saginaw 12,850 18,10 32.60 4,696 10,000 184.20 746.70
Gatesville 12,500 31.25 42.50 2,729 6,000 13250 470.00
Pecos 12,069 11.26 ) 2.2 3,650 10,000 11.77 395.77
Forest Hill 12,040 19.12 34,12 4,036 8,000 180.52 713.02
Snyder 12,023 28.12 30.36 4,403 10,000 135.16 528.16
Vernon 12,001 18.21 282N 4,649 8,000 114.51 859.00
Leander 12,000 35.54 53.54 3,921 6,000 236.83 77683
Port Lavaca 12,000 19.38 36.83 4,447 0 176.43 £99.93
Corinth 12,000 18.50 26.00 4,834 11,000 156.51 381.51
Sweeatwater 11,987 15.57 30.2 4,783 o 138.50 5§54.00
Freeport 11,845 18.60 34.60 4,000 s} 1,656.00 8,031.00
Lamesa 11,500 1735 28.35 4,266 10,000 " 11836 446.35
Hewitt 11,500 26.00 39.70 5,000 10,200 169.00 656.00
Converse 11,415 11.89 20.99 3,628 5,000 72.60 131.00
Kiigore 11,363 16.680 27.60 4,782 7,000 108.00 0.00
Henderson 11,280 16.20 28.20 4,820 7,000 137.50 550,00
Roma 11,216 15.17 26.12 5108 8,000 146.82 595.32
Alamao 11,078 9.50 14.50 4,182 15,000 68.00 353.00
Athens 10,867 13.45 19.90 4,520 9,000 71.50 265.00
Live Qak 10,807 16.50 20.05 2 260 6,844 48,39 167.47
Katy 10,792 10.72 18.66 3,262 7,000 94.50 373.00

MAY 2001 o« TEXAS TOWN & CI1TY




20

Residential Water

Commercial Water

Population Group City Fee Total Average Fee For
City Name Population | 5000 Gal. J 10,000 Gat. Customers Usage |sp000 Gat. | 200,000 Gal.
Andrews 10,678 9.95 15.70 3,872 7,000 61.70 234.20
Burkburnett 10,673 12.60 23.60 4,456 8,000 111.60 441.60
El Campo 10,643 12.08 278 3,867 6,500 103.88 409.88
Seagoville 10,450 16.80 27.76 2,970 3,000 116,56 409.60
Galena Park 10,409 11.50 18.50 3,318 7,029 85.80 318.10
Azle 10,245 18.38 35.76 3,896 9,000 210.66 836.33
Ingleside 10,257 29.00 41.50 2,530 €,200 174.76 649.76
Wharton 10,200 11.07 18.40 3,109 5,700 B3.88 368.88
Bonham 10,080 19.07 2947 4,679 2,080 109.92 412.72
Sachse 10,050 18.75 31.00 4,243 12,600 102.28 are.z8
410,001 - 15,000 Averages 16.93 27.22 4,346 8,019 152.67 62355
[ s001-10000 ]
Woodway 9,887 2484 33.14 3,520 6,977 136.64 544 .64
Clute ©.835 13.75 27.50 2,475 7,000 137.50 550.00
Jacinto City 9,766 19.76 31.86 2763 5,000 128.66 491.66
Leon Vailey 9,581 9.35 14.99 2,037 8,200 95,25 279.75
Brownfield 9,560 16.42 26.07 3,477 0 103.27 3277
Seabrook 9,500 15.80 27.40 2,824 5,000 137.40 549.90
Highland Park 9,400 9.75 19.50 4,834 12,000 108.71 445.46
Pleasanton 9,335 8.56 14.65 3,664 7,000 B81.75 176.75
Bellmead 9,147 24 40 38.40 3,363 7,000 150.40 §70.40
Graham 8,986 14.25 23.00 4,137 12,000 93.00 365.50
Fredericksburg 8,847 B.96 14.31 4,524 9,000 74.10 290.10
Richiand Hills 8,750 21.97 35.67 2,968 5,500 18497 T72.97
Fort Stockton 8524 10.80 20.30 3,192 13,000 96.30 381.30
Hondo 8,446 9.38 17.60 2462 1,050 96.72 418.37
Tomball 8,400 17.66 21.56 247 12,000 115.58 43248
Webster 8,240 0.00 5T 793 6,000 12250 490.00
Bridge City 8,231 14.13 23.93 3,144 5,000 10233 426.33
Aransas Pass 8,188 2335 40.60 3,020 6,000 188.35 720.85
Liberty 8173 16.20 26.95 3,044 5,000 115.88 438.45
Robinson 8,162 33.28 45.50 3,300 15,000 143.50 511.00
Monahans 8,101 10.88 15.93 2,757 10,000 5553 204 .03
Lampasas 8,077 27.58 40.63 2,975 5,000 159.00 571.50
Hillsbora 7.897 26.76 42.50 2,990 7,500 13250 450,00
Jasper 7.838 1.1 16.61 3,987 10,000 64.72 2252
Navasota 7.818 2520 43.20 2,406 8,217 197.20 T737.20
Livingston 7,699 19.80 30.30 2,086 8,000 118.30 483,30
Midiothian 7,650 2,02 34.92 2,520 8,500 129.00 487.50
Cleveland 7,507 1245 295 2,400 7,500 106.85 421.95
Commerce 7,205 12.65 25.30 2,240 4,689 126.50 506.00
Rackpart 7191 19.38 283 6,617 9,000 152.00 555,50
Daihart 7,053 1240 18.90 3,331 6,000 74.40 269.40
Crockett 7.024 22.00 38.50 8,000 8,691 176.00 671.00
Floresville 7,023 13.00 20.50 2,208 3,000 30.00 150.00
Jersey Village 7,000 1235 .05 2,004 9,000 165.00 660.00
Edna 7.000 16.55 26.30 2,231 6,100 104.30 396.80
Mexia 6,533 21.55 43.55 2,750 5,000 21955 879.55
Alamo Heights 6,839 6.34 12.20 2770 8,800 79.03 299.57
River Oaks 6822 14.07 29.25 2,820 0 188.52 758.31
Seminole 6,750 10.75 16.50 2,390 10,250 62.50 235.00
Glenn Heights 6,750 3250 49.75 3,103 8,000 179.75 667.25
Cuero 6,700 16.40 24.40 2,746 10,000 91.45 331.45
Childress 6,700 18.00 26.35 2,300 8,000 83.15 343.65
Sinton 6,625 18.66 28.76 2184 6,200 132.70 §32.00
Gonzales 6618 15.75 25.75 2,958 14,500 122.00 572.00
Gladewater 6,600 13.80 24.30 3,082 6,520 108.30 426,650
Kaufman 6,529 1412 2212 2,316 7,828 104.12 404.12
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Calorado City 6528 21.65 34.40 2,000 0 136.40 518.90
Whitehouse 6,500 19.50 29.50 2,000 2,000 109.50 409.50
Litefield 6,489 12.60 19.36 2,648 5,000 75.80 Z78.10
Martin 6,386 23.00 38.00 2,510 0 172.00 607.00
Yoakum 6,364 137 21.42 2,510 7,800 85.64 317.40
lowa Park 6.363 16.00 30.00 2,741 o 150.00 600.00
Hitehcock 6,288 19.50 39.50 2,234 7,000 199.50 799.50
Eisa 6,225 1200 18.25 1,650 0 69.50 257.00
Dayton 6214 1275 20.50 2186 8,000 8250 - 315.00
La Feria 6,200 16.90 26.65 2,125 5,660 187.50 480.00
Boerne 6,170 20.10 31.70 2,264 5,900 136.50 488.00
Elgin 6,158 2540 36.15 2,166 €,700 122.15 444.65
Atlanta 6,148 19.76 31.26 2,500 7,000 132,53 477.53
Kennedale 6,100 16,00 21.00 1,960 15,000 160.50 548,00
Siatan 6,078 24.30 37.80 2,320 10,000 145.80 560.80
Cameron 5951 11.50 17.75 2,214 5,500 67.75 255.25
Brady 5,946 14.20 21.40 2972 9,255 84.50 354.90
White Oak 5,897 14.90 26.40 2,019 8,700 139.40 519.40
Sealy 5,800 912 16.07 1,740 6,934 76.13 907.13
Mathis 5,808 24.42 492 1,761 7,000 121.32 445.32
Breckenridge 5,804 17.50 77.00 2,585 4,112 103.35 440,86
Carrizo Springs 5779 11.95 18.55 1,960 26,000 93.35 410.85
Marble Fails 5,656 19.15 29.05 2,350 0 108.25 404.35
Granbury 5,626 33.7% 67.14 2,883 10,000 3334 1,334.44
Diball 5,600 14.40 25.40 1,377 7,500 91.08 351.06
Gilmer 5516 19.50 39.50 2,700 10,000 199.50 798.50
Bowie 5412 40.95 63.90 2,849 6,000 250.05 938.55
Coleman 5,410 16.25 25.00 2,597 5,000 95.00 3567.50
Rockdale 5,408 18.00 29.26 2273 8,000 11925 456.75
Windcrest 5,331 5.63 8.64 2187 9,883 5759 318.26
Wake Village 5316 15.29 27.74 1,994 5,000 16.71 468.40
Decatur 5284 17.39 31.45 2,004 7,400 143.08 618.58
Bastrop 5,276 18.25 26.25 1,927 8,527 10225 387.25
New Boston 5,265 18.97 3322 2153 3,600 163.23 637.26
Red Qak 5,250 2315 37.65 1,151 7,078 186.30 703.80
Sanger 5,200 23.25 | 3650 1,942 0 0.00 0.00
Denver City 5170 14.00 75 1,628 11,360 97.28 359.75
Hearne 5,132 16.95 2445 2,452 0 81.15 276.15
Cevine 5130 20.50 ' 30.00 1,700 5,000 108.00 443.50
Keene 5,100 39.40 69.90 1,348 8,000 313.50 1,228.90
Burnet 5,062 28.12 44,67 1,832 5,300 177.07 672.57
West Calumbia 5,050 15.73 30.28 1,550 6,450 146.63 583.18
Meadows Place 5023 13.21 16.86 1,595 7,000 69.24 210.24
Kyle 5,003 8.00 16.00 2,350 0 104.00 524.00

5,001 - 10,000 Averages 17.71 28.80 2617 7,748 125.91 49525
[ 2,001 - 5,000 j
Prasidio 5,000 15.05 24.30 1,510 0 0.00 0.00
La Joya 5,000 15.20 22 60 900 6,000 15.30 260
McGregor 4,942 3228 43.50 1,990 8,100 133.50 471.00
Tulia 4922 17.45 26.95 2,014 7,500 102.95 387.95
Mineola 4921 18.30 3210 2,455 0 145.71 559.71
Lake Worth 4,829 17.85 29.70 1,946 10,011 191.00 222.00
Lago Vista 4,527 17.20 27.20 2672 9,000 107.2¢ 407.20
Nassau Bay 4,606 31.00 38.00 1,396 7.000 104.00 351.50
Muleshoe 4571 17.50 24.00 1,860 8,000 93.00 425.00
Murphy 4,500 16.23 23.50 0 13,000 83.50 308.50
Dimmitt 4,408 8.25 13.25 1,766 40,000 53.75 257.50
Pittsburg 4,356 18.79 31.75 1,700 5,000 106,15 487.75
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Population Group City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 5000 Gat. | 10000 Gal. | Customers Usage  |50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.
Bridgeport 4 376 20.26 36.08 1,537 8,273 198.62 786.62
Rusk 4,366 18.50 31.00 1,479 s} 147.25 62225
Prairie View 4,357 12.30 19.55 700 5,500 83.25 365.75
Fair Oaks Ranch 4,285 18.00 24.00 1,832 14,700 89.40 404 .40
La Grange 4215 13.45 18.95 2,157 5,000 67.45 254,95
Hempstead 4,198 11.44 17.54 2103 5,000 87.38 328.58
Comanche 4087 2046 38.06 1,875 6,500 146.06 562,12
Smithville 4070 14.43 23.00 1,695 10,000 81.60 348.85
Woodville 4,028 15.65 24.80 1,428 7,000 106.80 421.80
Ballinger 4,003 275 42.75 1,900 5,000 20275 802.75
Madisonville 4,000 13.78 2343 1,716 5,600 128.13 459.63
Little Elm 4,000 16.90 2840 2,180 0 12040 46540
Heath 4,000 17.50 30.00 600 24,000 0.00 0.00
Bellville 3983 15.73 21.23 1,868 5,300 65.23 230.23
Friona 3,908 10.85 17.10 1,380 10,000 76.60 324.10
Fioydada 3,896 24.00 34.00 1,537 5,000 11600 | 416.00
Spring Vailey 3,827 16.50 27.75 1,465 10,000 14425 556.75
Stamford 3,817 2250 36.25 1,600 8,500 146.25 558.75
Cisco 3,813 22.00 32.00 1,625 4,196 121.00 47210
Cockrell Hill 3,800 2275 35,28 1,021 6,078 137.50 490.00
Teague 3,790 26.60 46.60 1,536 6,650 206.60 B806.60
Post 3,768 23.75 3250 1,400 14,000 84275 3,467.75
Bunker Hill Village 3,759 5.50 11.00 1,316 25,000 Q.00 0.00
Dublin 3,750 23.02 45.27 1,465 ] 215.27 85277
Kenedy 3,700 15.00 26.25 1,492 4,000 116.25 453.75
Eastland 3,690 24.58 36.66 1,719 7,000 160.48 613.48
Big Lake 3,672 13.90 2280 1,223 13,200 98.80 383.80
Columbus 3,624 9.79 14.94 1,629 1,300 64.69 273.19
Anthony 3,616 9,35 13.35 708 7,000 74.85 214.35
Caldwvell 3,575 15.60 2535 1,726 8,000 120.35 502.85
Jacksboro 3527 28.25 43.75 1,563 7,500 237.50 762.50
Olney 3,519 17.80 25.80 1,660 8,000 89.830 329.80
Willow Park 3.500 32.11 4136 1,102 6,000 0.00 0.00
Los Fresnos 3,500 16,00 23.50 1,244 14,500 89.50 395,50
Willis 3,476 15.80 22.80 1,646 11,000 29.00 299.00
Bishop 3.456 27.79 4244 1,350 9,000 159.64 613.94
Quanah 3,413 25.75 34,50 1,436 4,000 114.00 410.00
Wills Point 3,403 20.75 29.50 1,759 4,700 118.50 483.50
Groesbeck 3388 2452 41.42 1,677 8,000 176.62 683.62
Taft 3,369 2348 39.34 1,543 8,000 166.64 64214
Haskel 3,362 17.05 27.80 1,600 8,000 113.80 436.30
Ciifton 3,353 35.50 54.25 1,424 8,999 315.25 1,252.75
Winnsbaro 3,350 2280 38.30 1,589 0 174.80 €91.20
Alvarado 3,345 25.50 46,50 1,187 7,000 183.00 708.00
Edcouch 3,309 8.00 8.00 830 10,000 16.00 16.00
Ovilla 3,287 30.15 48.40 1,195 8,400 238.40 1,415.90
Fairfield 3,287 19.77 36.27 1,511 6,200 184.31 76581
Canton 3,263 16.75 29.00 1,807 12,000 129.25 504.25
Spearman 3,197 10.60 16.35 1,488 15,000 62.35 224 .85
Seymour 3,185 23.80 41.10 1,408 6,700 181.1¢ T06.10
Needville 3.165 12.65 22,65 875 8,625 10265 402.85
Refugio 3,158 12,15 18.88 1,340 3,000 70.65 265.65
Royse City 3,150 23.50 34,75 1,029 15,985 125.75 463.25
Premont 3,135 11.00 15.50 1,020 12,000 47.50 167.50
Castroville 3,114 12.00 19.25 1,081 o 86.25 438.78
Electra 3113 20.85 39.20 1,537 4,600 185.20 73270
Fairview 2,050 16.60 27.60 1,060 26,714 160.75 £78.25
Sonocra 3,040 13.55 1760 1,451 8,000 44.25 210.75
Hutchins 3,002 19.00 36.50 795 3,000 178.80 711.40
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Ciyde 3,002 3200 57.09Q 1,455 7,000 257.00 1,007.00
San Saba 3,000 17.50 27.00 1,344 4,298 127.00 502.00
Roancke 3,000 16.50 46.50 839 5,763 174.75 699.75
Dilley 3,000 20.74 4.74 1,050 5,605 138.74 528.74
Fritch 2,850 13.00 25.00 1,370 9,000 121.00 481.00
Renc 2,942 19.63 4T.21 1,087 4,860 18.63 47.21
Hamilton 2,937 2975 39.50 1,543 4,700 121.50 414.00
Van Horn 2,930 17.92 21.77 950 10,000 117.16 44416
Karnes City 2,916 15.25 30.50 1,196 3,000 152.50 §10.00
Lindale 2912 18.60 27.80 1,713 6,700 178.00 703.00
HMenrietta 2,896 20.50 33.00 1,441 7,500 1,258.00 5,008.00
Nocona 2,870 20.91 2.3 1,474 15,000 65.40 362.00
Richwood 2,859 18.00 31.75 798 5,000 141.75 554.25
Grand Saline 2,859 14.64 21.54 1,325 TAT3 122.00 502.00
Edgecliff Village 2.844 17.89 33.49 1,025 8,000 2049 T81.49
Princeton 2.830 17.40 30.90 1,345 10,000 152.90 617.%0
Cibolo 281 17.20 2745 1,182 0 111.3% 418.85
Trinity 2,800 21.75 35.50 2,140 2,200 145.50 558.00
Sunnyvale 2,800 23.60 35.10 1,159 a 127.10 461.90
Abernathy 2,783 18.05 26.30 1,150 0 92.30 339.80
Lytle 2,770 11.80 18.30 1,107 5,800 20.30 24.80
Hailettsville 2,770 8.40 12.40 1,503 7,000 66.50 201.50
Schulenburg 2,730 11.75 16,75 1,256 3,300 75.75 308.25
George West 2,717 15.00 20.25 1,033 6,200 76.95 27945
Marfa 2,763 14.85 23.86 1,158 12,000 95.85 365.85
Junction 2,656 1012 15.02 1,230 8,000 54,22 20,22
Pinehurst 2,682 15.41 25.61 997 5,000 107.21 41321
West 2,676 20.70 34.45 1,249 o 179.712 688.22
Daingerfieid 2,855 17.00 29.50 1,031 5,500 129.00 444,00
Gregory 2,654 .35 39.60 632 v} 178.45 0.00
Anson 2,644 23.50 36.00 1,200 o 189.00 511.00
Santa Rosa 2,626 16.50 24.25 740 8,000 84.79 N7
Early 2,612 13.75 29.00 1,150 4,600 170.00 694,00
Odem 2,611 2325 39.50 10,065 5,042 195.62 T2212
Morton 2,597 15.00 25.00 929 6,000 105.00 410.00
Corrigan 2,587 21.45 35.20 660 7,000 203.20 761.00
Primera 2,589 15.40 24 .40 1,192 0 104.40 404,40
Pantego 2.5 8.80 15.80 1,147 0 71.80 281,80
Granite Shoals 2,500 30.25 41.25 4.900 [} 0.00 0.00
Ferris 2,500 20.80 34.20 B11 9,444 21.60 587.10
Seagraves 2477 17.00 24.50 840 10,467 24.50 308,50
Merkel 2,469 21.75 3275 1,220 6,500 137.75 467.75
Memphis 2,465 11.85 25.20 1,188 5,300 131.20 528.70
Waeilington 2,456 19.25 28.00 1,284 5,208 18.28 28.00
Canadian 2417 17.50 23.50 1,144 10,000 93.50 356.00
Weimar 2,400 10.00 19.50 1,012 5317 142.90 620.40
Glen Rose 2,395 2175 34.50 966 4,000 152.75 57275
Panhandle 2,383 10.20 21.20 1,099 8,700 10.20 43.20
San Augustine 2,337 16.30 26.80 1,224 6,000 103.35 365.85
Kountze 2,320 19.00 31.50 7,000 170.25 657.75
Buda 2,306 11.10 19.45 1,020 ¢} 86.25 336.75
Howe 2,301 19.35 35,80 1,010 §,700 168.80 €86.10
Woifferth 2,288 15.80 30.30 1,011 5,500 146,30 681.30
Shamrock 2,288 13.55 2280 1,307 4,250 96.80 374,30
Nash 2271 17.70 30.45 9920 4,500 13230 464.80
Couble Qak 2,268 .04 44.24 777 0 126.34 431.84
Chandler 2,263 18.00 33.50 1,060 5,000 173.50 698.50
Rocksprings 2,253 11.00 16.50 545 6,000 63,50 303.50
Rio Mondo 2,242 14.00 14.00 624 10,725 84,00 309.00
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Mason 2,238 7.70 11.70 1,149 25,000 51.70 201.70
Malakoff 2,224 26.40 41.90 916 4,800 199.15 701.65
Clmos Park 2.21¢ 5.84 . 12.46 831 o 68.46 273.54
Shepherd 2,212 17.25 26.00 S60 6,000 81.00 266.00
Yorktown 2,207 13.00 20.50 1,047 1,100 80.50 305.60
Lockney 2,207 26.26 40.00 800 7.000 150.00 562.50
Goliad 2,208 16.00 26.00 960 8,300 114.00 444 0C
Shaligwater 2,200 13.60 2510 755 0 117.00 481.80
De Leon 2,190 .50 41,28 1,090 0 317.83 1,276.33
Stinnett 2,166 8.50 18.00 990 3,000 76.00 201.00
Cooper 2,187 24.25 37.50 956 0 11245 41245
Springtown 2,150 27.30 47.90 895 4,966 216.82 834.82
Mabank 2,140 18.00 28.00 3,076 5,730 108.00 408.00
Overton - 2,705 19.00 34.00 1,006 8,000 160.00 €10.00
Mont Balvieu 2,100 295 5.20 939 ] 25.25 92.75
Van 2,099 1226 26.00 1,200 4,000 106.00 405.00
ldaleu 2,092 13.75 19.50 810 14,000 10200 175.80
Poth 2,086 14.30 20.08 736 +] 66.05 238.55
Shiner 2,074 9.50 14.50 1,142 4,840 70.00 320.00
Clarandon 2,087 15.00 22.00 909 5764 82.00 160.00
Eidorado 2,042 8.00 14.00 847 0 54.00 204.00
Nixen 2,031 10.90 17.40 800 10,000 69.40 264.40
Panorama Village 2,026 10.70 18.85 887 8,800 B4.05 328,65
Anahuac 2,011 17.30 26.55 911 5,000 137.18 649.65
Mart 2,006 44.25 61.75 1,008 6,100 278.75 1,175.78

2,001 - 5,000 Averages 17.90 28.78 1,344 8,020 134,70 519.66
| 20000RLESS
Krum 2,000 8.80 17.80 775 7,600 81.80 321.80
Shavano Park 2,000 22.08 29.05 670 o 0.00 0.00
Hudson Caks 2,000 33.00 46.00 599 0 150.00 540.00
Garden Ridge 2,000 18.00 24.25 755 3,700 0.00 0.00
Italy 1987 27.00 45.00 753 7,300 235.00 472.00
DekKalb 1976 19.66 35.66 889 7.596 163.66 643.66
Hughes Springs 1,938 19.00 29.00 1,077 4,500 129.00 504.00
Kirbyville 1,932 13.623 19.68 913 £,500 13.63 30.57
Waskom 1,917 18.00 26.75 935 5,000 103.55 366.05
Three Rivers 1,915 17.20 26.90 18 8,000 93.90 368.90
Rotan 1913 n75 42.50 940 10,300 180.00 765.00
Huntington 1,907 30.38 50.28 859 34 214.74 811.71
Sunray 1,861 18.00 2575 829 9,000 87.78 320.25
Queen City 1,854 17.76 32.36 670 5,000 130.03 493 59
Leonard 1,852 17.45 30.96 768 5,356 138.95 543.95
Lyford 1,850 13.00 20,50 750 5,000 80.50 305,80
Ganado 1,850 20,10 31.10 TR 3,300 119.10 44910
Waller 1,841 14.50 38.00 897 4,800 218.00 £893.00
Justin 1,800 .32 38.72 TO4 5,000 34240 704.40
Archer City 1,797 22.00 44.50 900 5,000 224.50 899.50
Stratford 1,781 12.50 20.00 891 8,000 81.00 306.00
Blanceo 1,765 20.63 34.38 836 4,965 144.38 556.88
Sundown 1,758 10.80 17.30 583 15,000 69.30 268.60
Honey Grove 1.748 21.55 33.05 775 6,500 125.05 470.05
Woodsbore 1,731 14,80 22.80 748 4,970 86.80 326.80
Troup 1,717 19.00 30.25 900 8,000 120.25 4B7.75
Stockdale 1,715 13.25 19.50 616 5,680 84 50 422.00
Whitney 1,711 26.25 40.00 °03 2,883 164.00 614.00
Sabinal 1,702 15.26 21.50 709 +] 71.50 334.50
Kerens 1,700 34.34 51.24 675 4 500 186.44 693.44
Goidthwaite 1,696 18.25 29.75 892 4,119 121.75 4866.75
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.Charlotte 1,695 15.06 24.71 603 6,000 10191 3566.67
Somerville 1,684 t5.10 2210 761 6,376 87,20 288.10
Quitman 1,684 24.24 43.59 960 0 199.09 789.73
Sour Lake 1,679 27.10 - 3945 813 1] 138.25 508.75
Menard 1676 14,10 2260 818 7,000 90.60 345.50
Hubbard 1674 35.19 56.89 693 5,465 23049 881.49
Lone Star 1,673 20.00 37.50 764 4,000 177.50 70250
Aledo 1,653 20.40 33.75 630 0 17295 705.45
Venus 1,650 Z7.00 38.50 300 5,586 150.00 535.00
Prosper 1,650 1215 1215 758 10,000 13.25 19.75
La Grulla 1,646 21.00 28.50 1,875 9,000 98,00 537.00
Bartett 1,645 19.00 24.00 600 5,000 64.00 214.00
Shoreacres 1,618 17.50 37.50 630 0 207.50 830.00
Bangs 1,612 33.10 " 46.60 807 0 154,60 559.50
Eden 1,807 20.80 25.60 650 5,000 113.80 267.76
Munday 1.600 18.50 2975 650 [ 119.7% 457.25
Wolfe City 1,595 16.80 23.50 768 5,208 ‘77150 280.05
Troy 1,545 16.50 27.75 619 8,676 “129.75 467.25
Quintan 1,535 33.05 54.80 592 4,000 228.80 B881.30
Muenster 1,534 17.00 23.25 660 ] 83.26 345.75
Caivert 1,628 11.83 14.08 660 8,540 11.83 14.08
Rollingwood 1513 1270 24.70 539 0 126.20 657.70
Heolliday 15811 21.75 33.00 746 Q 127.50 465.00
Naples 1,508 15.00 25.00 614 6,000 85.50 310.50
Meilissa 1,500 30.50 58.75 287 5,500 Q.00 Q.00
Lorena 1,500 45,89 57.14 815 11,000 0.00 0.00
Blossomn 1,487 23.20 49.45 573 5,047 211.45 818.95
Grapeland 1,473 22.00 37.00 96 5,000 157.00 607.00
Farweit 1.444 10.60 15.60 625 5,000 43,60 156.10
Knox City 1.440 18.60 29.80 603 6,000 117.60 408.00
Cut And Shoot 1,427 29.00 44.00 29 7,000 164.00 614.00
Plains 1,422 . 10.00 17.50 604 5,854 T7.50 30250
Granger 1,422 .83 35.56 565 6,725 91.33 24133
Bagata 1,421 18.50 36.00 599 3,535 176.00 T701.00
Johnsan City 1,417 17.91 32.06 506 2,000 153.42 603.42
Meridian 1,415 42.50 ) B62.50 603 5,400 256.50 1,125.50
Moody 1,397 .75 45.00 654 4,944 135.00 472.00
Flatonia 1,397 14.20 19.70 587 4,825 16.64 440.54
Seadrift 1,376 25.00 50.00 660 7.500 220,00 745.00
Hico 1,375 2.25 42.2% 660 5,700 208.75 996.75
Tatum 1,360 20.20 33.95 560 [+] 143.95 556.45
Kemp 1,356 27.35 45.70 T20 5,000 218.40 873.680
Iraan 1,350 1345 19.20 591 15,000 76.80 244.80
Grandview 1,346 38.00 55.50 507 7,867 195.50 T20.50
Franklin 1,337 12.00 14.50 T80 0 3450 96.00
Claude 1,321 10.00 20.00 588 13,500 100.00 400.00
Boyd 1,319 3263 53.68 476 5117 239.28 893.28
Bandera 1,311 15.28 30.25 T3 3,500 177.0¢ 908.50
Aubrey 1,303 T 21.00 36.00 593 5,050 208.00 808.00
Peatersburg 1,302 1250 22,50 505 8,000 103.00 403.00
Spur 1,300 2521 39.11 622 5,000 133.1 524.94
Pottsboro 1,300 17.80 3208 710 6,230 146.06 579.25
Haslet 1,300 21.50 34.00 481 22,000 574.00 2,674.00
La Coste 1,29¢ 8.25 14.50 443 5,374 100.00 400.00
Gorman 1,290 20.28 35.10 538 8,000 183.10 595.60
Clear Lake Shores 1,290 16.25 32.50 431 9,000 162.75 650.0C
Robert Lee 1,276 13.80 2205 643 8,000 88.05 341.10
Holland 1,249 28.74 52.49 400 6,000 24249 954,99
Hemphiil 1.242 23.03 31.40 647 4,070 93.40 349.65
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City Name Population | 5000 Gal. | 10000 Gal. | Customers | Usage 15p000Gal. | 200,000 Gal
Booker 1,236 10.00 16.25 668 0 66.25 25375
Crowell 1.230 26.00 27.40 580 7,500 50.00 200.00
Earth 1.228 13.00 2050 480 30,000 70.00 305.00
White Deer 1,225 B.75 15.0¢ 542 3,000 68.75 297.50
Hart 1221 16.50 21.50 440 5,000 0.00 0.00
Magnolia 1,220 27.60 34.60 799 5,500 79.40 200.60
Anton 1,212 10.00 17.50 460 7,000 82.20 32.20
Frankston 1,209 14.00 24.00 565 10,000 104.00 404.00
Lorenzo 1.208 11.00 18.50 495 0 86.00 386.00
West Tawakoni 1,200 2575 36.75 966 4,330 149.50 562.00
Ransom Canyon 1,200 17.10 26.60 438 10,000 0.00 0.00
Jamaica Beach 1,200 220 34.70 1,134 5,056 124,70 509.70
Hutto 1,200 2349 37.14 622 5,500 146.24 555.84
Emaory 1,200 28.35 4840 823 ] 255.60 1,067.50
Tiki Island 1,200 27.65 47.15 782 8,000 203.15 788.15
Rogers : 1,185 75 34.00 500 0 0.00 0.00
Marion 1,181 20.00 30.00 553 1] 126.70 478.20
Wallis 1,190 14.38 7.3 545 7,000 131.39 519,51
Wink 1,189 15.05 21.35 390 Q 15.05 21.35
Ames 1,187 17.56 31.06 475 [+] 120.00 506.06
Splendora 1,178 19.90 30.40 2,133 8,000 118.80 433.80
Gruver 1172 9.00 16.50 625 13,500 76.50 301.50
Runge 1,168 17.50 25.00 379 o B85.00 310.00
Bruceville-Eddy 1,186 29.80 4280 1,624 5,442 146.80 536.80
Coahoma 1,156 23.94 49.34 1,000 6,000 261.24 1,023.24
Caddo Mills 1,146 20.42 51.84 460 5,000 234,64 920.14
Trinidad 1,143 25.95 40.95 532 6,794 41250 750.00
Groveton 1,141 3275 50.25 567 . 3,200 196.50 721.50
Collinsville 1,140 17.20 23.70 750 6,000 75.70 420,70
Therndale 1,134 31.50 44.00 575 6,000 144.00 519.00
Manor 1431 25.25 3425 454 [} 106.25 376.25
Lexington 1,130 6.00 14.00 717 1,007 0.00 0.00
Bertram 1,119 230 31.30 590 §,000 103.30 373.30
Garrison 111 17.00 23.25 801 0 45.75 154,50
Bremond 1,110 16.28 24.00 500 7,000 94.00 356.50
Sterling City 1,106 14.50 24.50 482 15,000 104,50 404 50
Valiey Mills 1,103 14.75 21.00 600 9,000 71.00° 258.50
Elkhart ' 1,088 19.90 35,18 778 4,500 157.15 614.65
Tenaha 1,072 17.50 25.00 602 3,000 B85.00 310.00
Florence 1,066 17.50 25.00 479 7,702 107.50 482.50
Cross Plains 1,063 25.20 41.70 600 5,000 173,70 £68.70
Bells 1.058 28.60 44.35 540 ¢] 170.35 64285
Qre City 1,056 14.10 20.10 503 5,000 68.10 24810
Gunter 1,050 19.44 27.49 399 5,000 91.89 33338
Saint Jo 1,048 17.25 28.50 842 2,500 118.50 456.00
Timpson 1,043 11.80 19.80 578 5,259 11.80 19.80
Alvord 1,038 25.50 45.50 454 6,000 205.00 0.00
New Waverly 1,034 14.00 24.00 450 5,500 104.00 404.00
Wortham 1.020 43.48 6468 532 4,887 234.28 870.28
Rankin 1,011 10.83 2243 ) 17,200 118.60 462.28
Sudan 1,010 14.50 2200 451 5578 B2.00 307.00
Redwater 1,000 22.00 34.25 871 8,091 155.26 605.25
Daisetta 996 10.50 15,60 414 3,500 55.50 205.50
Lakeside 976 23.09 30,44 714 4,712 0.00 0.00
Point Comfort 962 17.94 31.79 430 4,500 196.59 792.09
Bronte 962 14.50 200 £§15 0 83.28 35C.75
Pineland 854 12.35 18.60 475 9,000 77.60 295.10
La Vernia 946 15.70 2245 470 8,000 88.95 513.95

New Londan 926 13.00 19.50 54 0 0.00 0.00
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Residential Water Commercial Water

Population Group City Fee For Total Average Fee For

City Name Population | 570 Gal. ! 10.000 Gal. Customers Usage |s0000Gal. l 200,000 Gal.
Qyster Creek 912 13.20 2.20 420 2,322 99.00 69.00
Berryville 899 26.50 44.00 500 Q 184.00 T709.00
Newark 831 2233 44 .40 367 5,700 207.70 810.70
Savoy 877 20.73 36.47 338 5,293 167.35 639,85
Bliooming Grove 870 25.38 39.48 400 0 152.28 £§75.28
Arp 863 19.75 28.5Q 473 10,183 98.50 361.00
Rising Star 859 21.50 38.50 372 '] 179.00 704.00
Mclean 849 1026 14.00 437 4,000 44.00 170.75
Vega 840 15.50 24.25 450 7.000 .25 67.10
Omaha 840 15.60 21.50 525 0 69.50 248.50
Petralia 833 22.00 37.00 400 4,500 157.00 607.00
Peint 831 31.90 45,00 600 4,000 17240 782.40
Mertzon 827 21.00 29.00 290 5,018 134.00 271.00
Celeste 314 19.40 4.0 375 4,500 158.90 623.90
Agua Dulce 814 25.43 43.64 310 8,000 0.00 0.00
Walnut Springs 810 23.00 34.25 M 5,000 115.50 0.00
Coolidge 800 30.63 51.88 320 7,500 230.66 871.66
Mitford 798 38.00 58.00 300 Q 2138.00 818.00
Rule 783 24.00 36.00 U2 5,000 196.00 796.00
Kress 783 26.00 39.50 300 4,000 179,50 704.50
Silverton : 779 26.00 36.00 390 1] 116.00 416.00
Jewet 772 1250 18.75 512 7,000 78.75 303.75
Dawson m 35.50 51.00 450 0 176.00 840.00
Eustace 769 25,50 38.00 437 6,000 141.00 516.00
Wells 761 25.50 48.00 382 3422 228.00 903.00
Lindsay 756 16.80 25.60 316 6,000 118.60 418.60
Big Wells 752 23.50 32.2% P2 6,500 102.25 364.75
Amherst 742 18.00 25.50 310 5,000 . 85.50 320.00
Surfside Beach 734 23.00 30.50 823 3,000 90.50 ) 0.00
New Deal 730 26.00 41.00 260 4,500 161.00 611.00
Skeatlytown 725 16.50 25.00 253 6,500 53.00 356.00
Thrall 720 19.25 33.50 295 5,000 147.50 575.00
Detroit 706 22.50 35.00 333 5,500 173.00 0.00
Selma 685 9.50 14.50 474 ] 95.00 329.00
Kendleton 670 16.00 19.00 210 9,000 83.00 2688.00
Trenton 669 I7.66 41.01 48 5,802 147.81 548.33
Rose City 643 27.90 44.40 260 2,500 213.00 813.00
Miami 641 7.00 14.00 325 Q T0.00 . 280.00
Roxton 640 29.25 55.50 315 5,500 0.00 0.00
Tolar 627 32.75 54.00 265 1) 724.00 861.00
Coimesnail 825 24.00 31.50 501 4,890 91.50 316.50
Roby 616 20.20 40.40 450 3,000 20.20 40.40
Ria Vista 613 33.00 53.00 323 7,000 308.00 1,209.00
Groom 613 10.84 17.24 325 4168 13.84 20.24
Jayton 608 10.75 17.00 327 2,100 67.00 254.00
Fats ’ 600 29.00 44.00 335 7,500 184.00 784.00
Happy 597 18.00 26.75 300 10,000 96.75 429.25
Ingleside on the Bay 595 43.05 64.80 220 3,889 0.00 0.00
Blue Ridge 585 28.80 39.80 302 5,000 127.80 457.80
Lovelady 564 21.00 35.00 361 [+] 156.00 606.00
Frost 593 30.25 53.75 252 6,551 329.50 1,304.50
Qakwood 584 20.50 0.00 r4a! 8,424 0.00 0.00
Grandfails 583 27.90 37.80 247 20,000 171.00 468.00
Ector 578 17.00 Z7.00 318 4,939 0.00 0.00
Wickett 560 1250 17.50 220 5,000 57.5Q 207.50
Murchison 560 2250 35.00 326 7,000 135.00 510.00
Alba 554 23.00 38.00 384 4,800 158.00 554.00
T exline 847 14.50 20.75 243 Q 127.25 302.25
Meadow 547 10.00 10Q.00 229 6,550 50.00 200,00
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Residential Water Commercial Water

Population Group City Fee Far Totai Average Fee For
City Name Population | 5000 Gal. | 10000 Ga. | Customers Usage  |50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal,
Bell City 539 44.00 72.00 192 3,856 358.00 1,409.00
Scotland . 533 16.20 24.20 320 5,000 16.20 24.20
Barstow 535 18.00 26.00 210 6,188 0.00 0.00
New Summerfield 521 2025 29.00 399 8,000 99.00 396.00
Morgan 521 24.80 32.00 ikl 0 76.00 316.00
Ponder 519 22.90 34.40 500 6,500 161.40 608.90
Quitaque 513 13.00 23.00 250 £,000 103.00 403.00
Whiteface 812 13.50 18.20 250 13,000 97.85 375,30
Turkey S07 17.50 26.00 236 2 000 0.00 0.00
Oglesby 504 19.50 34.50 270 6,012 0.00 0.00
Winona 503 19.75 33.50 298 8,221 19.75 33.50
Northlake 500 1250 25.00 6,000 0 175.00 1,030.00
Avinger 495 19.75 36,78 247 5,222 1€5.75 1,940.75
Ropesvilie 494 14.00 20.25 198 [+] 0.00 0.00
Gordon 478 24.58 33.72 314 7,000 139.97 56747
Higgins 464 T.50 15.00 240 1] 75.00 300.00
Rachester 458 17.25 2625 190 5,000 0.00 0.00
Smyer 449 26.50 46,50 172 5,000 126,50 426.50
Grey Forest 447 25.00 3250 187 7,253 Q.00 0.00
Evant 444 33.70 48.20 230 5,000 .00 0.00
Avery 430 18.9C 2340 255 4,000 113.40 470.40
Gustine 430 14.50 30.00 242 [+] 0.00 0.00
Liverpool 424 Z7.00 32.00 125 4,560 0.00 0.00
Lipan 421 42.60 65.85 280 11,000 251.85 949.35
Hedley 421 17.00 2325 210 5,000 66.25 253.75
Blum 406 30.00 45.00 185 Q 167.00 €17.00
Bayside 400 30.50 5250 189 3,000 0.00 0.00
Devers 400 1240 0.00 265 4,000 0.00 0.00
San Leanna 3%0 14.00 18.50 151 1,000 0.00 0.00
Dodd City 389 24.00 41.50 231 5,200 181.50 346.50
Blanket 354 16.30 32.00 180 5,000 199.45 919.45
Morgan's. Point 376 9.50 22.50 i73 +] 58.50 409.00
Lueders 365 24.00 50.40 219 o} 840.00 3.3680.00
Goodrich 353 23.00 33.00 225 6,915 98.00 392.00
Nordheim 344 16.02 2022 193 3,000 0.00 0.00
Darrouzett 343 14.74 21.34 183 5,000 74.14 27214
Lakeside EED] 16.00 23,50 394 7,000 0.00 0.00
Tehuacana 330 30,00 50.00 152 5,263 0.00 0.00
Goldsmith 325 14.50 25.75 136 15,000 115.75 453.25
Oak Ridge 316 11.76 11.7% 1,113 10,000 107.70 340.20
Hays 315 9.50 38.80 88 5,000 0.00 0.00
Marquez 313 16.00 26.00 201 0 106.00 406.00
Warren City 294 20.00 32.50 125 5,000 132.50 507.50
Covington 262 40,00 60.00 204 0 0.00 0.00
Richland 260 43.03 6213 218 2,500 0.00 Q.00
Carbon 255 30.49 54,54 220 0 0.00 0.00
Westiake 250 13.15 26.30 3,000 o) 131.50 526.00
Caottonwood 244 2226 34.99 397 4,000 143,98 544.48
Sanford 218 23.00 33.00 a8 0 119.50 434,50
Oak Ridge 211 28,00 €6.00 120 4,000 163.00 652.00
Carmine 200 17.50 25.00 178 4,000 86.00 269.50
Opdyke West 170 0.00 0.00 7% 10,234 T71.15 219.65
Springlake 150 11.00 16.00 84 2,023 56.00 224 .00/
Quintana 28 12.50 20.00 35 4,000 80.00 305.00
2,000 ORLESS  Averages 2075 32.88 539 6273 136 64 52525
Total Number of Cities Reporting 663
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Wastewater Fees By Population Category

Summary
Residential Sewer Commercial Sewer
Population Group N:; of Cities Average Fee For Avg. Total Average Fee For
eporting | 5y Gal, 10,000 Gal. Customers 50,000 Gal. | 200,000 Gal.

2,000 OR LESS 240 1421 1798 444 69.86 238.33
2,001 - 5,000 151 14.00 19.45 1,136 84.15 323.81
5,001 - 10,000 88 1508 2155 2,387 82.21 380
10,001 - 15,000 47 15.37 223 4,005 130.27 484,31
15,001 - 20,000 20 17.36 N3 5600 12695 48502
20,001 - 25,000 14 16.67 25.72 6,478 97.04 348.32
25,001 - 30,000 1 15.28 25.29 8,773 11214 408.21
30,001 - 50,000 286 15.60 26.29 10,795 126.30 496.79
50,001 - 75,000 10 16.57 27.69 17,795 122,01 462.47
75,001 - 100,000 [ 14.49 23.45 24,645 116.63 451,89
100,001 - 200,000 10 11.66 19.24 37623 81.56 31516
200,001 - 350,000 3 1635 48.22 67,963 116.08 376.89
MORE THAN 500,000 4 15.81 3053 258,460 150.16 50218
Total / Averages 628 14.64 2075 5,120 88.77 328.44

T'ML. Online

The Texas Municipal League
cordially invites you to
visit our website.

www.tml.org

We encourage you to sign our guestbook
and share your observations.
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Appendix E
Public Comment & TWDB Comment

At its May 15 meeting, the Brazos G RWPG received comments from the public on the
draft IFR Report. Susan Kaderka (National Wildlife Federation), Nick Roberts (Bell-Milam
Land and Water Rights Association), and Heywood and Harriet Clemons (Milam County
property interests) all made general comments regarding inadequate opportunity for public
comment. The Brazos G RWPG noted that all required rules and public notice requirements
regarding the IFR were met; however, based on these comments, the RWPG decided to post the
IFR on the web and accept public comments through May 31. As of June 1, no additional
comments have been received.

In addition to the comments above, Susan Kaderka made the following specific
comments regarding policy recommendations:

¢ Financial investment is needed to encourage water conservation; and

o Entities requesting funding for water projects should demonstrate a benefit to cost
ratio greater than 1 (benefits are greater than the costs).

The RWPG chose not to incorporate these comments into the IFR Report.
Also included in this appendix is the TWDB comment letter on the IFR Report. These

comments have been incorporated into the report.

Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area

Infrastructure Financing Report E-1 m
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Wales H. Madden, Ir,, Chairman Jack Hunt, Vice Chulm:ar;'
Willinm W. Meadows, Member 1. Kevin Ward - Thomas Weir Labatt II1, Member
Daro Vidal Guerra, Jt., Member Executive Administrator E. G. Rod Pimman, Member

May 21, 2002

Mr. Phillip J. Ford ‘|
General Manager/CEC M,q ¥ i
Brazos River Autharity G 2 4 5 0 '
P. O. Box 7555 Qhvg, WG

Waco, Texas 76714 . "’a‘u

RE:  Regicnal Water Planning Grant Contract Between the Brazos Ri\)ei‘IAuthoﬁty (BRA) and the
Texas Water Devetopment Board (Board), Contract No. 2002483422, Review of Draft Final
Reports Entitled " Brazos G Regional Water Planning Area Infrastructure Financing Report”

Dear Mr. Ford:

Staff members of the Texas Water Development Board have completed a review of the draft
report under Board Contract No. 2002-483-422. As stated-in the above referenced contract, the
BRA will consider incorparating comments from the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR shown in
Attachment 1 and other commentors on the draft final report into a final report. The BRA must
include a copy of the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR's comments in the final repon.

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

Please contact Mr. David Meesey at (512) 936-0852 if you have any questions about the
~ Board's comments. '

Sincerely,

colls & nledd
William F. Mullican, [l

Deputy Executive Administrator
Office of Planning

Cc: David Meesey, TWDB

Our Mission
Provide leadership, technical services and financial axsistance o suppor? planning, conservation, and responsible development of water for Texas.
BQ. Box 13231 » 1700 N. Congreas Avenue ¢« Anatin, Texas 78711-3221
Telephone (512} 463-7847 - Fax {512) 475-2053
1-800-RELAYTX (for the hearing impaired)
URL Addresy: hitp://www twidb.state, o us
N E-Majl Addresa: info@twdb.statex.vs
TNRIS - The Texas Information GatcwiY * WWw.tnrig,alate. t.us
A Meamber of the Texos Geographic informativn Connell (TGIC)
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ATTACHMENT 1
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD
Contract No. 2002-483-422

‘REPORT COMMENTS

1. For county-aggregated water uses (5b), the process used for documentation of

responses appears to be Incomplete (some are present but not ail). Please campiete
the table using N/A where needed.

2. Board staff briefly reviewed the revised template table. Please note that in the cases
where the table has "see survey" in the comment field and doesn't include any numbers
in the table, the responses will be grouped into a ‘non-responsive’ surveys group.
Please insert survey responses in the table rather than making secondary references.




Appendix F:
TWDB Data Template
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