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1.0 Introduction

The 2001 Regional Water Plans identified over $17 billion in improvements
(1999 dollars) needed by 2050 to meet the projected water demands in Texas. The
regional water plans also recommended that the State increase funding for water supply
to assist with development of needed projects. In response to potentially significant
increases in state and local financial contributions for water infrastructure projects, the
Texas Legislature requested that an infrastructure financing survey be conducted to better

assess the State’s role in financing the identified water projects.

The Region F Regional Water Supply Plan recommended water supply strategies
with a total estimated capital cost of over $379 million. The purpose of this report is to
identify the portion of capital improvements recommended for Region F that will require
outside financial assistance, identify potential financing sources, and develop policy

recommendations regarding the State’s role in financing water infrastructure.

Section 2 of this report describes the survey process and summarizes the results.
Section 3 describes the individual responses to the survey. Section 4 is an overview of
potential financing options. Section 5 lists the policy recommendations adopted by the
Region F Water Planning Group. Appendix A contains the actual survey responses.
Appendix B documents the attempts to contact entities that did not return surveys.
Appendix C is a review of programs that could potentially be used to finance water
infrastructure projects in the region. Appendix D contains the Texas Water Development
Board’s template summary of the survey results. Appendix E contains the responses to

the Board’s comments on the draft report.



2.0 Surveys

A survey was used to identify funding options. The infrastructure financing
surveys were mailed on January 7, 2002, to twenty-four entities representing forty-six
water user groups in Region F with identified needs. Surveys were also mailed to the
County Judge in each of Region F’s thirty-two counties. In areas with agricultural needs,
surveys were mailed to either the underground water conservation district with authority
in the county or to the County Judge. Surveys regarding steam-electric needs were
mailed to representatives of TXU and West Texas Utilities, the largest electricity
providers in the region. In addition to the above surveys, a survey was sent to the Upper
Colorado River Authority to respond to financing of brush control alternatives. As of

April 16, 2002, thirty-six surveys have been returned.

The survey contained six questions. The survey was based on a four-question
survey developed by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). The TWDB
required questions 3 through 6, which sought information about how a strategy might be
funded from local or state sources. The Region F Water Planning Group added questions
1 and 2, asking whether the strategy in the plan or an alternative strategy to meet needs

was being considered.

Table 1 summarizes the results of the survey. The Total cost of strategies from
the Region F Plan includes costs for water user groups and major water providers. The
row labeled Total cost of surveyed strategies from the Region F Plan is the sum of the
capital costs from the Region F plan for water user groups that were sent surveys (some
aggregated entities such as mining did not receive a survey). Total SB-1 costs of
strategies — IFR responses is the sum of the capital costs in the Region F plan for those
responding to the survey. Revised total cost of strategies — IFR response is the cost
replacing the Region F plan costs with revised capital costs as provided by the survey
responses. The last three rows in Table 1 give a summary of the amount that water user
groups can afford, the amount identified with state participation, and the total that the
region cannot afford, using revised capital costs. Table 2 gives a more detailed summary

of the responses. The actual responses to the survey may be found in Appendix A.



Table 1
Summary of Financing Needs in Region F

Total cost of strategies from the Region F Plan * $379,673,593

'(I;JOtaI cost of strategies for surveyed Water User $325.038.,562
roups

Total SB-1 cost of strategies — IFR responses $324,104,762

Revised total cost of strategies — IFR responses $337,654,061

Amount Respondents CAN afford $63,128,500

Amgupt Respondents CAN afford with state $46.128,500

participation

Amount of revised costs respondents CANNOT $274.525.561

afford

a Includes costs for major water providers

Four water user groups identified a strategy that was substantially different from
the one specified in the Region F plan. Two water user groups stated that a strategy was
not being considered but did not offer an alternative strategy. Six water user groups gave
different capital costs from the costs in the plan. Ten water user groups said they could
not afford to pay for any capital improvements with current revenue sources. Five water
user groups said they could afford to pay for a portion of the capital improvements.
Three water user groups plan to finance all of the capital costs for improvements using
their own financial resources. The remaining seventeen respondents either did not
specify the portion of the capital improvements they could pay for, gave inconsistent
results, or did not plan to implement the strategy. Two entities were in the process of
implementing a strategy and had already secured funding. For the portion of capital costs
that the entities could not finance, grants, low interest loans and private financing were
identified as possible funding mechanisms. Table 3 summarizes the responses of the
entities that identified possible funding sources. Three entities specifically identified

state participation as an option.

The data in Tables 1, 2 and 3 are based upon the surveys, many of which
contained inconsistent or incomplete answers. Therefore, the data in these tables may not
be an accurate representation of the amount of money that entities within the region can

and cannot afford. The actual surveys may be found in Appendix A.



Table 3

Potential Funding Options Identified in Survey

W;g:;'ﬂ;er County Water Management Strategy Potential Funding Options
Early Brown Purchase treated water from BCWID TWDB loans/grants
State participation program, Community
Development Program (Texas Dept. of
Robert Lee Coke Lake Spence RO Housing & Community Affairs & Rural
Development), low interest loans through
Rural Development or local bank
County-Other |Concho Ivie WTP TWDB
Eden Concho Lake Ivie WTP TWDB loans/grants
Upgrade water treatment, remove - .
Junction Kimble sediment behind dam, wells with RO Drlnkmg_Watcr State Revolving Fund or
other options.
system
- . Non-potable water from Natural Dam .
Mining Martin Lake and Sulphur Draw Reservoir Most likely self-financed
. . . Bond issue to cover remaining expenses over
Midland Midland T-Bar'well ficld in Winkler and Loving sore period of time. State revolving fund
Counties .
may be an option as well.
Miles Runnels Miles WTP STEP or other grants
$450,000 for pipeline from Texas
Winters Runnels Connect to WCTMWD Ivie pipeline Community Development Program STEP
Grant, $1 million USDA grant for RO plant
Community Development Block Grant
Eldorado Schieicher |Expand existing well field program if local sources insufficient to cover
cost
Irrigation Tom Green |San Angelo effluent storage TWDB grant ]
Improvements to delivery from
San Angelo | Tom Green CRMWD _LTWDB grant
San Angelo Tom Green Pl_pelme frorr_l McCulloch well field to TWDB grant
Ivie Reservoir
CRMWD Various Winkler well field Finance in-house or through revenue bonds
UCRA Various Brush control General appropriations or TWDB water
bonds
3.0 Needs and Survey Results
Municipal Needs

Brown County Other

The Region F plan identified potential shortages in rural areas of northern Brown

County due to limited groundwater supplies. A conceptual design for a water line from

the Brown County Water Improvement District #1 (BCWID) treatment plan to the

community of May was used in the plan to get an idea of the capital costs of serving these




rural areas. BCWID was sent a survey regarding potential shortages in Brown County,
although it is unlikely that BCWID would directly provide water to these areas. There
are no immediate plans by any entities to provide water to northern Brown County, so

financing options or revised capital costs are not available.

City of Early

The Region F plan identified potential treatment capacity limitations for the City
of Early and its customers some time between 2020 and 2030. The strategy analysis
included two options: expansion of the existing Early treatment plant and a 10-inch water
line to the BCWID treatment plant. The connection to the BCWID plant was determined
to be more cost effective in the plan. The City of Early’s survey stated that TNRCC
contacted the city in 2001 regarding an immediate need to expand its facilities. The city
is initiating construction of a two-mile 18-inch connection to the BCWID plant. The
estimated cost is $2.8 million, which is significantly higher than the $535,000 from the
Region F plan. This project will be financed with TWDB loans, paid off by revenues.

City of Bronte

The Region F plan identified the City of Bronte as having concerns about the
reliability of water from Oak Creek Reservoir, which has been severely impacted by on-
going drought. The plan recommended that the City of Bronte and the City of Robert
Lee join together in developing a regional water supply from Lake Spence. According to
the survey, the City of Bronte is not pursuing this option. The city’s preferred strategy is
for two new water wells in the vicinity of Oak Creek Reservoir, which would tie into the
city’s existing water line. The estimated capital cost of this project is approximately
$180,000. The city can afford to finance $70,000 itself. The city has not identified

funding options for the remainder of the capital costs.

The survey mentioned an alternative strategy for an 8-mile pipeline to a proven
well, which would require RO treatment to reduce sulfides. The estimated cost of this

alternative project is $950,000.



City of Robert Lee

The Region F plan recommended development of a regional water treatment
facility, including reverse osmosis (RO), at Robert Lee to serve the Cities of Robert Lee
and Bronte. Water would come from Lake Spence. The facility would require a new
intake structure to be built in Lake Spence to replace the temporary facility currently used
by the City of Robert Lee. The estimated cost for the new treatment plant and intake
structure was approximately $2.5 million. Bronte has elected not to participate in a
regional facility. However, the City of Robert Lee is going ahead with plans for a RO
unit and intake structure to meet their own needs. The approximate cost of the RO unit is
$725,000. The city estimates that an intake structure would be at least $1 million. The
city did not specify the amount that they could finance locally. However, they did state
that increases in taxes and utility rates were not a consideration. The city identified
potential sources of funding as the State Participation Program, grant funds through the
Community Development Program and Rural Development, and low interest loans from

Rural Development or the local community bank.

City of Eden

In the Region F plan, the City of Eden was assigned as the sponsor of a $13.8
million regional treatment facility on Lake Ivie. The city also had two additional
strategies: development of a new well field in the Edwards-Trinity aquifer and
participation in a regional system that obtained water from Brady Creek Reservoir and
new well fields in the Ellenburger and Hickory aquifers. The city plans to participate in a
$10.6 million regional treatment facility on Lake Ivie sponsored by the Millersview-
Doole Water Supply Corporation, which is practically identical to the Region F plan’s
strategy with a different sponsor. Eden’s share of that facility would be $4.45 million.
The city can afford to pay for $3,472,500, assuming that 0% interest loans with
forgiveness of a portion of the debt are available to both Eden and Millersview-Doole.

The portion the city cannot pay is $997,500.

The strategy of drilling new Edwards-Trinity wells is now considered a long-term
strategy by the city, possibly occurring in 2030 or later. The regional system from Brady

Creek Reservoir and other sources is not being implemented at this time.



A major source of water supply for the City of Eden is the Hickory aquifer, which
exceeds drinking water standards for radium. The City of Eden is being pro-active in
developing new supplies but has limited means to develop such sources. According the
city’s survey response, participation in the Ivie regional treatment facility will obligate
the city’s financial resources, leaving liitle money for maintenance and replacement of

the aging water distribution system, the sewer system, streets and other facilities.

Concho County Other

Needs in the Concho County Other category were assigned to the Ivie regional
water treatment plant. These needs will most likely be met by the Millersview-Doole

regional facility at Lake Ivie.

City of Junction

In the Region F plan, the recommended strategy for the City of Junction was
development of two new wells in the Edwards-Trinity aquifer. Although the city has
pursued this option to some extent, it has not yet located supplies of adequate quality.
The long-term quantity of water from groundwater is also unknown. The city is
considering dredging their impoundment on the South Llano River and pursuing
additional surface water rights. The estimated cost of dredging is $2 million. The city
estimates that at least $3 million will be required to meet supply obligations in the next
50 years. Because the city has not finalized potential sources of additional supply, the

actual cost is unknown at this time.

The City of Junction has the ability to raise rates and taxes to meet some of these
requirements. However, a large portion of the city’s resources will be dedicated to
meeting Safe Drinking Water Act rules, which is estimated to cost the city approximately
$4 million. The city anticipates accessing Drinking Water State Revolving Funds, as

well as loans and grants, as funding sources.

City of Brady
The City of Brady is in the process of building a treatment plant for water from
Brady Creek Reservoir. This facility will include RO as part of the process. The City

has already received funding for this project, which is estimated to cost $9.4 million.




Water from this facility will be mixed with groundwater from the Hickory aquifer. An
unknown portion of the water from this plant may be available to meet needs in the

County Other category.

McCulloch County Other

The Region F plan developed several strategies to meet needs in the McCulloch
County Other category, including development of a new well field in the Ellenburger
aquifer, development of a new well field in low-radium portions of the Hickory aquifer,
purchasing water from the City of Brady, and participation in the Ivie regional treatment
facility. Rochelle Water Supply Corporation, the only respondent to the survey in this
category other than Millersview-Doole WSC, does not plan to participate in any of these

strategies, nor do they believe the strategies are appropriate for their situation.

Needs in McCulloch County Other are solely the results of the radium content of
water in the Hickory aquifer, which exceeds federal drinking water standards. Water
from other known sources is etther insufficient in quantity, of poor quality or expensive
to develop. In general, the providers of water from the Hickory aquifer do not believe
that the radium content in the water is a significant health hazard. However, it is
recognized that action may have to be taken to meet the MCL for radium to avoid

enforcement penalties under the regulations.

Treatment to remove radium, which is a viable option and may be cost-effective,
was not evaluated as a strategy in the previous round of planning because at that time
there were no state regulations for the disposal of treatment byproducts. Because
disposal options were unknown, costs for treatment could not be developed. In the next
round of planning, evaluation of treatment as a strategy to remove radium may give a

different set of recommendations for Hickory aquifer users.

City of Menard

The recommended strategy for the City of Menard was to drill a well in the
Edwards-Trinity aquifer. An approximate location was not available, so the Region F
plan developed a generic cost for drilling a well in this area. The city has received a

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs grant to explore for additional
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water, which will probably come from the Edwards-Trinity aquifer. Exploration has not
yet started, so a better estimate of capital costs is not available. The city was unable to
complete the survey because the cost and treatment requirements are unknown. The city

will most likely need some monetary assistance to develop this source.

City of Midland

The City of Midland has owned water rights in Winkler and Loving Counties for
many years. The city has no immediate plans to develop this source of water. The
Region F plan estimated that these supplies would not be needed until 2040. According
to the survey, the city would be unable to develop this source of water using its own
resources. A bond issue would cover the remaining expenses. State Revolving Funds

may be an option as well.

City of Miles

The City of Miles needs additional supplies because of concerns regarding the
quality and reliability of its existing groundwater supplies. The Region F plan had the
city participating in the regional system from Lake Ivie. The city does not plan to pursue
this strategy. It has reached an agreement with the Upper Colorado River Authority for
water from O.C. Fisher, Lake Ivie and Lake Spence. Engineering studies have not been
completed at this time for this project. The city estimates that the capital costs would be

at least $1.3 million. Possible funding source include STEP grants or other grants.

City of Winters

The Region F plan recommended an increase in the capacity of the existing
connection between the City of Ballinger and the City of Winters via the North Runnels
Water Supply Corporation. Supplies for these cities and rural customers of the North
Runnels WSC system would be supplemented by water released from Lake Spence
during drought periods. According to the survey, the preferred strategy for the City of
Winters is to connect to the pipeline between Lake Ivie and the City of Abilene. The City
of Winters would pay $52,000 per year to the City of Abilene for water from the pipeline.
The city has applied for grants from the Texas Community Development Program and

the U.S. Department of Agriculture to cover the $1.5 million capital cost of the project.
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At this time it is uncertain whether the City of Winters will be able to complete an

agreement for supplies from Lake Ivie.

City of Eldorado

The Region F plan recommended a new Edwards-Trinity well for the City of
Eldorado. The city did not formally respond to the survey. However, they did state that
they have used Community Development Block Grants in the past and would probably

continue to do so if local financial sources were unavailable.

City of San Angelo

Two strategies were identified in the Region F plan that involved the City of San
Angelo: development of the McCulloch County well field and improvements to existing
delivery facilities from CRMWD.

McCulloch County Well Field

The city has owned water rights in McCulloch County for several years but has
not yet developed a supply from this source. The approximate capital cost in the Region
F plan for this option was $44.4 million. The city submitted a revised capital cost for this
option of $76 million, which includes development of the field, construction of a
pipeline, and an RO facility to meet water quality standards. Of this capital cost, the city

can afford to pay $30 million. The remainder is expected to come from TWDB grants.

Improvements to Delivery from CRMWD
A second strategy for the city was approximately $6.5 million in improvements to
existing delivery facilities from Lake Spence and Lake Ivie. The city estimates that it can

afford to finance $2 million using its own resources. The remainder would come from a

TWDB grant.

Tom Green County Other

The Region F plan suggested that potential shortfalls in rural Tom Green County
could be met by increased sales from the City of San Angelo and from the Lake Ivie

regional facility. According to the survey from the City of San Angelo, the city does not

12



have sufficient supplies to meet its own needs and is not considering taking on additional

customers.

Colorado River Municipal Water District

The Region F plan identified development of a well field in Winkler County as a
strategy for the Colorado River Municipal Water District (CRMWD), a Region F major
water provider. CRMWD already owns water rights in Winkler County. CRMWD
updated the cost of the Winkler well field to $8 million. CRMWD has historically
financed all of their water supply projects by issuing revenue bonds and adjusting water

rates. It is not anticipated at this time that CRMWD will request state financing.

Other Water Supply Needs

Irrigation Needs

Irrigated agriculture had the most significant water supply needs identified in the
Region F plan. In the plan, costs were developed to implement water conservation
strategies. In counties with irrigation needs surveys were sent to the underground water
conservation district with authority in the county. If the county did not have a
conservation district, the survey was sent to the County Judge. Three districts returned
the surveys. These surveys indicated they could not self-finance the recommended
conservation strategies. The districts did not identify a source of funding to implement

the strategies.

Steam-Electric Needs

The Region F plan identified several strategies to meet anticipated shortages in
steam-electric water supply. In all cases these shortages were due to anticipated increase
in generating capacity. Sufficient supplies were available to meet current generation
demands. Surveys were sent to representatives of TXU and West Texas Utilities, the
largest power generators in the area. A revised cost and financing options were given for
expansions to an existing well field in Pecos County to meet needs in Crockett County.
For the remaining strategies, neither organization anticipated implementing the
recommended strategies, nor did they identify potential sponsors or sources of funding

for implementing the strategies.
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Mining Needs

There were several counties in Region F that had shortages in the mining
category. In some cases the shortage shown may not really materialize because mining
interests are not in direct competition for water with irrigation or municipal supplies and
will be able to meet their needs with poorer quality groundwater. Because this is an
aggregated water use category and the oil and gas industry in Region F is heterogeneous,
most of the mining needs were not surveyed. However, a survey was sent to the
Colorado River Municipal Water District regarding a potential strategy to supply water
from Sulphur Draw Reservoir and Natural Dam Lake. (CRMWD already sells water
from their chloride control projects for water flood operations.) CRMWD expressed
concern that water from these sources was not a reliable supply. If these sources were
developed as a supply, the District would most likely finance the capital costs on their

own without state money.

Brush Management

The Upper Colorado River Authority requested a survey for this project so that
financing for brush management projects would be considered. Mr. Stephen Brown of
UCRA provided the information in this section as a supplement to UCRA’s survey

response.

The State of Texas, through appropriations of the Legislature, is currently
conducting two major brush control programs in Region F. Both programs involve
watersheds on the Concho and Colorado River drainage basins and affect groundwater
recharge and surface stream enhancement on rivers and tributaries that affect O. C. Fisher
Reservoir, Twin Buttes, E. V. Spence, O. H. Ivie, Lake Ballinger, Oak Creek Lake and

Champion Reservoir.

Both programs are administered by the Texas State Soil & Water Conservation

Board with state cost share paying 70 percent and local landowners paying 30 per cent.

The funding for the first brush management program was authorized by the
legislature in 1999 for the North Concho River and its tributaries that flow into O. C.

Fisher Reservoir. To date $12 million has been funded by the legislature during the past
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two legislative sessions with the final $1.8 million needed to complete the project
anticipated to be funded by the legislature when it meets in the next session beginning
January 2003. Counties included in the North Concho brush control project include Tom
Green, Coke, Glasscock and Sterling. Approximately 400,000 acres in this watershed
have been targeted. To date, more than 300,000 acres have either been treated or
contracted to be treated. The final $1.8 million will provide the funds to complete the
project next year. The state has provided $12 million for cost share in the brush program
and local landowners in the affected counties have guaranteed or paid $3.5 million. The
feasibility study funded by TWDB on the North Concho and which was conducted by
Upper Colorado River Authority, Texas A&M and Blackland Research Center predicts
that, on average, 35,000 acre feet of water per year will be produced for aquifer recharge

and additional stream flow, producing more water for the people of Texas and Region F'.

The second brush control project funded by the legislature in 2001 included $11
million funding for brush control on the Concho and Colorado Rivers and respective
tributaries, affecting the drainage areas of Twin Buttes Reservoir, O. H. Ivie Reservoir,
Lake Spence, Ballinger Lake, Oak Creek Lake and Champion Creek Reservoir. The total
state cost of this project over a 10-year period is $70 million. The $11 million authorized

in 2001 by the legislature was initial funding.

This project was implemented in 2002 allocating $6.75 million to the Twin Buttes
watershed, which includes the Middle Concho, South Concho Rivers, Spring Creek,
Dove Creek; $500,000 to Ballinger Lake and its main tributary Valley Creek; and $1
million to Oak Creek Lake along Oak and Antelope Creeks.

In addition $2.75 million was set aside in the initial phase for special project areas

affecting O. H. Ivie Reservoir, Lake E. V. Spence and Champion Creek Reservoir.

Counties affected by this second brush state funded brush program in Region F
include Tom Green, Concho, Runnels, Coke, Mitchell, Irion, Reagan and Schleicher
Counties. While the state cost share is projected to be $70 million, the local share paid

by individuals in affected counties will be $21 million. Feasibility studies conducted by

' Upper Colorado River Authority: North Concho River Watershed Brush Control Planning, Assessment

& Feasibility Study, 1998.
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Upper Colorado River Authority, Texas A&M University and Blackland Research Center
project predict that, upon completion of this brush program, on average an additional
190,000 acre feet of water per year will be produced for aquifer recharge and additional

stream flow producing more water for the people of Texas and Region F.?

Therefore to date the State Legislature has authorized to date $23 million in
public funds for brush control in Region F. And to date the local share spent or obligated

by landowners in affected counties has been $7 million.

For the next legislative session $1.8 million will be requested to complete the
North Concho program and the second phase of the Concho and Colorado Basin will
require $15.4 million to concentrate on watersheds affecting Lake O. H. Ivie and E. V.

Spence Reservoir.

That appropriation can either be general appropriations or through water bonds
issued by the Texas Water Development Board and contracted to the Texas State Soil &

Water Conservation Board as was done in 2001.

40 Funding Mechanisms

Several funding options are available to bridge the gap between what respondents
can afford to spend to implement recommended water supply strategies and what is
needed. Table 4 provides a summary of federal, state, and local funding programs
available to municipal water users. Table 5 provides a summary of funding programs
available to non-municipal water users. Some of the funding options shown in Table 5
require a political subdivision to take the lead and establish a policy that benefits non-

municipal users. More detailed information may be found in Appendix C.

2 Texas Agricultural Experiment Station et al., Brush Management/Water Yield Feasibility Studies for
Eight Watersheds in Texas, prepared for the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board, The Texas
Water Resrouces Institute, TWRI TR-182 BRC Report 01-01, November 13, 2000.
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Table 4
Summary of Funding Options for Municipal Users

Program State/ Agency* Type Eligible Water Supply Projects
Federal/
Local

Private Financing N/A N/A All All

Fees and Tax Increases Local N/A All All

Municipal Bonds Local N/A All All

Colonia Plumbing Loan Program State TWDB Loans Assists low-to-moderate income colonia
residents with financing for plumbing
connections to water and wastewater
systems in Federally designated border
counties. No counties in Region F are
eligible for this funding.

Community Self-Help Program State TWDB Grant ‘Water and wastewater systems where

for Water and Sewer local residents provide volunteer labor to
construct facilities. Eligible counties in
Region F include Andrews, Coleman,
Crane, Mitchell, Pecos, Reagan, Reeves,
Scurry, Upton, Ward and Winkler.

Drinking Water State Revolving State TWDB Loans Water supply and source water protection

Fund

Economically Distressed Area State TWDB Grant, Loans |Water and wastewater systems to

Program for Water and Sewer eccnomically distressed areas. Eligible

Service counties in Region F include Andrews,
Coleman, Crane, Mitchell, Pecos,
Reagan, Reeves, Scurry, Upton, Ward
and Winkler.

Groundwater Conservation State TWDB Loans Finance startup costs of groundwater

District Startup Program conservation districts

Water and Wastewater Loan State TWDB Loans Planning, acquisition and construction of

Program water related infrastructure

Water Desalination Research and |  Federal Grants Develop more cost-effective,

Development Program technologically efficient and
implementable means by which usable
water can be produced from saline water
or water otherwise impaired.

Clean Water State Revolving State TWDB Loans Wastewater recycling and reuse facilities

Fund Program

State Participation Program State TWDB Loans Regional wastewater recycling and reuse
facilities

Agriculture Water Conservation State TWDB Loans Install efficient irrigation equipment on

Loan private property

Water Infrastructure Fund State TWDB Loans Water management sirategies
recommended in state or regional water
plans

Rural Water Assistance Fund State TWDB Loans Development or regionalization of rural

water supplies
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Table 4 (cont.)

Program State/ Agency* Type Eligible Water Supply Projects
Federal/ :
Local
Farm Ownership Program Federal USDA Loans, loan |Water conservation
guarantees
Rural Utilities Service Water and Federal USDA Grants, loans, |Drinking water, wastewater collection
Waste Disposal Loans and Grants loan guarantees jand treatment facilities in rural areas
Watershed Protection and Flood Federal |USDA/NRCS Grants Plan and install watershed-based projects
Prevention Program on private land
Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure State TDA Grants Water and sewer infrastructure
Development Fund improvements
Linked Deposit Program State TDA Interest buy- {Water conservation, stock tanks, brush
down control, and dam construction
Rural Development Finance State TDA Loans, loan  |Non-specific
Program guarantees
Loan Guaranty Program State TDA Loan guarantees (Non-specific
Young Farmer Loan Guarantee State TDA Loan guarantees |Non-specific
Program
Public Works Program Federal UsSDC Grants Water and sewer systems for industrial
use
7a Loan Guaranty Program Federal SBA Loan guarantees |Non-specific
Certified Development Company Federal SBA Loans Improvements, utilities
(504) Program
Texas Capital Access Fund State TDED Reserve account [Non-specific
Texas Industrial Bond Revenue State TDED Bonds Non-specific
Program
Texas Enterprise Zone Program State TDED Tax refunds, |Non-specific
credits
Small Towns Environment Federal TCHCA Grants Small town or rural water and sewer
Program (STEP) systems
Local economic development Local N/A Tax abatements, {Non-specific
incentives etc.

* TWDB = Texas Water Development Board, USDA = U.S. Department of Agriculture, NRCS = National
Resources Conservation Service, TDA = Texas Department of Agriculture, USDC = U.S. Department of
Commerce, SBA = U.S. Small Business Administration, and TDED = Texas Department of Economic

Development.
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Table 5: Summary of Funding Programs for Non-Municipal Water Users

Program State/ Agency* Non- Type Eligible Water Supply Projects Water Users with Potential to Receive Funding
Federal/ Municipal Manufact- Mining Irrigation Livestock | Steam Electric
Local Users uring Power
igi Generation
Private Financin N/A N/A Yes All All x X X x X
Clean Water Statz Revolving Fund State TWDB No Loans Wastewater recycling and reuse facilities x - x X X
Program
State Participation Program State TWDB No Loans Regional wastewater recycling and reuse X b3 X X
facilities
Agriculture Water Conservation State TWDB Indirect Loans Install efficient irrigation equipment on X
Loan private property
Water Infrastructure Fund State TWDB No Loans Water management strategies X x X x X
recommended in state or regional water
plans
Rural Water Assistance Fund State TWDB No Loans Development or regionalization of rural 3 x x 13
water supplies
Farm Ownership Program Federal USDA Yes Loans, loan  |Water conservation x x
pudrantees
Rural Utilities Service Water and Federal USDA No Grants, loans, |Drinking water, wastewater collection and X x X X x
Waste Disposal Loans and Grants loan guarantees ftreatment facilities in rural areas
Watershed Protection and Flood Federal |USDA/NRCS] Indirect Grants Plan and install watershed-based projects X x X X
Preyention Program on private land
Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure State TDA No Grants Water and sewer infrastructure x X x X X
Development Fund improvements
Linked Deposit Program State TDA Yes  |Interest buy-down] Water conservation, stock tunks, brush X X
control, and dam construction
Rural Development Finance State TDA Yes Loans, foan  |Non-specific x X x
Program guarantees
Loan Guaraniy Program State TDA Yes Loan guarantees |Non-specific X X
Young Farmer Loan Guarantee State TDA Yes Loan guarantees |Non-specific x x
Program
Public Works Program Federal usDC No Grants Water and sewer systems for industrial use X X X
7a Loan Guaranty Program Federal SBA Yes Loan guarantees | Non-specific X b3 x x
Certified Development Company Federal SBA Yes Louns Improvements, utilities x x x 3
{504) Program
Texas Capital Access Fund State TDED Yes Reserve account |Non-specific X X X X
Texas Industrial Bond Revenue State TDED Indirect Bonds Non-specific X x x
Program
Texas Enterprise Zone Program State TDED Indirect Tax refunds, |Non-specific X X X X X
credits
Emergency Conserrvation Federal Yes Grant Emergency water conservation or water X X
Progrum enhancing measures during periods of
severe droughts
Interest Assistance Program Federal Yes Loan Non-specific X X
Local economic development Local N/A Yes Tax abatements, ; Non-specific X X x
incentives gte.

* TWDB = Texas Water Development Board, USDA = U.S. Department of Agriculture, NRCS = National Resources Conservation Service, TDA = Texas Department of Agriculture, USDC = U.S. Department of

Commerce, SBA = U.S. Small Business Administration, and TDED = Texas Department of Economic Development.
** No: Some of these programs are open to political subdivisions but not to non-municipal water users. For non-municipal users to benefit from these programs, a political subdivision must take the lead in project

development. fndirgct: Some of these programs are open to political subdivision but target private enterprise or improvements on private land.



Table 3 summarizes the funding mechanisms identified in the IFR surveys. Many
respondents specified only a general category of TWDB loans or grants without
identifying the specific type of loan or grant that the respondent was seeking. Others
gave a list of options without specifying the amount of money that the entity will seek
from each source. Only two respondents gave specific amounts of money from each
source. In many cases, the strategy has not yet been developed sufficiently for an entity

to identify a funding source.

5.0  Policy Recommendations

The Region F Water Planning Group supports the following recommendations from the
TWDB Policy Issue Number 2, Financing Water Infrastructure. Direct quotations are
indicated in italics. Additions by the RWPG are in normal text.

1) The role of State assistance programs needs to be expanded to ensure that problems
are addressed and long-term state goals are achieved. State assistance should be
provided as required to supplement local efforts to:

a) Achieve goals established by regional water planning groups for implementation
of recommended water management strategies;

b) Support cost effective regional projects, including, but not limited to, the current
State Participation program;

c) Support disadvantaged communities or communities with limited access to
traditional capital markets with low interest loans and grants including
consolidation subsidies to encourage cost effective regional solutions, and;

d) Support funding non-traditional solutions, including, but not limited to, brush
management, weather modification, desalination and reuse.

2) The State should review the health risks associated with the elements found in water,
the justification of the MCL’s contained in the drinking water standards, the policies
related to administrating the drinking water standards, and the methods available for
treating water.

3) In programs where demand exceeds funding, the State should adopt priority ranking
criteria for projects receiving state assistance which should consider the following
(not listed in priority order):

a) Higher priority for projects to address urgent public health and safety needs;

b) Higher priority for creation of regional or multi-community water and
wastewater systems;

c) Higher priority for projects that meet the needs of small, rural, disadvantaged or
geographically isolated communities;
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

d) Higher priority for water supply projects derived from reuse;
e) Higher priority for projects with environmental benefits;
f) Higher priority for projects with desalination or demineralization;

g) Higher priority for projects which require additional water treatment as mandated
by federal drinking water standards;

h) Higher priority for projects that produce more water with less total funding;

i} Higher priority for projects that maximize conservation, including agriculture;
and,

J)  TWDB staff support to implement priority projects.

The following dedicated funding sources should be considered to enhance the state’s
ability to assist local government in implementing water infrastructure projects:

a) Increased agricultural funding sources (federal);
b) Increased State Revolving Fund funding;

c) General revenue;

d) Statewide bond issue.

The Legislature should consider providing funds for loans to be made available for
municipal conservation program activities, such as fixture replacement and other
incentive programs.

The Legislature should consider expanding tax exemptions for fixtures and equipment
that are identified to lower water use and increase available supply.

The TWDB should remove unnecessary administrative burdens related to State
Revolving Fund funding within authority of TWDB.,

Multiple purpose projects should be encouraged to take advantage of economies of
scale and cost sharing.

A comprehensive financing package using state and federal agency funding
mechanisms should be developed. These packages should be made available through
a ‘one-stop’ application process.

10) Training programs in financial and technical management should be developed and

outreach assistance provided to communities who lack these skills so that they can
access financial assistance and implement water infrastructure projects.
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Freese % Nicholss Inc. 817 735 7431

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: Brown County WID #1

Contact Person: S A Ve DGA Title: Cn eneral N\aﬂm‘: er
Telephone: ‘315) £432609 E-mail: Pcogid.adm@ g\‘e, net

Background: On January S, 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 suppiy 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 1s to complete this charge with your input.
Please return the completed survey by January 31, 2002 to:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.
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SDI-gb-ZEwz 92:36 Freese 2 Nichels, Inc. 217 P35 7491 P.a5-89

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: County-Other

Water Management Strategy Name: Additional supplies from Lake Brownwood
Capital Cost: £7,211,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Wnknown ok _this kyme.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $_x a

Ifyou are planning 1o use a different sirategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
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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 $§ _x' &

4. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost ts
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 $ _o'¥+

5. 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 § _y A

6. For the costs the political subdivision ¢annot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use additional
sheets, if necessary)

NA




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Early

Contact Person: Ken Thomas Title: City Administrator

Telephone: _915/643-5451 E-mail: ©€arlytxl@gte.net

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 esttmates 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 youf input.
Please return the completed survey by January 31, 2002 to:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267. :




5.2.5 City of Early

The City of Early, in Brown County currently receives raw water from Lake
Brownwood and treats it at the City's water treatment plant. In addition to
supplying their city customers, Early provides approximately 300 acre-feet a year
of treated water to Zephyr Water Supply Corporation for rural municipal use.

In 2001 the city was notified by Texas Naturai Resource Conservation
Commission of the need to expand their facilities to adequately serve the city and
Zephyr. The city is currently exceeding 85% of their treatment piant.

Quantity, Reliability and Cost

The city is currently working with engineers to implement a water line to
the Brown County Water Improvement District (BCWID) for treated water. This
will require a new 2-mile transmission line. The line proposed will be an 18-inch
line to deliver 5.5 MGD of treated water to supplement the water treatment plant.
Four million gallons is reserved for Early and the remaining 1.5 for Zephyr.
Zephyr is receiving funding for upgrades of their existing system.

The reliability would be high because there is sufficient supply in Lake
Brownwood to address the demand for increases. The plant improvements
would also increase the reliability of the existing supply that is treated by the city.

The City is anticipating the cost to be approximately 2. 8 million dollars, of
which Zephyr will pay their pro rata share of approximately 27%. The city's

treatment plant has been updated and will continue to be the source of
distribution for Early and Zephyr.

Environmental Factors
Potential impacts on environmentally sensitive areas from the pipeline can

be minimized if existing right-of-ways are used. The crossing of Pecan Bayou
may require a detailed environmental study.

Impact on Water Resources

There will be no major impact to water resources because of the supply of
water at Lake Brownwood and the treatment capacity at BCWID.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

There are no identified impacts on agriculture or natural resources.



Other Relevant Factors

There are no identified relevant factors.

Water User Group: City of Early — Brown County

Population:
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
2588 2900 3200 3500 3800 4100

Long Term Strategy: 18" pipe line at cast of approximately 3 million dollars and
Delivery of 5.5 million gallons



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: Early

Water Management Strategy Name: Purchase treated water from BCWID

Capital Cost:  33350M0 2.8 Million

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

The City of Early in conjunction with Zephyr Water Supply

Corporation will be undertaking a project to lay an 18 inch

waterline for treated water to Brown County Water Improvement

District in the coming year. The cost of this project is

approximately 2. 8 million. The city will continue to

purchase raw water and process it in our treatment plént.

There are no plans to expand the treatment plant at this time,

just upgrade.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost §_3 million

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
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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 topay $2.8 mil w/ increases

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$2.8 mil w/ increases

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$ 2.8 mil. w/. increases

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 Development Funds




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: Early
Water Management Strategy Name: Renew Existing Contract

Capital Cost: $0

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost §

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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 $

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 $

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 $

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

Region Name: Region F LBG-Guyton Associates

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Bronte

Contact Person: _Martin Lee Title: Mayor

Telephone: _915/473-3501 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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512)327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Bronte

Water Management Strategy Name; Purchase water from Robert Lee, construct
ptpeline

Capital Cost: $1,541,500

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

We propose to drill wells in the Oak Creek Lake area and tie into our
existing water line. The water has been proven to some degree.

Lost: 2 Wells - $30,000; 3+ Miles Of Pipeline - $150,000.

ALTERNATE PLAN: 8 miles of pipeiine to proven well - $450,000;
RO Unit to reduce sulfides from 2000 to 200 - $500,000.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ __ 180,000 Alternate Plan - $950,000

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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 $ 70,000

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? ' o

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 70,000

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 $ 110,000 .

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

We know of nothing available at this time, but would appreciate all
help you could give us.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: d o He e ( Zo_gg 71'[
Contact Person: ;Ec!jlg ltda {ﬁe& Title: QQ ﬁ: ;7_;_;_{; C

[ L\ =1

Telephone;ﬂ S.4S3-2464/ - E-mail: ﬂ&ﬁﬂ;@@ e Le ]

Background: On January S, 2001, Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) all across
the State of Texas formally subrmtted 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 Bili 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 sirategies and projects recommended in the most
recently approved regional water plan.

Senate Bill 2 speciﬁc'ally requires that the RWPG report to the TWDB how political
subdivisions all across Texas pfopose ta-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:

~ John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas I-ﬁghway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If yoﬁ have any questions regarding this survey, piease contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.

UL
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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: B_ronte

Water Management Strategy Name: Purchase water from Robert Lee, construct
pipeline

Capital Cost:  $1,541,500

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

We propose to drill wells in the Oak Creek Lake area and tie into our
existing water lire. The water has been proven to some degree.

Lost. 2 Wells — $30,0005 34 Mile=s Of Pipoline -~ $150,000.

ALTERNATE PLAN: 8 miles of pipeline to proven well - $450,000;
RO Unit to reduce suifides from 2000 to 200 - $500,000.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management

strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended. strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost §_ 180,000 Alternate Plan ~ $950,000

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill

out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.

02/12/02 TUE 18:29 [TI/RX NO 5392] Ho0o2
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3. 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 topay $ _70,000

4, 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, inciuding 1mplementmg necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 70,000

5. 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 $ 110,000 )

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

We know of nothing available at this time, but would appreciate all
help you could give us.

02/12/02 TUE 18:29 [TXI/RX NO 53921 [oos



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: City of Robert Tee

Contact Person: Kay Torres Title: City Secretary

Telephone: ___ 945-453-2831 E-mail: rltexas@wec.net

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
sirategies 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 30, 2002 to:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 8. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267. o




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
atrached table showing the specific projects recommended for your political subdivision
and the estimated capital costs). Answers 1o the following questions should be provided
for each strategy. Use a new sheet for each water management strategy.

Name of Political Subdivision: Robert Lee

Water Management Strategy Name. Lake Spence RO Treatment Facility

Capital Cost:  $713,395

1,

o

Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting vour water supply needs? If not, piease describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

In July 1999, A reverse osmosis study was completed for the city by
Hibbs & Todd Inc., the city's engineering firm. The capital cost is
comparative to this survey. Due to strict TNRCC permitting regulations

the reject from the RO treatment. Additionally, improvements to the

i1i i i ormance,
Upgrades are currently in process but additional improvements will be
absolute. At this time the city has taken no action regarding the reverse
osmoSis system. Due to drought conditions 1t 1s Lelt that any amount of
reject would be against "water comservation' and due to financial factors,

Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy 1s different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).  Yes

Revised project cost $

If vou are planming 10 use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan 16 do, not the proposed

_strategy in the Region F Plan.
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Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $§ _See #6

4. 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 $ _See #6

5. 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 § __ See #6

6. 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)

At this time implementing tax and/or utility increases are not a consideration.

Access to State Participation Program, grsnt funds through both the Commumity
Development Program adiministered by the Texas Department of Housing & Commmity

Arfairs and Rural Development. Low interest loans through Rural Development
or the local commmity benk.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: Millersview-Doole Water Supply Corporation
Contact Person: ]igo‘f W#/‘aﬂf Title: ﬂ@nz}'{r
Telephone: j /5- Y8 }'543& 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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512)327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.

02/01,02 FRI 17:42 [TX/RI NO 53271 /@oo1
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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: (Includes Ballinger And Winters)

Water Management Strategy Name: Long-term — Lake Ivie via Millersville-Doole,
or water from Lake Coleman via North Runnels WSC

Capital Cost:

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Veo.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? [f not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ / 9.5 mf//r'oll

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
ot the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.

02/01/02 FRI 17:42 [TX/RX NO 53271 I4oo2
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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 $

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 $

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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PO. Box 915
Eden, Texas 76837

T, ‘l'e'al

“The Ganden in the Centor of Texas”
RECEIVED
January 30, 2002 FEB 0 1 2002
LBG-Guyton Associates
John Ashworth

LBG-Guyton Associates

1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220

Austin, TX 78746-6437

Dear Mr. Ashworth:

Enclosed is the completed water infrastructure financing survey for the City
of Eden. If you have any questions or need further information please
contact me.

Sincerely,

&l

Ed Medders
City Administrator
City of Eden

Phone (915)869-2211 Fax (915)8689-5075



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: City of Eden

Contact Person: __Ed Medders Title: City Administratox

Telephone: _915 869-2211 E-mail: edencity@wcc.net

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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Eden

Water Management Strategy Name: Regional system that uées a combination of
Brady Creek Reservoir, Ivie WTP, Ellenburger well field, New Hickory well field

Capital Cost: $13,773,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Refer to Addition Sheets (2 sheets) for answers to Questions No. 1

through No. 6. Also see Additional Comments.

2. Aure the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I Plan.
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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 $

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 $

. 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 $

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
ADDITIONAL SHEET
Name of Political Subdivision: Eden

Water Management Strategy Name: Regional system that uses a combination of Brady Creek Reservoir,
Ivie WTP, Ellenburger well field, New Hickory well field

Capital Cost: $13,773,000

Question No. 1: Yes, in part. Millersview-Doole Water Supply Corporation (MvD) has negotiated an
agreement with Colorado River Municipal Water District to purchase 1100 ac-ft per year of raw
water from Lake O. H. Ivie. Eden is currently negotiating with MvD to purchase 300 ac-ft per
year of potable water. MvD is in the process of developing construction plans for a raw water
intake, treatment plant, pipelines, and pumping stations to distribute water to its rural customers
and the communities of Eden, Melvin, and Eola. The estimated cost of the total project is
$10,612,500. Eden’s share of the total cost is $4,450,000. Of the $4,450,000, $2,900,000 will
finance by loans and grants made to MvD. To finance the remaining $1,550,000 (principally a
pipeline from the MvD system to Eden), Eden is in the process of applying for loans and grants
administered by the Texas Water Development Board.

Question No. 2: Revised project cost:
Total project cost $10.612.500
Eden’s portion of the total project cost $4.450,000

Question No. 3: The political subdivision can afford to pay $3,472,500.
Note: This assumes that MvD can get 0% interest loans and 15% of the principal forgiven. It
further assumes that Eden can get 0% interest loans and 35% of the principal forgiven.

Question No. 4: The political subdivision can afford to pay $3.472,500. See Note under Question No. 3.
Question No. 5: The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $977.500. See Note under Question No. 3.

Question No. 6: Eden is applying for funding from the Texas Water Development Board. To finance this
project, Eden assumes that MvD will receive loans and grants in the amount of $9,062,500. Eden

assumes it will receive loans and grants amounting to $1,550,000. See Note under Question No,
3.

Additional Comments: The City of Eden is a community of 1191 living in households and 1370 inmates
located at the Eden Detention Center {2000 Census). It serves 534 residential customers, 85

commercial customers, and the detention center.

The taxable assets of the City are $42,000,000 with a current tax rate of $0.51 per $100 evaluation.
Current water and sewer indebtedness is $1,465,000 at 6% interest. Upon completion of this

project and assuming that loans and grants described in Question No. 3 are forthcoming, the City’s



obligations will increase to $4,937,500. User fees pay the present indebtedness. They will also
pay for future indebtedness. The current cost of water is $2.63/1000gal. It is estimated that the
cost of water will increase to $6.10/1000gal or 232% to Eden's customers when the project is

complete.

The City’s water system is more than 75 years old. Although Eden receives state TCDP funds to
upgrade the system, it must find funds to replace the older sections in order to improve water
conservation, efficiency, and customer satisfaction. In addition, fiture highway construction
(Texas Trunk System) will require replacement of water mains and laterals. Eden does not have a

good replacement cost estimate, but it could easily be several million dollars.

Eden has been using water from the Hickory Sandstone aquifer since 1945, Since that time,
Hickory water has been blended with water from the Edwards-Trinity aquifer. The rate of
blending depends upon whether or not the area is under a drought condition. To date, there is no
documented evidence that water from the Hickory has caused any health problems within the

community or area.

The City of Eden needs to plan and secure additional water resources. The community can not
maintain itself and develop without an adequate water supply. However, the radionuclide
regulations that USEPA and TNRCC have placed on the use of Hickory water have reduced
Eden’s reliable options to one, participating in the MvD project. This is a good project and
reliable source of water, but a very expensive one. At Eden, estimates indicate that water

produced from Lake Ivie will cost three times that produced from the Hickory aquifer.

Tt is imperative that MvD and Eden receive maximum benefits from state financial assistance
programs. With assistance described in the Note under Question No. 3, financing the MvD-Eden
project will siphon off large amounts of financial resources that are needed now and in the future
to operate, maintain, and replace the City’s aging water, sewer, and street infrastructure.

However, the City believes it has no alternative but to participate with MvD. It can only hope that
significant financial assistance is forthcoming from the state to off set the costs imposed by low-
density, dispersed population, scarcity of water, and water supply regulations.



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: Eden

Water Management Strategy Name: New wells in the Edwards-Trinity

Capital Cost: $3,980,315

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Refer to additional sheet,

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management

strategy? Ifnot, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost § _ 1e8

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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 $

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 $

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 $ _~~~~

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
ADDITIONAL SHEET

Name of Political Subdivision: Eden

Water Management Strategy Name: New wells in the Edwards-Trinity

Capital Cost: $3,980,315

Question No. 1: Yes, however, this strategy has moved from an alternative short-term strategy to an

alternative that may be required in the out years of 2030 and beyond.

The new strategy to meet Eden’s anticipated water needs is to purchase water from the Millersview-Doole
‘Water Supply Corporation through about 2030. Eden is currently negotiating with Millersview-Daocle to
purchase 300 ac-fi per year of potable water. The Corporation has negotiated with the Colorado River
Municipal Water District to purchase at total of 1100 ac-ft/yr. from Lake O. H. Ivie. Designs, construction

plans, permits, and applications for financial assistance is being developed by consulting engineers.
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WATER NFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: For gagh of the recommended smrategies i the regions] water plag to meet
mm.&.ﬂ_&omhpwmmmum(&»h
amached table showing the specific projects recommended for your political subdivision
and the extimated capital costs). Answars w0 the following questions should be provided
for each strategy. Use a now shest fior each water management sustegy.

Name of Potitica) Subdivislen: Juoction

Water Masagement Strategy Name:  Develop Edwards-Trinity aquifer wells

Capltal Cas: ~  3008,000
1. Does the water sunagement strategy descrided in the attached materisl match your

plans for mesting yous weter supply nesds? Xfnot, plszse describe your proposed
strategy (uss additicasl shests if nocessary).

No.Ope bolioys Ha demanols .V eyceea 1000 A C-FT/yR
Aurivy tle planasirs gcr:o;f ind thef He projected dirmases
! f Y0 AL-Ff'/vy!_dvbMQJ‘b'l 77 277 Ae-Fefve qse Zg‘da’ua‘&’-
@ The grounduatr gys !}'#; ia fle are Is sppradic ad long ferm
willolrals have ngt bosn studi oA, Bhirirg o rosndiraten wif

He sorkace antrm in Ko » e TelenT
Ailaton f A discsbed solds 'y s pursul aum‘Lb'/:'é 5
e dhonal grfatc wutyr rishts ; b hes, Been M{ssg" $o dute .

2. Are the capits) costs ransonghle for implemestxtion of the water managemaent

strutegy” 3 not, phease give us your best estimats of the required cepitsl costs. (If
your srasegy is different than the recosunended strategy, give us the cost of your

proposed strategy, not the recomsmended sratagy).
m~mus 3‘4’4040 ) 5\’-( 4&61”%

ave plarming 1o use a differert strutegy or Aave a revised capias] cost, please fill
ﬂmudﬁwuw-ﬁ-ﬂm&pﬁhh not the propossd
stramegy in the Region F Plown.
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3. Using owrrent utility revenus seuross, includiog implementing nacessary
mm-ﬁdﬁcqﬂmkmnﬁiﬂlm&bﬁ::
watar menagement stradegy identifiad above?

The polisical wibdvision can afford 10 pay § /144 " 304 4theled

4. Fyou could accass the Scare Puticipetion Program, how much of the capitel cost is
the puliticsl subdivision able to pay fior the witer mansgement sratogy identified

Yoo potieal ibiviion cam el ey §_L1#1s! - Sce afrcod

5. How much of ths caphal cost is the political subdivision yrghls 1 pey for the water
masagenant strategy identified above? pay for the

The polisical sibdivision cannot M¥ord 1o pay S _ W Kow/2/ See Afeclit.

6. For the costs the palitical subdivision csnnot pay, what is

shoets, if necesesy)
e Q{‘(k ’s _Stmlien i He Demsarwg bigder Shafe
kﬂ/'/l/u"g A ’ - B8

as 54(// 43 qMﬂfST, 4:«( lq:ln'/'//lﬂh ftf 1y SouRCED |
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T Ve AR BE W TrEwRY 4 MIGNGIss ine, 917 T35 7491
524 City ol Jupctim
The city of Junction is loceted in onxral Kimble Coumty and relivs upon
municipal diversions from s channet daes 08 the South Liano River. During drougie
conditions, the City has the potential 0 sxperience soms small thortages throughout the
plaaning pericd. The projected need for Juactios is 78 acre-fest/yenr ins year 2000, which

decreases 1o 15 acre-fast/year by 2050. To incrams the reliability of their supply,

Junction could develop ground water supply from the Edwards- Trinity squifer in Kimble
or Menard Coutstive. For this plen it is ssssmed that Junction will iastal) two wells withia

three miles fom the City to supplesnene thair existing aupplies. As an altersstive stratogy, _

the City may Jease existiog water rights on the South Liano River upstrema of the City
for additionsl sarface waser nrpply.
Quasticy, Rafiability sod Cost

Thwre is avyilsbie supply in the Edwards-Trinky aquifer in Kimble Couary.
However, the sverage well yislds tand 1 be low (ess than 35 gpem). P%ﬂﬂ-

for the Two jocal welts ars S656 per acre-foot (52.14/1,000 galiors).

Exvicoosoemal Facion

‘Thace is the pomibilicy thet the development of water walls could affect local wpring
flows Octherwise, the enviroamental impacts should be low. The traasesission line could
be roused around aavircomentally sensitive areas, if aceded. Once the wall fisld and

Thara sre 0o knpwa lmpacts to ground water resources since there is sdequats supply
from this aquifir. However, thers is the possibility that groumd weter use could affect area
sping fows. There are uo other known srstegies thet would be affecred.
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‘Thare ars bo known impacts & sgricultize and neturs! resources.

Other Relsvans Eacions
The water quality of the Edwerds-Trivity is unkaown. There is the possibility thar
ground water will saed 20 bs trested at Jusetion's water westent plast. A combination

of surface water snd ground watar would provide the Dighest reliability of supply for

Junctico,
+ Waer User Grovp: - County | Capitsl Cost
2000 0 | 2020 2039 040 209
o of y | 2757 | 2810 | 2837 | 2851 | 2858 | 2860
ater Domand 90 | 92¢ | w4 | s13 | 873 | sm
Sepply 9 m# w61 | %61 | se2 | sz
- Danasd . £ . .
o) 7 33 2 16 15
Seratagy
| . ¥ -
acw wells 0 112 112 112 112 112 $808,000
t:’;:‘m Noos identified

TUTR,. F.99

03/07/02 THU 17:00 [TX/RX NO 5508] [d005



Mar-07-02 03:10P City Of Junction 9154463003 P.06
MAR-B5-20@2 16:32 P.1e

..z-f"(lh / . C[ﬂ'/l'uyv/ .

The impounBment bef nel 4 Llaw onTha Se. L fine RPrven
Serves ag ”4. Sonree PES rew late. S« PP{, 'f;r T ty/ﬂ':h-f

Wwoter phhnt This impecuclmen? s ﬂ'fl;’/) f.f/"a; L 74

gravel, bouldors grol rocks 2l cowl imprct o Trm

}z't-/dl’ from PP ;'mpoal;‘llmx%_ 7o /rt/c’(/ rhe 50r4¢= Mrté""
S‘v’ﬁ’.‘, P V!N/ ‘{’F"S"/‘ s /rwé( de r~oueel ocwn she -bﬂuwfmﬂ,f_

Ttem 2. T addbons) srbrce water is vsed to inard Homarrls,
.Wf;« wadi- plent 4.1 Mare o Lo qpqnd el ot 4 sy
£32 o FY par quflo ’r“f“"‘}- LE gronndypghem )'s wssal q¢ 7%
sowree of suff/h Nww’fﬂos (lacta/ As 30lis soliote ) rrasy

. ,\7.«,’»-4—(. Rewe! o & Hle. Qrow] oo, M s face cater Jin paca vt
E‘d// be B2 mllon o- were. Fe Ate/ y5F 4, mmettirg Ao watem

Y - Zﬂ. ("éj’%mo&é for He aegd SO jears J's sty el a7

o| minimem o ¥ 3,000, 002.

2 34YKThe CFs oF Vnctiin Aosth 2810y B rarse rates
abd Prryes 7o ruef l(ﬁévfzin . Hogoewrer, Vanclion s & Joay ncom<
eAmmunity and /s currenlh Jn S procass J apgreirg J7s e
phat o put A Sfe Driwkide Latee ReT Rales, e § Sective Van /2004
AAis prpjeet IS FY,000, 000 progream onF pes,/ts in sipnidicant
rafe increases over Fho next RS Fo o years. Z('},,j,‘//f /o absord

¥ ] I‘la;lt/ }4)( [;/ ’If’( J;ICMO_{(; Sa 7‘,4 W/};a/;,% /s éﬂ(ﬂlﬁyﬂl {k‘/
@il de¢ a J;boﬁcd/ Jerotsd. o

TOTAL P.12

03/07/02 THU 17:00 [TX/RXI NO 5508] [doos



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

IVi#TGH . City of Brady ,
Contact Person: / W Title: Kéﬁéﬂ — 4
Telephone: 9/5’”$'?7'& )SD" E-mail: M @ ?K/M%M M

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.

Name of Political

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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway

Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Manufacturing GIJL
Water Management Strategy Name: Purchase water from Other

Capital Cost: Unknown Cost

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

[
(

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ Z éﬂﬁ, éﬂgi :

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
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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 $ T’O

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 $

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 $

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

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subd"vision_' City of Brady 1
Contact Person: }/MQ)@%'AH) Title: % /7?7[ . 3
Telephone: 9[5“59 7‘&)3% E-mail: giﬂ%&? 07 m/%ﬁﬁ’

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 (75ﬂl 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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Brady

Water Management Strategy Name: Regional system that uses a combination of

Brady Creek Reservoir, e WP Eiteaburger well fisld, New Hickory well field

Capital Cost: Ma

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I Plan.
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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 $

If you could access the State Participaﬁon 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 $

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 $

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

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Ws’wn: 1 City of Brady Ny
Contact Person:), / a‘ﬂ&/b} Title: QZ

Telephone: ﬂ/ 5 -4 ? 7‘{1, g e E-mail:

iyl of i

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:

“John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: County-Other
Water Management Strategy Name: Purchase water from City of Brady
Capital Cost: Unknown Cost

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
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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 $

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 $ _

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 $

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: 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 shouid be provided
for each strategy. Use a new sheet for each water management strategy.

Name of Political Subdivision: County-Other

Water Management Strategy Name: New-Ehenburger-Wet-Field
Capital Cost: " 000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

- plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
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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 $

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 $

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 $

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: 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: County-Other

Water Management Strategy Name: New Hickory Well Field

Capital Cost: $15,195,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan o do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.




|95

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 $

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 $

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 $

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) : ‘




Rochelle Water Supply Corporation
P. 0. Box 70
Rochelle, Texas 76872

4 February 2002 .

Mr. John Ashworth

LBG - Guyton Associates

1102 S. Capital of Texas Highway '
Suite B-220

Austin, Texas 78746-6437

Dear Mr. Ashworth:

This accompanies a letter, dated 4 February 2002, from the Rochelle Water Supply Corporation
(RWSC) to Mr. J. Kevin Ward, of the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). The letter to
TWDB was our response to that board’s request for information about the RWSC plan to deal
with reported levels of radionucluides in cur water.

Please consider our letter to TWDB to also be the RWSC reply to the “Water Infrastructure
Financing Survey,” as that survey applies to Region F and specifically as the Region F survey
applies to systems that use water from the Hickory aquifer.

Respectfully,
Board of Directors
Rochelle Water Supply Corporation

cc: John Grant, Chairman
Region F Water Planning Group




Rochelle Water Supply Corporation
P. O. Box 70
Rochelle, Texas 76872

4 February 2002

J. Kevin Ward

Deputy Executive Director :

Office of Project Finance and Construction Assistance
Texas Water Development Board

P. O. Box 13231

Austin, Texas 78711-3231

Dear Mr. Ward:

This letter accompanies Forms DW-007 and DW-008. The purpose of the letter is to
inform you about an impossible situation that confronts the Rochelle Water Supply
Corporation (RWSC), and to request that you place the RWSC on the list of systems that
might apply for a DWSREF loan in the future.

Rochelle is a small, unincorporated rural community in McCulloch County, Texas, with a
population of about 300. The RWSC supplies water to the community from two Hickory
wells that were permitted by the TNRCC. There are 118 meters on the system, but at any
time, only about 100 of those are used regularly. Every customer has a private septic
system. The largest single consumer is the Rochelle School System. With a median
household income of under $22,000.00, Rochelle would be classed as a “disadvantaged
community” under the State of Texas guidelines. In 2001, total revenues for the RWSC
were $40,762.50. The RWSC has one employee; we do not have the engineers or
financial administrators referred to in the letter from TNRCC that is described below.

According to TNRCC records, our well water exceeds the maximum MCLs for
radionuclides set by the United States EPA. Recently, we received two documents that
require our immediate answers to address this phenomenon. One document, dated 6
January 2002, is from the Region F Water Planning Group. It is a survey that lists the
only approved strategies that are available to bring our water supply into compliance, but
RWSC cannot reasonably implement any of these strategies, either technically or
financially. The Region F strategies carry estimated costs in the tens of millions of
dollars. The Region F strategy that comes closest to being reasonable for Rochelle entails
drilling wells in the Ellenberger formation, at a cost in excess of $10,000,000. Even with
a 0% loan, with 35% of the principal forgiven, we estimate the plan would add
approximately $180.00 per month to the water bill for each of our customers, for a period
of 30 years. During the past year, the actual average water bill for a customer in Rochelle
was $28.75. What is more, the “best” strategy allowed by Region F would require us to
drill in, and pump from, San Saba County, which is in Region K.



The survey requires that we provide our own alternate plan, certified by engineers, if we
do not accept one of the strategies offered by Region F. The RWSC cannot develop such
a plan on our own. In fact, the radionuclide content of water in the Hickory is a regional
phenomenon that can only be addressed by plans developed on a regional basis, if it must
be addressed at all.

The second document is a letter from TWDB, dated 15 November 2001, accompanied by
a TNRCC letter dated 16 January 2002. The TWDB letter requests us to supply
engineering estimates and costs for the strategy we have chosen from the ones provided
to us by the Region F Water Planning Group. The letters from TWDB and TNRCC, both
tell us that we must identify such a plan, so that we might be allowed to apply for a loan
to implement it. Since no strategy on the list from Region F is appropriate for the RWSC,
we cannot respond to this request. The TNRCC letter states that the RWSC must respond
by Feb 4, 2002, to the TWDB, or else Rochelle cannot be placed on the IUP priority list
for a future loan. The TNRCC letter further threatens that if we do not reply in time we
will never be able to later claim that a lack of financial resources kept our water system
from being in compliance.

Our only possible response is that, under the circumstances, we cannot identify a
reasonable strategy to implement from the four strategies that were supplied to us by
Region F, thus we cannot fully complete the DWSRF-Form 6 that is required. At the
same time, we do not want to be excluded from this process, because we do not have the
financial resources to bring our system into compliance, even if a reasonable strategy
were available to us, later on.

In summary:
1. The Region F survey does not include a strategy that Rochelle could
employ to bring it’s water supply into compliance for radionuclide levels.
2. Rochelle has no alternative water supply.
3. Rochelle does not have the financial or technical resources to respond to the
Region F strategies.
4. Rochelle can not afford the cost of bringing it’s water into compliance.
The only reasonable solution might have been point-of-use water treatment,
which we are told is not permitted as a solution. Point-of-source treatment would
have been another possibility, but the Federal Government and the State of Texas
have not come up with a way to handle the radioactive waste, making this
‘approach unusable. |
6. From all that we can learn, there is no evidence that use of the Hickory water in
MecCulloch County has ever caused any health problems, due to the presence of
radionuclides. In fact, we have found recent research which concludes that water
elsewhere in the United States, with levels of radionuclides similar to our own,
does not produce any health problems as a consequence of the radionuclides. In
the absence of medical evidence that radionuclide levels like ours cause any
identifiable medical problem. our residents wonder why small rural systems, all
over the nation, are required to spend millions of dollars — billions, when they are

w



all added together — to solve a problem that apparently does not exist.
Communities like ours are too poor to needlessly waste money that way.

Respectfully.

Board of Directors
Rochelle Water Supp y Corporatlon
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: City of Menard

Contact Person: Sharon Key Title: City Administrator

Telephone: __(913) 396-4706 E-mail: city@airmail.net

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:

John Ashwoerth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267. ; ;




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Imstructions: 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: Menard

Water Management Strategy Name: Develop Edwards-Trinity aquifer wells
Capital Cost: $517,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

The City of Menard has received a TDHCA grant for the purpose of

finding an additional watersource-probably in the Edwards-Trinity

Aquifer. Because exploration has not yet started, exact costs are

not available and we have no idea of the cost of piping & because we

do not have exact well depth-we have no idea of the treatment that will

be required.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I Plan.



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 $

- 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 $

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 $

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

Because of economic conditions in Menard County, some assistance will

required, but until the scope of work is fully understood-the monetary

amount of assistance needed is unknown.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Midland

e o

Contact Person: K ’gé_{ QI) ﬂe" Title: éz/ég"/‘ﬂ &/?E@ of 0}44 ﬁts
Telephone: /5 @85 - 726/ E-mail: éggde/@mafl -cf. o, . US

Background: On January S, 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 siJrvey is to complete this charge with your input.
Please return the completed survey by January 31, 2002 to:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.

02/25/02 MON 14:11 [TX/RX NO 5460] Foo1



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: Midland
Water Management Strategy Name: Renew contract with CRMWD

Capital Cost: Unknown Cost

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Yes.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost 5 _~ M _/A -

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.

02/25,02 MON 14:11 [TX/RX NO 54601 {doo2
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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 $ _-al/a -

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 atford to pay $ - a//4 -

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 § __ - A//A -

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)

Thes otrateqq shovld nol reguure awy Oags 7l
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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: Midland
Water Management Strategy Name: Develop T-Bar Well Field

Capital Cost: $65,848,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use addirional sheets if necessary).

Yes. However, Ceriacn fypas of _develop mend i Mtiand
Oould move e ale 70 e earlier Frmxe

frr developeng this cew Keld.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ L&, £FE, O00

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill

out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan 1o do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I' Plan.

02/25/02 MON 14:11 [TX/RX NO 54601 @004
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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 affordto pay § . _—¢ — .
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 $

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 $ £ 5, £¢5, eoo,

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)

We would preodse. _bond rssee 1z dover f#e
ngma‘xéff elpinzes ouer Fome otridX oF Fornr.
Stz /le’yo/t//{:vjﬂ Srend ey be ax .a',aﬁ'dx

frr e d«%@,_a_o‘ well .
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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 Ballinger

Water Management Strategy Name: Expand Ballinger Water Treatment Plant

Capital Cost: $2,813,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Ballinger is in the final design phase of a new 2.5 to 3.5 mgd water treatment plant.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ 5,250,000,

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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 $

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 $

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 $

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)

Funding has already been secured through TWDB.




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 Miles
Water Management Strategy Name: Ivie Regional WTP

Capital Cost: 13,773,000 (total cost for regional plant)

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

No, the City of Miles has entered in an agreement with the Upper Colorado River

Authority for 100 to 200 acre-feet of raw water from Q.C. Fisher, E.V. Spence and

O.H. Ivie. A treatment plant will be built at Miles to treat the water. Engineering

studies have not been completed for the proposed project.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ 1,000,000

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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

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 $ 0

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 $ 1,000,000

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)

Specific funding sources have not been attained at this time Possibilities include

STEP grants or other low interest loans or grants
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions: For gach of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan t© meet
your water needs, please fill in the water mavagement strategy name and cost (refes to the
attached table showing the specific projects recommended for your politicat 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 Subdiviston: 74 Yo'l / S ..
Water Management Strategy Name: Z;ﬁgé 2:’%i E’gggaz,ﬁ_
Capital Cort: W

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

2. Arethe capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water mansgement
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimzte of the required capital costs, (If
your strategy is different then the recommended strategy, grve us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost §
If you are plaring to use a differert stratagy or have a revised capital cast, please fill

out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.

01/17/02 THU 15:07 [TX/RX N¢ 52361 [Qoo2



. psipgcmmuﬁlhynvemem including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the paolitical subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above? :

The political subdivision can afford 1o pay $ 52 200 galpwi 79 Cps7 0 F /R WATER
T1THE C1S oF A8 LEnbE :

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

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

abowve using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessery rate

and tax increases?

_ eak
The political mﬁﬁﬁuﬂmﬁdwmsw ‘ L5720 FRKAW WstrET
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management wrategy idemtified above? .

Wﬁsﬁn cannot sfford to pay S _/ E&g/ goo CoST OF HRs tenif g m
6. Forthe costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option{s) is- proposed? Whnt,

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

From: City Of Eldorado [eldorado@wcc.net]
Sent:  Friday, March 08, 2002 4:42 PM

To: astanden@lbg-guyton.com

Subject: water wells

| still haven't managed to visit with Cindy Cawley. However, for the purpose of your report please use the following:

The City of Eldorado has participated in the Community Development Block Grant program to fund water improvement
projects and will continue to do so. We believe that driiling a water well would qualify as a project under those grants and
would probably turn there for funding, if local sources weren't sufficient to cover the cost. if the State has any more it would
like to send us, however, we would be happy to have it. a

| hope this helps
Randy Mankin
City Administrator
City of Eldorade

PET RN WA P



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: San Angelo

Water Management Strategy Name: McCulloch well field development
Capital Cost: $44,361,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Development of the McCulloch Well Field or other underground water

sources will require modification of the City's water treatment

plant since these new sources will not meet water quality standards.

The management strategy needs to include the addition of reverse-

osmosis treatment in development of the source.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ 76,000,000 Well Field Development - $51 million
o Water Plant Upgrade - $25 million

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill

out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed

strategy in the Region F' Plan.




. Using current utility revenue sources, including implemeﬁting 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 $ 30,000,000

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 $ _30,000,000

. 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 $ _ 46,000,000 .

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

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision con31der‘7 (Use additional
sheets, if necessary)

. TWDB grants




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Instructions; For each of the recommeénded 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: San Angelo

Water Management Strafegy Name: Enhance system operation (Pump addition on
the Spence/Ivie line) '

Capital Cost: $6,497,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Yes

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subd1v1sxon able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _ 2,000,000

. 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 $ _ 2,000,000

. 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 $ 4,497,000

. 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)

TWDB grant




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: County-Other

Water Management Strategy Name: Purchase water from San Angelo and
Millersview Doole WSC

Capital Cost:  Unknown Cost

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

The City of San Angelo does not have adequate supplies to meet

its own needs; therefore, this option of supplying to other entities

is not agreeable to the City. These needs should be addressed in

some other mammer in the Region F Report.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ -0-

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill

out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
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Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capltal cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy 1dent1f' ed above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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 $

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 $

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 IN FRASTRUCT_URE 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 prov1ded
for each strategy. Use a new sheet for each water management strategy.

Name of POllthal Subdivision:  Steam Electric Power - Tom Green County

Water Management Strategy Name:  Wastewater Reuse
Capital Cost:  Unknown Cost

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary)

The Region F Plan shows the City of San Angelo supplying 2,500 A_—-F/yr

for electrlc generation from its treated wastewater. The City has

contracted for delivery of 1007 of its treated wastewater to the

Tom Green County WCID #l and therefore does not have any avallable

effluent to sell. The Region Plan needs to 1dent1fy another source

to meet this demand.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the requu'ed capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost § -0-

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan. '
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3. 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

watetr management strategy 1dent1ﬁed above?
\T}wﬁfiéal“subdivision can afford to pay $
4. Ifyou 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 impiementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

5. ‘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 $

6. 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: 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: Tom Green County Irrigation
Water Management Strategy Name: Additional storage for San Angelo effluent

Capital Cost: $9,141,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy {(use additional sheets if necessary).

Yes

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ .

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.




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 $ 2.5 million

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 $ 2.5 million

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 $ 6.5 million

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)

TWDB grants
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: Santa Rita Underground Water Conservation
District

Contact Person: Mﬂ@dyﬁwx 'h’(Ct
Telephone: _ IS &8 4 -2893% Emaik __Srwcd a) gtz net

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 30, 2002 to:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.

02/26/02 TUE 16:54 [TX/RX NO 54841 o002
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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: Irrigation

Water Management Strategy Name: Improve irrigation practices to maximize benefit
of existing supplies

Capital Cost: $16,491,033
1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

{Ag S
U

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy). Ld_q,._s

Revised project cost §

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please ﬁil
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the propased
strategy in the Region F Plan.

02/26/02 TUE 16:54 [TX/RX NO 54641 [dco3
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. 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

. 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? ST

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ O

. 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 $ O

. 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)

02/26/02 TUE 16:54 [TX/RX NO 54641 [fo04



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: Glasscock County Underground Water
Conservation District

Contact Person: &‘;;g,q Nerdon Title: Gen ALE
Telephone: Q\S-354- 243D E-mail: ag,“,mﬂfé Hg;lrand,cH.-.,.,}

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.

Seénate 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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Irrigation

Water Management Strategy Name: Improve irrigation practices to maximize benefit
of existing supplies

Capital Cost: $21,590,201

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

w €8s
=

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ 0¥

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I Plan.




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 $ <

If you could access the State Participation Progrdm, 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

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$ \ Qo 75

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

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: Glasscock County Underground Water
Conservation District
Contact Person: “Rac¥ay N\Oucsyon Title: Gea . PNER

_ LLAVCYY. ¥ L
Telephone: _\\S- 361.20120 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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Irrigation

Water Management Strategy Name: Improve irrigation practices to maximize benefit
of existing supplies

Capital Cost: $16,491,033

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

Mes
X

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ 101 N

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I Plan.



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

increases, how much of the capital cost 1s the political subdivision able to pay for the
water management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ O

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

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 "o

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

Region Name: Region F

Name of Political Subdivision: Lipan-Kickapoo Underground Water Conservation
District

Contact Person: ﬂ wan 1. Lange Title: .é)EN, Mek

Telephone: 915 - y(é’ 9-398f E-mail: , }\/k)cﬁ @ &ff‘/ﬂcu/:/)cf

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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.




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: Irrigation

Water Management Strategy Name: Improve irrigation practices to maximize benefit
of existing supplies

Capital Cost:  $15,803,361

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

ngs_

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ Olg

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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 $ /9(

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 $ &

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 $ Z 00 %

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) =

s




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: Irrigation

Water Management Strategy Name: Enhanced use of treated effluent from San
Angelo

Capital Cost: $9,141,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

N/A Suftthes Warze [fe.
&j £ m,w@e@ @o,;;, &uﬂwm.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $ /\j / /4 .

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.




[ve

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 $ @

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 $ )

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 $ / Do Zs

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) ,
P/

7




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: WTU

Contact Person: CZ )2 /ﬁ?seﬁ( Title: /Z}:cgc.r/ 4‘:1 'qa"eer

Telephone: Z45-829-7237 Email: _cob st @ des. Lo

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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Steam Electric Power

Water Management Strategy Name: Expand existing well field in Edwards-Trinity in
Pecos County '

Capital Cost: $3,433,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

AMo. Addiponal welle witl be driled 10 7 7;":4!/_? ¢s gddfione!

il ter a’wd?; gec el /(,ﬂ.fﬁL&_ﬂé_lungmLau_
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2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $_40,000.00 ger year L. Ho JLars

Ifyou are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



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 $ __ tep %%

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 $ _ppavafe #ussmess end aof e/:j:‘/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 $ _ @

. 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

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: WTU

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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Steam Electric Power
Water Management Strategy Name: Use treated effluent from San Angelo,

Capital Cost: 38,498,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

AEP has b # o Wode
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2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? Ifnot, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.



(V8]

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 $

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 §

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 $

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

Region Name: Region F
Name of Political Subdivision: WTU

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:

John Ashworth
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220
Austin, TX 78746-6437
FAX (512) 327-5573

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contact: Jon Albright of Freese
and Nichols at (817) 735-7267.



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: Steam Electric Power
Water Management Strategy Name: Develop new well field in Winkler County

Capital Cost: $8,935,000

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

[ 4 T4 , ﬂ.é (

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital costs. (If
your strategy is different than the recommended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy).

Revised project cost $

If you are planning to use a different strategy or have a revised capital cost, please fill
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region I Plan.



(V)

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 $

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 $

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 $

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)




Allan Standen

From: avalenci @txu.com Qc Lh
Sent: Friday, March 01, 2002 1:38 PM lDSWAWuJ S\‘&va\ E\ C

To: astanden @Ibg-guyton.com .P 0 LIB

Subject: Infrastructure Finance Survey Uh&&“'c-l Ca \ ‘ m C o !
\(ﬁ(’ 7.\

I have reviewed the surveys sent to me for Steam Electric Power, and at

this time, none of these strategies apply to TXU. Feel free to contact me
if there are any questions.



o~ M W g Colorado River Municipal Water District

February 25, 2002

Mr. John Ashworth

LBG-Guyton Associates

1101 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite B-220

Austin, Texas 78746-6437

Re:  Water Infrastructure Financing Survey
Region F - RWPG

Dear Mr. Ashworth:

Enclosed please find the District’s response to the Water Infrastructure Financing Survey.
We apologize for being so tardy in returning this to you.

Should you have any questions please call me at (915) 267-6341.

Very truly Yours,

(7 27 b

C. L. Wingert, P.E.
Assistant General Manager

Enc.

cc: Mr, Jon Albright, Freese & Nichols, Inc.

400 East 24th Street « P.O. Box 869 « Big Spring, Texas 79721-0869
915-267-6341 » www.crmwd.org » Fax 915-267-3121



Colorado River Municipal

Water Infrastructure
Water District

Financing Survey

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

The Colorado River Municipal Water District received the Water Infrastructure
Financing Survey requesting information on recommended strategies in the regional
water plan to meet our water needs. The District has always taken a “long” view in water
supply development, realizing the acquisition, permitting, design, construction, and
operation of a new system can take decades. Therefore, it is our privilege to submit the
following response to the survey:

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your

plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

---Mining (Non-Potable) Water---
Sulphur Draw Chloride Control Project. The survey identifies a future need for

additional non-potable mining water in Martin County. This need may be met by
delivering water from the Sulphur Draw Reservoir.

One problem with this proposal may be reliability. Today, Sulphur Draw Reservoir is
empty. Before any project is constructed, a yield study should be performed to prove
the systems ability to meet the need. Additionally, water from Natural Dam Lake
may be considered in such a project, to increase the availability of non-potable water.

---Municipal Water Supply (if needed)---

Winkler County Well Field: The District owns 5.5 sections of land in Winkler
County south of the City of Wink. Studies show that 100,000 acre-feet of recoverable
water exist beneath this tract. The District estimates this water could be developed,
and transported to our Ward County Pump Station for $8 million. From that point, it
would travel through our existing 33-inch water line to the City of Odessa.

Other Winkler — Loving County Well Fields. The District has considered purchasing
additional lands within Winkler County for well field development. Such a field
might contain as much as 450,000 acre-feet of water reserves, and could have a
pipeline system capable of delivering water to the Odessa — Midland area alone, or in
conjunction with the delivery of water from our existing Winkler County Well Field.

Additionally, the City of Midland owns the T-Bar Ranch in northern Winkler and
Loving Counties. The District may be able to participate in a joint pipeline system
with Midland, which could transport water from T-Bar, our existing Winkler County
Field, and any future well field sites directly into the Odessa — Midland area.



Colorado River Municipal Water Infrastructure

Water District Financing Survey

Other area Well Fields. In 2000, the District commissioned a study of the
groundwater within 58 counties in western Texas and southern New Mexico. This
study identified 26 areas within a 150-mile radius of the Odessa — Midland area
which had the potential of producing 100,000 acre-feet or greater of municipal quality
water.

Other Options. The District will continue to explore innovative methods of water
treatment and management to stretch our supplies. Demineralization of poor quality
water and sewage effluent reuse are two such options.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the water management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of required capital costs.

---Mining (Non-Potable) Water---

Sulphur Draw Chloride Control Project. The estimated cost of $5.3 million may or
may not be adequate for this project. The location of the water flood, and the option
of using water from Natural Dam Lake are two unknowns that could drastically
influence this cost estimate. The District could finance this in-house, or may consider
selling Revenue Bonds in conjunction with the financing of other activities. Revenue
from the sale of this poor quality water would be used to retire any debt, as well as
pay for the operation and maintenance of the facilities,

---Municipal Water Supply (if needed)---

Winkler County Well Field. Estimated cost for the project is approximately $8
million for water delivery to the Ward County Pump Station. The District could
finance this in-house or may consider selling Revenue Bonds for the project in
conjunction with the financing other activities.

Other Winkler ~ Loving County Well Fields. The District’s share of the development
and transportation cost for a “new” Winker County Well Field varies between $75
and $100 million, depending upon whether the pipeline system is designed for the
new field alone, in combination with the District’s existing Winkler County property,
or in combination with Midland’s T-Bar Ranch Well Field.

The District would sell Revenue Bonds to finance this project. OQur water rates would
be adjusted to recover the funds necessary to operate the system and retire the
additional debt.

Other area Well Fields. Of the 26 areas identified, development and transportation
costs were estimated for the 7 most practical sites. Those costs varied from $147 to
$476 million.



Colorado River Municipal
Water District

3.

Water Infrastructure
Financing Survey

The District would sell Revenue Bonds to finance this project. Our water rates would
be adjusted to recover the funds necessary to operate the system and retire the
additional debt.

Other Options. The exact scope and costs of such options is yet to be determined.

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 District has never used Federal or State money in constructing any of our water
supply facilities. We do not intend to rule out this option in the future, however,
careful consideration would need to be made regarding the conditions carried with
such outside monies.

Assuming the project is economically viable, and will benefit the citizens of our
Member and Customer Cities, the District will likely finance any of these potential
projects ourselves. Water rates would be adjusted to cover the additional operation,
maintenance, debt service, and administrative costs.

4. 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 District would probably finance the entire project, once it becomes necessary
(see the answer to Question No. 3).

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

The District would probably finance the entire project, once it becomes necessary
(see the answer to Question No. 3).
For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider?

See responses to Questions 3-5.
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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 stratsgy 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: Upper Colorado River Authority

Water Management Strategy Name:  gryush control through cost share
program administered by the Texas State Soil & Water Conservation
Capital Cost: Board

$17.42 million for FY2004-2005 (state share)
$ 7.47 million for local match (Landowner Particpation)

1. Does the water management strategy described in the attached material match your
plans for meeting your water supply needs? If not, please describe your proposed
strategy (use additional sheets if necessary).

See attached summary. Continue TSSWCEB Brush:Control

Program with Upper Colorado and Concho River Basin.

Capital Cost estimate based on completing 0.C..Fisher

Reservior vwatershed ($2.0 million) in FY04-05 and

remainder of basin within next four bienniums (FY2004-11)

@ state cost of $15.42 million/biennium. Landowner

cogt for the total program is $37.16 million.

2. Are the capital costs reasonable for implementation of the wates management
strategy? If not, please give us your best estimate of the required capital coats. (If
your strategy is different than the recornmended strategy, give us the cost of your
proposed strategy, not the recommended strategy). '

Revised project cost $

{f you are planning 1o use a different strategy or have a revised capiral cost, please Pl
out the rest of the survey based upon what you actually plan to do, not the proposed
strategy in the Region F Plan.
See attached summary. Completion of work should result

in 191,817 acre feet per year of additional water at a
cost of $45.20 per acre feet (10 years).

FEB-@4-2002 B3:09 9156551371 98 P.@2
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3. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able 1o pay for the
water mansgement sirategy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford topay § __ 0/2 -
The local cost share for the above work is approximately 7.4 millio
4. If you could access the State Panticipation Program, how much of the capitel cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified
above using current utility revenue sources, including imptementing necessary rate
and 1ax increases?

100% of local match
The political subdivision can afford topay § ___n/a

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

The political subdivision cannot afford topey $ __n/a

6. For the coms 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)

Continue existing Texas Brush Control Program

FEB-@4-2022 @%:8%9 9156551371 98 P.83
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SUMMARY OF BRUSH CONTROL PROGRAM WITHIN
WATERSHEDS OF MAJOR RESERVOIRS IN REGION F
AS ADMINISTERED BY THE TEXAS STATE SOIL & WATER
CONSERVATION BOARD
Reservoirs Listed Estimated Potential Estimated Appropriated Remaining
By Assigned Priority Water Yield Total Costs  Amount Costs
Of Work Ac. Ft./Year $ Millions  $ Millions  § Millions
1. O.C. Fisher Reservoir 30,000 $140 $12.0 $20
2. Twin Buttes Reservoir 49,856 22.965 6.750 16.215
3 Oak Creek Reservoir 5,100 305 1.0 205
4, Ballinger Lake 6,016 1.595 0.5 1,095
5. Champion Creek 2,538 1.04 0.5* 0.54
6. E.V. Spence Reservoir 26,650 13.09 1.0* 12.09
7. O.H. Ivie reservoir 51,613 16.225 1.25* 14975
8. Winters Lake 3,167 317 0 3.17
9. JB. Thomas Reservoir 11,530 10.17 0 10.17
- 10. Lake Colorado City 1,347 1.405 0 1.405
Totals 161,817 86.71 23.0 63.71
Notes:

Estimated water yields based on 65% of modeled reservoir watershed increased yields
from feasibility study. It has been assumed that 50% of the identified brush is removed
utilizing priority system to treat most productive areas resulting in a greater than 50%
increase of water production. The costs are based on the feasibility study reported costs
with 50% removal and represent state costs only. The TSSWCB cost share program is
based on 70% / 30% cost allocation between state / landowner. Local share of above
through landowner costs is estimated at $37.16 million. With the exception of O.C.
Fisher, the reservoir prionty system is based on recommendations contained within the
Feasibility Study. Average costs of water production for above (10 years) is § 45.20 Ac.
Ft.

*These allocations are based on estimations of the use of basin wide special project funds
($2.750 million). '

FEB-B4-2862 ©9:18
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Follow-up Contact Information



Region F IFR No Response Phone Log

Water User

Group Entity Contacted Person Date of 1% Call | Date of 2™ Call Phone # Comments
Tried to contact Mr. Sammy
Reeves County -| _ City of Mrs, Mary Garcia | 2/20/2002, 1430 | 3/1/02, 1510 | 915-375-2307 |2¢za, does not work at county,
Other Balmorhea forwarding phone is disconnected,
915-375-0519
. . Mark Hoelscher is no longer
Martin County Permian Mr. Mark Hoelscher, 915-756-2136, .
Irigation | Basin UWCD & Frank 2026002, 1100 1 37672002, 1455 1 g5 3990010 |UWCD manager, Frank is new
manager
Connot Connry| | Noth | Mr. Keith Martin, Mr. Perry Poc is o longer
unnes VUl Runnels Brenda Anderson 221102, 1545 | 3/6/02, 1520 | 915-754-5000 | anager, RElh Marlin has
- Other assumed job, Faxed New Copy of
WSC (Secretary) .o,
Questionaire
Reeves County | o of Pecos| M. Carlos Yerena | 2/21/02,1615 | 3/6/02, 1550 | 915-445-2421 |Faxed New Copy of questionaire

Other
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Appendix C - Financing Mechanisms

This appendix reviews funding programs available to water users in Region F for
water supply infrastructure projects. For each program discussed below, the purpose of
the program, eligible applicants, restrictions on the use of funds, the loan maturity, the
interest rate, and the total available funding are reported where available. Water users that
are interested in one of these programs should contact the program manager to determine

whether additional restrictions apply.

1.0 Market Financing

Market financing through local bank loans and municipal bonds that are repaid
through increased fees and revenues is the fundamental mechanism for funding municipal
infrastructure projects. This funding mechanism places the burden of paying for the
capital improvements on the beneficiaries of the project. It also provides for local control
in the implementation and timing of the needed improvements. Private and local
financing (both taxable and tax-exempt) will continue to be an integral component for
financing water infrastructure, especially for non-municipal users. This is because most
non-municipal water users are involved in for-profit activities, and most public water
supply infrastructure funding programs are available only to non-profit entities. It will be

necessary for many non-municipal users to locate private financing sources.

2.0  Texas Water Development Board Programs

Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) programs are targeted towards
political subdivisions and non-profit water supply corporations and districts. Three
programs benefit colonias and state-designated economically distressed areas. Since
Region F does not contain any federally designated border counties, the Colonia
Plumbing Loan Program cannot be accessed. Eleven Region F counties (Andrews,
Coleman, Crane, Mitchell, Pecos, Reagan, Reeves, Scurry, Upton, Ward and Winkler)
qualify as economically distressed counties and can access loans and grants through the

Economically Distressed Area Program and the Community Self-Help Program.
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However, none of these counties contains an identified municipal need. Other programs
specific to municipalities include the Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund, Clean
Water State Revolving Fund Program (CWSRF), Texas Water Development Fund II,
State Participation Program (SPP), and the Water Infrastructure Fund.

Five TWDB programs that may provide indirect benefits to non-municipal users
are the CWSREF, SPP, Agriculture Water Conservation Loans, the Rural Water Assistance
Fund, and the Water Infrastructure Fund. The CWSRF and the SPP provide assistance for

development of wastewater recycling and reuse projects.
Each of these TWDB programs is discussed below.

Economically Distressed Area Program

The Economically Distressed Area Program (EDAP) provides grants, loans, or a
combination of both grants and loans in areas where
= Existing water and wastewater infrastructure cannot adequately meet
minimal state standards

* The community does not have the financial resources to provide services
that meet state standards

= There was an established residential subdivision on Jun 1, 1989"

This program is only available in designated counties, which are counties with a
per capita income 25 percent below the state average and an unemployment rate 25
percent higher that the state average for the last three years. Eleven Region F counties
(Andrews, Coleman, Crane, Mitchell, Pecos, Reagan, Reeves, Scurry, Upton, Ward and
Winkler) qualify as economically distressed counties. Eligible projects include
construction, acquisition or improvements to water supply. Funds can also be used for
wastewater improvements. Funds may also be used for facility planning, although
TWDB currently has a moratorium on new planning grants. In most cases the TWDB
can fund up to 75 percent of the costs of facility plans. 50 percent of the applicant’s
share may be in in-kind contributions. In hardship cases, TWDB may consider funding
100 percent of the cost of facility planning. Funding is not available for operation and
maintenance of a system. All political subdivisions are eligible applicants, including

cities, counties, water districts, and non-profit water supply corporations.



Before applying for the project, the county in which the project is located must
adopt rules for the regulation of subdivisions consistent with TWDB model rules. If the
applicant is a city, that city must implement similar rules as well. The applicant must
also have or be applying for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CCN) for
the project area. An environmental review and water conservation plans are required to

close the loans.

The length of the loans under this program is the useful life of the constructed
facilities, with a maximum of 50 years. Interest rates vary based on the length of the loan
and TWDB rules in 31 TAC 3653.33(a).

Community Self-Help Program

The Community Self-Help Program (CSHP) provides grants to grass roots water
and wastewater projects in economically distressed areas and colonias®>. In order to
qualify for these grants, at least 40% of the cost of the project must be in the form of
volunteer labor (sweat equity) and/or donations of equipment material or supplies. Other
eligibility requirements are identical to the EDAP program. The Rensselaerville Institute
(TRI) or Border Waterworks (BWW), who have a cooperative agreement with TWDB,
may provide planning assistance. The applicant must provide a 10 percent match of the
TWDB grant. The match can be in the form of a loan from TRI or BWW. Funds may

not be used for operation and maintenance of the system.

Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund

The Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF) provides low interest
loans to finance projects for public drinking water systems. Additional subsidies are
available for disadvantaged communities. The purpose of this program is to assist
applicants in providing water that meets drinking water regulations. Applicants may be a
political subdivision of the state, non-profit water supply corporation, privately owned

water system or state agency.

The loans can be used for planning, design and construction of projects to upgrade
or replace water infrastructure, purchase additional capacity, and/or purchase land

integral to the project. This land could be for the construction of the project or to protect
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the source water from potential contamination, such as nitrate contamination of a

municipal well field.

Applicants to the DWSRF program must submit an information form to the
TWDB each year for inclusion in the TWDB’s intended use plan for the year. The
TNRCC prioritizes potential DWSRF projects and funding is distributed based on the
priority rating and applicant’s readiness to proceed. The interest rate is 1.2 percent below
open market and the maximum repayment period is 20 years after completion of

construction. The DWSRF program has a budget of approximately $606 million in 2002.

Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program

The Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program (CWSRF) provides low-interest
loans for planning, design, and construction of wastewater recycling and reuse facilities®.
The applicant for assistance from the CWSRF program must be a political subdivision.
Therefore, any reuse project to provide reclaimed water for non-municipal users must
also benefit a political subdivision, and the political subdivision must plan, design, and

construct the project.

Applicants to the CSWRF program must submit an information form to the
TWDB each year for inclusion in the TWDB’s intended use plan for the year. The
TWDB identifies priority projects and requests funding applications for these projects.
Depending on the source of funds, interest rates vary from 0.7 percent to 1.7 percent
below market interest rates. The maximum repayment period is 20 years after completion

of construction. The CWSRF program has a budget of approximately $400 million in
2002.

State Participation Program

Deferred interest loans from the TWDB’s State Participation Program may be
used for regional systems where the project sponsors are unable to assume debt for an
optimally sized facility’. In return for state participation, the TWDB may acquire
ownership interest in the project. The benefits of assistance from the State Participation
Program include deferred payments until the customer base grows into the project

capacity and no interest on the deferred payments. TWDB participation is limited to the
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maximum of the excess project capacity or 50 percent of the project. Remaining costs

may be eligible for funding from other TWDB programs.

Applicants must be political subdivisions or water supply corporations that are
sponsoring construction of a regional project, which may include new water supplies,
reuse or transmission from a developed supply. For non-municipal users, a political
subdivision must take the lead. Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-served
basis. An application must consist of an engineering feasibility report and environmental

information, as well as general, fiscal, and legal information.

The maximum repayment term for assistance from the State Participation
Program is 34 years. The repayment schedule may be obtained from the TWDB. State
Participation Program funding will vary depending on funds received from ongoing

participation projects.

Texas Water Development Fund 1]

The Development Fund II is a pure state loan fund used for financing water
supply, water quality enhancement, flood control and municipal solid waste. This
program provides financing for water supply infrastructure as well as acquisition of water
rights. The applicants can be political subdivisions of the state and water supply

corporations with applicable projects.

Interest rates for the loans will vary depending on the length of the loan and other
factors. The maximum length of a loan is 50 years. System revenues and/or tax pledges

are typically required to secure the loans.

Agriculture Water Conservation Loans

Under this program, the TWDB loans money to borrower and lender districts,
such as soil and water conservation districts, irrigation districts and underground water
conservation districts. In turn, these districts make loans to individual borrowers to
purchase and install more efficient irrigation equipment on private property for
agricultural water conservation purposes. Eligible applicants include soil and water
conservation districts, underground water conservation districts or districts authorized to

supply water for irrigation. Although only these public entities may apply for funding
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under this program, the purpose is to encourage lending to individual borrowers.

Therefore, non-municipal water users may indirectly benefit from this funding program.

Funds may be used for the following purposes: capital equipment or materials,
labor, preparation costs and installation costs to improve water-use efficiency in existing
irrigation systems; preparing irrigated land to be converted to dryland conditions;
preparing dryland for more efficient use of natural precipitation; brush control; and

precipitation enhancement programs.

The interest on the loan to the district is tied to the TWDB’s cost of funds. In
February 2002, the TWDB interest rate for an agricultural loan was 2.16 percent. The
interest rate on the district’s loan to a borrower is up to 1 percent greater than the
district’s interest rate. Since 1995, the TWDB has loaned $37.1 million to 17 districts

across the state.

Water Infrastructure Fund

Senate Bill 2, passed in 2001 during the 77™ Session of the Texas Legislature,
created a Water Infrastructure Fund and a Rural Water Assistance Fund. Using the Water
Infrastructure Fund, the TWDB will provide funding at below-market interest rates for
water management strategies recommended in the state or regional water plans. Only
political subdivisions are eligible to apply. Therefore, to use funds from this program to
implement a recommended water management strategy for non-municipal users, a

political subdivision must lead the project.

Funds may be used for eligible projects and for planning and design costs,
permitting costs, and other costs associated with state or federal regulatory activities with
respect to a project®. An eligible project is “any undertaking or work, including planning
and design activities and work to obtain regulatory authority, to conserve, mitigate,
convey, and develop water resources of the state, including any undertaking or work done
outside the state that the board determines will result in water being available for use in

or for the benefit of the state.””

The Water Infrastructure Fund is a new program and is not yet funded.
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Rural Water Assistance Fund

Using the Rural Water Assistance Fund, the TWDB will provide low-interest
loans for development of rural water supplies or for regionalization of rural water
supplies. Eligible applicants are rural political subdivisions, defined as a “nonprofit water
supply or sewer service corporation, district, or municipality with a service area of 10,000
or less in population or that otherwise qualifies for financing from a federal agency or a
county in which no urban area exceeds 50,000 in population.”” Non-municipal water
users are not eligible for this program, but these users may be able to work with eligible
rural political subdivisions to obtain funding for water supply infrastructure projects.
Joint applications between a rural political subdivision and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, the Texas Department of Agriculture, or the Texas Department of Hbusing

and Community Affairs are permitted.

Funds may be used for the following purposes: water or water-related projects,
including the purchase of well fields, the purchase or lease of rights to produce
groundwater, and interim financing of construction projects; to enable a rural political
subdivision to obtain water supplied by a larger political subdivision or to finance the
consolidation or regionalization of neighboring political subdivisions, or both; or as a
source of revenue for the repayment of principal and interest on water financial assistance
bonds issued by the board if the proceeds of the sale of these bonds will be deposited into
the fund’. The term of the loan cannot exceed 120 percent of the average estimated useful

life of the project.

The Legislature did not fund the Rural Water Assistance Fund during the last
session. TWDB is planning to use the State of Texas Private Activity Bond program for
funding. Federal law limits the amount of bonds that are available each year, and the
bonds are distributed among state agencies using a lottery system. TWDB received $25

million in the October 2001 lottery®.
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3.0 U.S. Department of Agriculture Programs

The U.S. Department of Agriculture administers the Farm Ownership program
(through its Farm Service Agency), the Rural Utilities Service, and the Watershed

Protection and Flood Prevention Program. Each of these is discussed below.

Farm Ownership Program

The Farm Ownership program provides direct loans or loan guarantees to be used
for purchase of farmland, construction or repair of buildings or other facilities,
development of farmland to promote soil and water conservation, or refinancing of debt.
Eligible applicants must be U.S. citizens; must have sufficient education, training, or
experience in managing or operating a farm or ranch; must be unable to get credit
elsewhere; must not have received debt forgiveness from the Farm Service Agency (with
some exceptions); must not be delinquent on any federal debt; and must be the owner or

tenant operator of a family farm after the loan closes’.

The maximum loan guarantee amount is the lesser of 90 percent of the loan
amount or $759,000. The maximum direct loan amount is $200,000. The maximum term
of the loan is 40 years. The interest rate is negotiated with the lender and must not exceed
the rate charged to the lender’s average farm customer. Under the Interest Assistance

program, the Farm Service Agency may subsidize 4 percent of the interest rate.

Rural Utilities Service Water and Waste Disposal Loans and Grants

The Rural Utilities Service Water and Environmental Programs division provides
loans, grants, and loan guarantees for drinking water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, and
storm drainage facilities in rural areas or in cities of 10,000 people or less'”. Eligible
applicants are public bodies, non-profit organizations, and recognized Indian tribes. Non-
municipal water users are not eligible for this program, but these users may be able to
work with eligible public bodies, non-profit organizations, or recognized Indian tribes to

obtain funding for water supply infrastructure projects.

Direct loans and grants have been set aside for communities along the U.S.-
Mexico border designated as "colonias;" areas designated Empowerment

Zones/Enterprise Communities and Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones; certain
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projects where at least 50 percent of the users of the facility/project are Native

Americans; rural Alaskan villages; and water emergencies and disaster relief'°.

Loans and grants may be used to construct, repair, modify, expand, or otherwise
improve water supply and distribution systems and waste collection and treatment
systems, including storm drainage and solid waste disposal facilities; acquire needed
land, water sources, and water rights; and pay costs such as legal and engineering fees

when necessary to develop the facilities'®.

Grants may be made for up to 75 percent of eligible project costs. The maximum
term of a loan is the lesser of 40 years or the useful life of the facilities being financed.
The interest rate may be a poverty rate of 4.5 percent, a market rate, or an intermediate

rate, depending on the project.

In fiscal year 2001, the Rural Utilities Service Water and Waste Disposal program
provided nationwide approximately $883 million in direct loans, $75 million in

guaranteed loans, and $564 million in grants.

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Program

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Program, also known as the
Small Watershed Program or the PL566 Program, is operated by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS). This program provides grants and technical assistance to
local sponsoring organizations, state, and other public agencies to voluntarily plan and
install watershed-based projects on private lands®'. Eligible watershed projects include
watershed protection; flood prevention; water quality improvements; soil erosion
reduction; rural, municipal and industrial water supply; irrigation water management;
sedimentation control; fish and wildlife habitat enhancement; and creation and restoration
of wetlands and wetland functions'’. Eligible applicants include state or local agencies,
counties, municipalities, towns or townships, soil and water conservation districts, flood
prevention/flood control districts, Indian tribes or tribal organizations, or other

governmental subunits. Projects are limited to watersheds containing no more than
250,000 acres'?.
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Although only governmental subunits may apply for funding, projects funded
under this program are targeted at private land and can be used for rural and industrial

water supply. Therefore, this program is indirectly applicable to non-municipal users.

Projects involving more than $5,000,000 of federal assistance or involving a
single structure having a storage capacity of more than 2,500 acre-feet require approval
from Congress. Other plans are approved administratively. Typical projects entait $3.5

million to $5 million in federal assistance'%.

In fiscal year 2000, the funding available from the Watershed Protection and

Flood Prevention Program was an estimated $99.4 million nationwide.

4.0 Texas Department of Agriculture Programs

The Texas Department of Agriculture administers the Texas Capital Fund
Infrastructure Development Program. Funding from this source may be used for water
supply infrastructure improvements. In addition, the Texas Agricultural Finance
Authority (TAFA), a public authority within the Texas Department of Agriculture,
administers the following finance programs: the Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure
Development Program, the Linked Deposit Program, the Rural Development Finance

Program, Loan Guaranty Program, and the Young Farmer Loan Guarantee Program.

The Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program and the Linked
Deposit Program specifically mention use of funds for water supply infrastructure
projects. The Rural Development Finance Program, the Loan Guaranty Program and the
Young Farmer Loan Guarantee Program do not specifically mention water supply
infrastructure projects, but the rules are very general, and this use of funds may be
acceptable. At the very least, funding from these programs may allow non-municipal
water users to shift funds from other uses to water supply infrastructure projects. Each of

these programs is reviewed below.

Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Develpopment Program

The Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program provides grants to
non-entitlement communities to assist in economic development. Eligible applicants

include incorporated city or county governments that are not entitled to receive
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Community Development funding from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development. In addition, eligible cities must have a population of less than 50,000
people. Non-municipal water users are not eligible for this program, but these users may
be able to work with eligible city or county governments to obtain funding for water

supply infrastructure projects.

Funds from the Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program may be
used for public infrastructure to assist a business that commits to create and/or retain
permanent jobs, primarily for low- and moderate-income persons. Funding may be used
for the following public infrastructure improvements: water and sewer; road/street
improvements; natural gas lines; electric, telephone, & fiber optic lines; harbor/channel
dredging; purchase of real estate related to infrastructure; drainage channels and ponds;

pre-treatment facilities; traffic signals and signs; and railroad spurs”.

Award amounts are directly related to the number of jobs created and to the
matching funds available. In the regular program, the minimum award is $50,000, and the
maximum award is $750,000. Up to an additional $750,000 may be awarded if the
project creates a sufficient number of permanent jobs (the “jumbo” program). The award

may not exceed 50 percent of the total project costs.

Linked Deposit Program

The TAFA Linked Deposit Program encourages private commercial lending at
below market rates. The Linked Deposit Program is an interest buy down program and
not a guaranteed loan program. Eligible applicants are businesses that are in the business
of'*: processing and marketing agricultural crops in Texas; producing alternative crops in
Texas; producing agricultural crops in Texas, the production of which has declined
markedly because of natural disasters; producing agricultural crops in Texas using water
conservation equipment; developing water conservation projects; or providing

nonagricultural goods or services in a rural area.

Eligible water conservation equipment includes: underground pipe; in-line valves;
pipe increasers/reducers; gate valves; fittings and bushings; flow meters and accessories;
complete circular watering systems; drip irrigation systems complete with installation;

and any other equipment which can be identified and verified as water conservation
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equipment for use within the state'*, Eligible water conservation projects include: brush
control projects, stock tank renovation or construction; dam renovation or construction;

or any other project that can be identified as a water conservation project'*.

Maximum [oan amounts range from $250,000 to $500,000, depending on the use.
The interest rate is “determined on the date the loan is funded and based on matching the
loan maturity date to the closest treasury bill/note maturity date or the end of state’s fiscal

biennium (August 31 of each odd numbered year).” '

Rural Development Finance Program

The TAFA Rural Development Finance Program provides loans and loan
guarantees to non-agricultural businesses located in rural Texas. Eligible applicants must
be located within Texas and must “provide significant benefits for rural areas, show
evidence of creation or retention of employment, and prove evidence of reasonable equity
in the project.'”” Funds may be used for purchase of land, for improvements, for
equipment, and for working capital. L.oan guarantee amounts range from $100,000 to $5
million. Loan amounts range from $100,000 to an amount determined by the lender and
the TAFA. The minimum interest rate is the Wall Street Journal Southwest Edition prime
rate plus 2 percent. The maximum term of the loan is 20 years or the life of the assets

being financed.

Two other TAFA programs are similar to this one: the Direct Loan Program and
the Participation Purchase program. Information about these programs is available from

the Texas Department of Agriculture.

Loan Guaranty Program

The TAFA Loan Guaranty Program provides “financial assistance through loan
guarantees to agricultural businesses that are, or propose to be, engaged in innovative,
diversified, or value-added production, processing, marketing, or exporting of an
agricultural product or other agricuitural-related rural economic development projects.'®”
Eligible applicants must be located within the state and must “provide significant benefits
for Texas agricultural products, show evidence of creation or retention of employment,

and prove evidence of reasonable equity in the project.'® Funds may be used for the
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purchase of real estate, improvements, equipment and working capital. Loan guarantee
amounts range from $30,000 to $5 million. The typical interest rate for this program is
the Wall Street Journal Southwest Edition prime rate plus 2 percent. The maximum term

of the loan is 20 years or the life of the assets being financed.

Young Farmer Loan Guarantee Program

The TAFA Young Farmer Loan Guarantee Program provides loan guarantees to
applicants wishing to “establish or enhance their farm and/or ranch operation or establish
an agricultural-related business.'”™ Applicants must be at least 18 years of age but less
than 40 years of age. Funds may be used to “provide working capital for operating the
farm and/or ranch including the lease of facilities and the purchase of machinery and
equipment, or for any agriculture-related business purpose, including the purchase of real
estate for the agricultural-related business, as identified in the plan.ls” The maximum
loan amount is $250,000. Interest rates are determined by the lender and approved by the
TAFA. If eligibie, the applicant and lender may apply for the Interest Reduction Program,
which reimburses the applicant up to 3% of the fixed interest rate. The maximum loan

term is 10 years or the useful life of the assets being financed.

50 US. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration
Public Works Program

Through its Economic Development Administration (EDA) Public Works
Program, the U.S. Department of Commerce provides “direct grants, on a cost-share
basts, for projects that will create and retain private-sector jobs and Ieverage public and
private investment in distressed areas.'® Funds may be used for public works and
development facilities to support industrial, commercial, and technology-based
employment. In particular, water and sewer systems for industrial use are eligible for
funding. Eligible applicants include units of state and local government, Indian tribes,
economic development districts, public and private non-profit organizations, universities,

and other institutions of higher learning.

Although non-municipal water users are not strictly eligible for funding, projects

funded under this program are targeted at industrial and commercial development and can
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be used for public works facilities to support this development. Therefore, this program is

indirectly applicable to non-municipal users.

Projects must be consistent with the Comprehensive Economic Development
Strategy (CEDS) approved by the EDA for the project area. Applicants must develop a
preapplication for review by the EDA that shows how the project will address economic
development needs and objectives outlined in the CEDS. Upon approval of the

preapplication, applicants will be invited to submit a full application.

Public Works Program grants generally require a 50 percent match from applicant
contributions, state and local grants and loans, general obligation bonds, and other public

and private contributions'®,

6.0  U.S. Small Business Administration Programs

Among other programs, the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) offers the
7a Loan Guaranty Program and the Certified Development Company (504) Program. The
7a Loan Guaranty Program does not specifically mention financing for water supply
infrastructure projects, but the rules are very general, and this use may be acceptable. At
the very least, funding from the 7a Loan Guaranty Program may allow non-municipal

water users to shift funds from other uses to water supply infrastructure projects.
Each of the SBA programs is reviewed below.

7a Loan Guaranty Program

The 7a Loan Guaranty Program offers loan guarantees to small businesses that are
unable to secure financing on reasonable terms through normal lending channels'®. The
proceeds may be used for most business purposes, including purchase of real estate to
house the business operations; construction, renovation or leasehold improvements;
acquisition of furniture, fixtures, machinery, and equipment; purchase of inventory; and,
working capitallg. The 7a Loan Guarantee Program is available to small businesses that
are independently owned and operated and are not dominant in their field. These include,
but are not limited to, retail and service businesses with annual receipts of $3.5 million to
$13.5 million, construction businesses with annnal receipts of $7 million to $17 million,

agricultural businesses with annual receipts of $0.5 million to $3.5 million, wholesale
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businesses with no more than 100 employees, and manufacturers with 500 to 1,500

employees.

The maximum loan guarantee amount is $1 million, and the maximum loan to
which the guarantee may be applied is $2 million. For loans of $150,000 or less, the
maximum guarantee is 85 percent. For loans of more than $150,000, the maximum
guarantee is 75 percent. The maximum loan term is 25 years for real estate and
equipment and 7 years for working capital. Interest rates may be fixed or variable, and
they depend on the size of the loan. For a loan of more than $50,000, the interest rate
must not exceed the prime rate plus 2.25 percent if the loan maturity is less than 7 years
and must not exceed the prime rate plus 2.75 percent if the loan maturity is 7 years or

more.

Certified Development Company (504) Program

The Certified Development Company (CDC) Program offers businesses long-
term, fixed-rate financing for major fixed assets, such as land and buildings®®. A CDCis a
non-profit corporation formed for the purpose of economic development. There are
approximately 270 CDCs nationwide, each covering a specific geographic area. CDCs
that serve portions of Region F include the Council Finance, Incorporated, Caprock
Business Finance Corporation, Inc., Capital Certified Development Corporation, Cen-Tex

Certified Development Corporation and Texas Certified Development Company, Inc.?!

Proceeds from loans may be used for the following purposes: purchasing land and
improvements, including existing buildings; grading, street improvements, utilities,
parking lots and landscaping; construction of new facilities, or modemizing, renovating
or converting existing facilities; or purchasing long-term machinery and equipmentm.
Eligible businesses must have a tangible net worth of less than $6 million and an average
net income of less than $2 million after taxes for the preceding two years. In general, the

business must also create or retain one job for every $35,000 provided by the SBA.

A typical project includes “a loan secured with a senior lien from a private-sector
lender covering up to 50 percent of the project cost, a loan secured with a junior lien from
the CDC (backed by a 100 percent SBA-guaranteed debenture) covering up to 40 percent

of the cost, and a contribution of at least 10 percent equity from the small business being
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helped. **” Loan maturities of 10 and 20 years are available. Interest rates are pegged to

an increment above the current market rate for 5-year and 10-year U.S. Treasury issues.

7.0  Texas Department of Economic Development Programs

The Texas Department of Economic Development offers several financing
programs, including the Texas Capital Access Fund, the Texas Industrial Revenue Bond
Program, and the Texas Enterprise Zone Program. Other programs are also available, but
these appear to be the most general in scope. None of these programs specifically target
water supply infrastructure projects, but each could allow non-municipal water users to
shift other funds to water supply infrastructure projects. Each of the above programs is

reviewed below.

Texas Capital Access Fund

The Texas Capital Access Fund targets businesses and non-profit organizations
that face barriers in accessing capital. The program establishes a reserve account at a
lending institution to act as a credit enhancement. Eligible applicants include small
businesses (100 or fewer employees), medium businesses (100 to 500 employees), or
non-profit organizations. Eligible applicants must be domiciled in Texas or have at least
51 percent of its employees located in the state. Proceeds from this program may be used
for “working capital or the purchase, construction, or lease of capital assets, including
buildings and equipment used by the business.””” The lender determines loan terms. The
state contribution to the reserve account may range from 100 percent to 200 percent of

the combined contribution of the borrower and the lender, depending on the project.

Texas Industrial Revenue Bond Program

The Texas Industrial Revenue Bond Program provides tax-exempt bond financing
for land and depreciable property for industrial and manufacturing projects. Cities,
counties, and conservation and reclamation districts may form non-profit industrial
development corporations or authorities to issue taxable and tax-exempt bonds for

eligible projects in their jurisdictions®.
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Texas Enterprise Zone Program

The Texas Enterprise Zone Program encourages job creation and capital
investment in areas of economic distress using state and local incentives. As of February
2001, enterprise zones have been created in Brown, Ector, McCulloch, Midland, Pecos
Reeves, Scurry, Tom Green, Ward and Winkler Counties. Qualified businesses must be
nominated for the program by a city or county that governs the enterprise zone. A
qualified business must be active within an enterprise zone, and 25 percent of its new
employees must live in the jurisdiction of the governing body or be economically
disadvantaged24. State incentives may include refunds of state sales taxes or use taxes,
franchise tax benefits, or franchise tax economic development credits. The Enterprise
Zone program also requires that the governing body offer at least one local financial
incentive®®.

8.0  Corps of Engineers Assistance

The Corps of Engineers has traditional been involved in large-scale flood damage
reduction projects through the construction of reservoirs. In Region F, there are two
Corps-operated reservoirs: O.C. Fisher in Tom Green County and Hords Creek in
Coleman County. The Corps of Engineers offers federal financing opportunities through
partnering and constructing projects with a federal purpose. Examples of such projects
include new reservoir construction and wastewater reuse projects. The Corps can
participate in multipurpose reservoir projects through their existing flood damage
reduction, ecosystem restoration and water supply authorities. The cost sharing
agreements for reservoir projects may vary with the local sponsor and ability to pay.
Generally, under current policies the total non-federal interest should be a minimum of 35
percent of the project for flood control, 35 percent for the ecosystem restoration portion
of the project and 100 percent for water supply. Reservoir projects that are primarily for

water supply would not benefit from Corps assistance.

Water supply through reuse or brush management could be sponsored with the
Corps through the ecosystem restoration authority. The purpose of this authority is to
improve ecosystem functions to produce environmental benefits. For ecosystem

restoration projects, the federal contribution is 65 percent for that portion of the project.
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9.0 Texas Office of Rural Community Affairs

The Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA) administers the the Small
Towns Environment Program (STEP). The STEP program is similar to TWDB’s
Community Self-Help program in that it promotes using local resources to solve water
and wastewater problems. Funds are provided through the Community Development
Block Grant program and are generally available to rural counties and cities with less
than 50,000 people that are not eligible to participate in the entitlement portion of the
federal Community Block Grant Program. Water and wastewater are eligible under the
national program’s objectives to a) benefit low- and moderate-income persons and b)
meet community needs that represent an immediate threat to the health and safety of the

residents of the community. The maximum grant available is $350,000.%

10.0 Local Economic Development Incentives

Local economic development agencies in Region F offer incentives for businesses
to locate in certain areas. Incentives may include tax abatements, electric rate discounts,
economic development grants, sales tax rebates, permit/development fee waivers, and
infrastructure cost participation. The level of the incentives is generally predicated on the
number of jobs that the business will create, the average wage and the gross payroll
generated, the amount of capital investment, and the new taxes generated by the project.
Economic development incentives that are not specifically targeted toward water supply
infrastructure projects may still allow a potential water user to shift other funds to water

supply infrastructure projects.

! “Economically Distressed Area Program (EDAP) & Colonias Wastewater Treatment Assistance Program
(CWTAP),” Texas Water Development Board, available online at http//www.twdb.state.tx.us
/assistance/financial/fin_infrastructure/edapfund.htm, Austin, April 2002.

2 “Community Self-Help Program (CSHP),” Texas Water Development Board, available online at
http://www.twdb.state. tx.us/assistance/financial/fin _infrastructure/self-help.htm, Austin, April 2002.

3 “Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program,” Texas Water Development Board, available online at
http://www.twdb.state.tx us/assistance/financial/fin_infrastructure/cwsrffund.htm, Austin, March 2002.
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* <“State Participation Program,” Texas Water Development Board, available online at

http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/assistance/financial/fin infrastructure/StateParticipation.htm, Austin, March
2002.

5 “Agricultural Water Conservation Loan Program,” Texas Water Development Board, available online at
http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/assistance/financial/fin_infrastructure/Agl.oan.htm, Austin, March 2002.

® “Water Infrastructure Fund,” Texas Administrative Code, Title 31, Chapter 382, available online at
http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/publications/rules/Ch382_0102.pdf, March 2002.

7 “Rural Water Assistance Fund,” Texas Administrative Code, Title 31, Chapter 384, available online at
http://www.twdb.state tx.us/publications/rules/ch384 0102.pdf, March 2002.

 “TWDB Introduces the Rural Water Assistance Fund”, Water for Texas, Vol. XII No. 2, Texas Water
Development Board, Austin, Spring 2002.

% “Farm Loan Programs,” Farm Service Agency, U.S. Department of Agriculture, available online at
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/dafl/default. htm, Washington, D.C., March 2002.

10 “Rrater and Waste Disposal Programs Fiscal Year 2001,” Rural Utilities Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, available online at _http:/fwww.usda.gov/rus/water/docs/wwfact.pdf, Washington, D.C., March
2002.

'l “NRCS PL566 Watersheds,” Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
available online at http://www.ftw.nrcs usda.gov/pl566/pl566.html, Fort Worth, March 2002.

12 Federal Funding Sources for Watershed Protection, Second Edition, Office of Water, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Publication EPA 841-B-99-003, Washington, D.C., December 1999. Available online
at http://www epa.goviowow/watershed/wacademy/fund/wfund.pdf, March 2002.

13 “Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available

online at http:/www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/rural eco_devo/capital fund/fin_infrastructure.htm, Austin, March
2002.

M “Linked Deposit Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at

http://www.agr state.tx.us/eco/finance_ag development/tafa/fin linked.htm, Austin, March 2002.

' “Rural Development Finance Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at

http://www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/finance ag development/tafa/fin rdfp.htm, Austin, March 2002.
16 “Loan Guaranty Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at
http://www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/finance ag development/tafa/fin_loanguar.htm, Austin, March 2002.
17 “Young Farmer Loan Guaranty Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at
hitp://www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/finance ag development/tafa/fin yfarmer.htm, Austin, March 2002.

18 “EDA Preapplication Process,” Economic Development Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce,
available online at http:/www.doc.gov/eda/pdf/1H6_preappQ_Abroch.pdf, Washington, D.C., March
2002.




18 “Financing Your Business — 7a Loan Programs,” U.S. Small Business Association, available online at

http://www.sba.gov/financing/fr7aloan.html, Washington, D.C., March 2002.

2 “Financing Your Business — Loan Programs — CDC/504,” U.S. Small Business Administration, available
online at hitp://www.sba gov/financing/frcde504.html, Washington, D.C., March 2002.

2 «Certified Development Companies for SBA 504 Program — TX,” U.S. Small Business Administration,
Washington, D.C.,, March 2000. Available online at http/www.sba.gov/gopher/Local-
Information/Certified-Development-Companies/cdctx.txt, March 2002.

2 “Texas Capital Access Fund,” Texas Department of Economic Development, available online at
http:/fwww.txed.state.tx. us/TexasCapital Access/, Austin, March 2002.

B “Industrial Revenue Bonds,” Texas Department of Economic Development, available online at
http://www.txed.state.tx.us/TexasIRBProgram/, Austin, March 2002.

2 “Texas Enterprise Zone Program Application and Benefit Updates,” Texas Department of Economic
Development, Aystin,  January  2002. Available  online at  http//www.txed.state.tx.us
/TexasEnterpriseZone/EZincentives. DOC, March 2002,

» «Community Development Block Grants Program Administration/Summaries,” Office of Rural

Community Affairs, Austin, March 2002. Available online at http://www.orca.state.tx.us
/CDBG/admin htm#STEP
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Appendix D
TWDB IFR Template



TWDB Infrastructure Financing Survey Template
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Appendix E
Response to TWDB Comments on
Draft IFR Report



May 28, 2002

Mr. John Grant

Colorado River Municipal Water District
P.O. Box 869

Big Spring, Texas 79721-0869

RE:  Regional Water Planning Grant Contract Between the Colorado River Municipal Water
District (CRMWD) and the Texas Water Development Board (Board), Contract No. 2002-
483-433, Review of Draft Final Reports Entitled "Infrastructure Financing Survey Report”

Dear Mr. Grant:

Staff members of the Texas Water Development Board have completed a review of the draft
report under TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-433. As stated in the above referenced contract,
the CRMWD will consider incorporating comments from the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR
shown in Attachment 1 and other commentors on the draft final report into a final report. The
CRMWD must include a copy of the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR’s comments in the final
report. In addition, the Board has received a revised table and it appears to be complete,
however, piease verify that the revised table addresses comments shown in Attachment 1.

The Board looks forward to receiving one (1) electronic 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 Ms. Sherry Cordry at (512) 936-0824 if you have any questions about the
Board’s comments.

Sincerely,

William F. Mullican, 1l
Deputy Executive Administrator
Oflice of Planning

Cc:  Sherry Cordry, TWDB



ATTACHMENT 1
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD
Infrastructure Financing Report
TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-433

REPORT COMMENTS

1.

Please provide a copy of the notice of the public meeting at which the Regional Water
Planning Group adopted the report.

Please make note that the following comments are based on the original table submitted.
Please make sure that all comments have been addressed in your revised table.

2.

Neither the printed IFR draft report nor the electronic spreadsheet draft submittal
includes the TWDB ‘template’ spreadsheet fields or associated data as required by the
Contract. The draft IFR data spreadsheet omitted numerous template data fields along
with their associated data. For example, it does not include the fields ‘WUG ID,” WUG
BASIN ID," and ‘SO NAME." The Final IFR data submission must include all original
template data fields and data.

The submitted electronic data table format has been altered from the original TWDB
spreadsheet template format into a text document format. Please prepare the final draft
capital cost data table in the same spreadsheet format as the original template file
format.

Numerous WMS names were altered from the original template WMS names. The final
IFR report must retain the original TWDB template data including the WMS names.

It appears that some draft IFR WMS capital costs are greater than the WMS costs
identified in the data template provided by TWDB. Without the full template data set,
however, it is difficult to determine. Please reconcile IFR WMS capital costs with the
WMS capital costs provided in the TWDB data template.

It appears that some capital costs provided in the original TWDB template are either not
included in the draft IFR, lumped into a MWP capital cost or have been grouped into
other WMSs. Without the full template data set, however, it is difficult to determine
where this has occurred. The TWDB template includes 51 WMSs with capital costs
associated with them, whereas, the IFR draft only lists 31 WMSs with capital costs. For
example, the TWDB template includes 22 WMSs associated with ‘Irrigation’ WUGs for a
capital cost total of $81,980,786, whereas, the IFR draft only lists 5 WMSs for ‘irrigation’
WUGs for a total of $63,959,396. Because the total capital costs for the entire region
are very similar (TWDB template: $326,033,501 vs. Region F IFR draft: $325,038,562) it
may be possible that numerous (mostly irrigation) WMS costs were either lumped
together or named incorrectly under different WMS. Because of the omission of the
underilying template data fields, it is difficult to determine.

The following IFR draft WUGs and costs did not correspond directly with WUGs and/or
capital costs in the TWDB template:



Water
User
Group

County

Entity Receiving
Survey

Water Management Strategy

SB-1 Cost

Robert
Lee

Coke

City of Robert Lee

Lake Spence RO

$2,481,451

CRMWD

Various

CRMWD

Winkler well field

$36,291,000

[rrigation

Glasscock

Glasscock Co UWCD

Advanced irrigation
technologies

$21,590,201

Irrigation

Reagan

Santa Rita UWCD,
Glasscock UWCD

Advanced irrigation
technologies

$16,491,033

Irrigation

Tom Green

Lipan-Kickapoo
uwcbh

Advanced irrigation

technologies

$15,803,362

It appears that CRMWD may be a MWP rather than a WUG and that the above irrigation
WUGs summarize several smaller WUGs from the template. Please break out the
WUGs per the template and indicate instances where costs are associated with a MWP.

Cost summary data is contradictory and confusing in some cases. For example, the
WUG ‘Early’ (see below) is characterized in the IFR draft as being both able and unable
to pay the full cost amount ($2,800,000). The survey data field headings should agree
with the TWDB template.

Water
User
Group

Water Management
Strategy

SB-1 Cost

Actual Cost,
if Different

Amount
Entity is
Able to Pay

Amount Entity
Can Pay with
State
Participation

Amount Entity
Cannot Pay

Early

Purchase treated
water from BCWID

$535,000

$2,800,000

$2,800,000

$2,800,000

$2,800,000

10.

11.

The share of capital costs that WUGs ‘able’ and 'unable' to pay should add up to the full
capital cost listed in the TWDB template. In the above example of the WUG ‘Early’,
these costs are both larger than the template capital cost and, in any case, should add
up to the $535,000 cost. Additional, revised or new cost or strategy information may be
provided in new data fields or new rows added to the template, if necessary.

Note: The Final IFR report survey results must be submitted to TWDB using the
template spreadsheet format, including all original template data fields and data, that
was provided by TWDB to the Contractor, per the Contract. Contractor may add
additional data (and may add additional data fields if needed) but shall not alter any
populated data fields (i.e. must not change any Water Management Strategy (WMS)
reference names) or other pre-existing template data or headings. Contractor shall
include all the template data fields, with criginal template field names, in all electronic
data submissions. A copy of the IFR data spreadsheet must be submitted in electronic
format along with the final report. Please indicate when WMS capital costs are
associated with Major Water Providers (MWPs) as opposed to WUGs.




REGION F - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON IFR REPORT

Numbered text in italics are the comments on the April 29, 2000 Region F Infrastructure
Financing report. Plain text following each comment is the response to the comment.

1 Please provide a copy of the notice of the public meeting at which the Regional
Water Planning Group adopted the report.

A copy of the notice and the notice recipients may be found following these responses.

2. Neither the printed IFR draft report nor the electronic spreadsheet draft submittal
includes the TWDB ‘template’ spreadsheet fields or associated data as required
by the Contract. The draft IFR data spreadsheet omitted numerous template data
Jields along with their associated data. For example, it does not include the fields
‘WUG ID,” ‘WUG BASIN ID,’ and ‘SO NAME.’ The Final IFR data submission
must include all original template data fields and data.

The IFR template data was unintentionally left out of the electronic submission on April
30, 2002. It was sent to the TWDB on May 7, 2002, but was apparently unavailable for
this review. A hard copy of the IFR tempiate was included in the report as Appendix D.
The required fields had not been altered, as specified in the contract. We apologize for
any inconvenience caused by this omission.

3. The submitted electronic data table format has been altered from the original
TWDB spreadsheet template format into a text document format. Please prepare
the final draft capital cost data table in the same spreadsheet format as the
original template file format.

I assume you are referring to Table 2 of the text. Table 2 is a summary of the IFR results,
not the template data submission. The IFR template data was included as Appendix D.

4. Numerous WMS names were altered from the original template WMS names. The
final IFR report must retain the original TWDB template data including the WMS
names.

No WMS names were altered in Appendix D. A few WMS strategies were changed in
Table 2 for clarity. For example, “Purchase water from Robert Lee” was changed to
“Purchase water from Robert Lee regional system” to differentiate between the regional
system proposed in the Region F plan and the City of Robert Lee’s current plans to build
an RO system without participation by the City of Bronte.

5. It appears that some draft IFR WMS capital costs are greater than the WMS costs

identified in the State Water Plan (§SWP) data template provided by TWDB.
Without the full template data set, however, it is difficult to determine. Please
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reconcile IFR WMS capital costs with the WMS capital costs provided in the
TWDB data template.

No WMS capital costs were changed in the CAP_COST column of Appendix D. An
additional column labeled ‘Revised Capital Cost’ was added to report changed capital
costs. The costs in this column are either updated costs for the SB1 strategy or the cost of
an alternative strategy being pursued by the WUG. Alternative strategies are described in
the ‘Comment’ column as well as the text of the report.

6.

1t appears that some capital costs provided in the original TWDB template are

either not included in the draft IFR, lumped into a MWP capital cost or have been
grouped into other WMSs. Without the full template data set, however, it is
difficult to determine where this has occurred. The TWDB template includes 51
WMSs with capital costs associated with them, whereas, the IFR draft only lists
31 WMSs with capital costs. For example, the TWDB template includes 22 WMSs
associated with ‘Irrigation’ WUGs for a capital cost total of $81,980,786,
whereas, the IFR draft only lists 5 WMSs for ‘Irrigation’ WUGs for a total of
$63,959,396. Because the total capital costs for the entire region are very similar
(TWDB template: $326,033,501 vs. Region F IFR draft: $325,038,562) it may be
possible that numerous (mostly irrigation) WMS costs were either lumped
together or named incorrectly under different WMS. Because of the omission of
the underlying template data fields, it is difficult to determine.

The Region F IFR template actually has 93 entries. All of these entries were retained in
Appendix D. Table 2 only has entries for entities receiving a survey. Because many

needs in Region F were associated with aggregated WUGSs or did not have a capital cost,
not every identified need received a survey.

7. The following IFR draft WUGs and costs did not correspond directly with WUGs
and/or capital costs in the TWDB template:
Water County Entity Receiving | Water Management Strategy | SB-1 Cost
User Survey
Group
Robert Lee|Coke City of Robert Lee  |Lake Spence RO $2,481,451
CRMWD |Various |CRMWD Winkler well field $36,291,000
Irrigation |Glasscock|Glasscock Co UWCD |Advanced irrigation $21,590,201
technologies
Irrigation |Reagan |Santa Rita UWCD, |Advanced irrigation 316,491,033
Glasscock UWCD  [technologies
Irrigation {Tom Lipan-Kickapoo Advanced irrigation $15,803,362
Green UWCD technologies

It appears that CRMWD may be a MWP rather than a WUG and that the above
irrigation WUGs summarize several smaller WUGs from the template. Please
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break out the WUGs per the template and indicate instances where costs are
associated with a MWP.

I assume that you are referring to entries in Table 2. Appendix D, the IFR template, did
not have altered capital costs in the CAP_COST field. The entries in Table 2 can be
explained as follows:

Robert Lee  The Robert Lee RO treatment facility was inadvertently left out of Table
12 of the 2001 Region F plan, although the WMS was recommended in
the text. This and other problems with Table 12 are addressed in a May
29, 2002 letter to TWDB.

CRMWD This WMS is for CRMWD, a major water provider, and was clearly
described in the text of the 2001 Region F plan. It was also included in
Table 13 of the plan. However, since this strategy will be pursued to
increase the reliability and quality of the CRMWD system, it was not
associated with a specific need in Table 12. Region F felt that it was
important that major water providers be provided with a survey in case
they also needed to access state-sponsored financing programs.

Irrigation Each of these counties required multiple entries in the TWDB tables
because water for irrigation comes from multiple sources. In the main
body of the report, costs for these use categories were combined on a
countywide basis. We felt that it would be unnecessarily confusing for the
survey recipients or casual readers of the report to have two different
capital costs associated with the same strategy.

8. Cost summary data is contradictory and confusing in some cases. For example,
the WUG ‘Early’ (see below) is characterized in the IFR draft as being both able
and unable to pay the full cost amount ($2,800,000). The survey data field
headings should be agree with the TWDB template.

Water Water Management SB-1 Cost Actual Cost, Amount Amount Entity Amount Entity

User Strategy if Different  Entity is Can Pay with Cannot Pay
Group Able to Pay State
Participation
Early Purchase treated $535,000 $2,800,000 $2,800,000  $2,800,000 32,800,000
water from BCWID

The share of capital costs that WUGSs ‘able’ and ‘unable’ to pay should add up
to the full capital cost listed in the TWDB template. In the above example of the
WUG ‘Early’, these costs are both larger than the template capital cost and, in
any case, should add up to the $535,000 cost. Additional, revised or new cost or
strategy information may be provided in new data fields or new rows added to the
template, if necessary.
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Entries in the IFR template must reflect survey responses even if those responses are
inconsistent. Neither the Region nor the consultant should alter a WUG's response
unless the responding party agrees to the change. The entries for the City of Early are
exactly what the city put in their survey. Freese and Nichols contacted Ken Thomas, the
City Administrator for the City of Early, on April 15, 2002 regarding the response of the
City. He stated that all of the financing would be through TWDB loans, paid off by
revenues. In his opinion, his survey response reflected the city’s plans. A note will be
added to the IFR template describing this response.

We disagree with the statement that the costs should add up to the SB-1 cost if the WUG
provided an alternative cost. Many of the survey responses identified revised capital
costs or new strategies that were different from the Region F plan. The Region felt that it
was important that revised costs or alternative strategies be used in the report when
provided by the WUG.

9. Note: The Final IFR report survey results must be submitted to TWDB using the
template spreadsheet format, including all original template data fields and data,
that was provided by TWDB to the Contractor, per the Contract. Contractor may
add additional data (and may add additional data fields if needed) but shall not
alter any populated data fields (i.e. must not change any Water Management
Strategy (WMS) reference names) or other pre-existing template data or
headings. Contractor shall include all the template data fields, with original
template field names, in all electronic data submissions. A copy of the IFR data
spreadsheet must be submitted in electronic format along with the final report.
Please indicate when WMS capital costs are associated with Major Water
Providers (MWPs) as opposed to WUGs.

Freese and Nichols, Inc. apologizes for any problems that failure to submit the electronic
IFR template with the draft report may have caused. Appendix D required fields were
not altered. However, we feel that not allowing for updated costs, changed strategies, or
including major water providers are serious flaws in the IFR process and should be
addressed in the next round of regional planning.
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Voting Members:

Len Wilson,
Public, Andrews

Wendell Moody,
Public, Concho

Judge Marilyn Egan,
Counties, Runneis

Judge Johhny Jones,
Counties, Crocketft

Will Wilde, Secretary
Municipalities, Tom Green

Charles Hagood, Jr.,
© Muncipalities, Kimble
John Gayle,
Municipalities, Scurry
Larry Sanders,
Industrial, Ector

Kenneth Dierschke,
Agricultural, Tom Green

Bert Siriegler,
Agricultural, McCulloch

D.A. Harral,
Agricultural, Pecos

Steven C. Hofer, V-Chair
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Stuart Coleman,
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River Authority

John Grant, Chair
Water District
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Water District, Irion
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Richard Gist, At-Large
Water Utilities, Brown -

Texas Water Development Board
Regional Water Planning
Region F Regional Water Planning Group

Andrews, Borden, Brown, Coke, Coleman, Concho, Crane, Crockett,
Ector, Glasscock, Howard, inion, Kimble, Loving, Martin, Mason,
McCulloch, Menard, Midland, Miichell, Pecos, Reagan, Reeves, Runnels,
Schisicher, Scurry, Sterling, Sutton, Tom Green, Upton, Ward, Winkler

MEMORANDUM

To: Region F Water Planning Group
From:  John Grant ,\‘j o
Date:  May 10, 2002

Subject: Region F WPG Meeting
Monday, May 20, 2002, 10:30 a.m.

Enclosed is the agenda and supporting information for the next Region
F Water Planning Group Meeting, which will be held on Monday, May
20, 2002, at 10:30 a.m., at Howard College, 1001 Birdwell Lane, Big
Spring, Texas. The meeting will be in the Fireplace Room, which is
located in the Student Union Building.

| am looking forward to seeing you at the meeting, and if any of the
voting members will not be attending, please let me know prior to the
meeting. You can reach me at 915-267-6341 or e-mail me at
jgrant@crmwd.org.

c/o Colorado River Municipal Water District - P.Q. Box 869, Big Spring, Texas 79721-0869
Phone: 915-267-6341 - Fax: 915-267-3121 - E-Mail: info@crmwd.org
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MAY 10, 2002

NOTICE OF MEETING AND AGENDA

THE REGION F WATER PLANNING GROUP
WILL MEET ON MONDAY, MAY 20, 2002, AT 10:30 A.M.
AT HOWARD COLLEGE IN THE FIREPLACE ROOM
LOCATED IN THE STUDENT UNION BUILDING
1001 BIRDWELL LANE- BIG SPRING, TEXAS

MEETING AGENDA

1. Callto Order
2. Introductions and Opening Remarks

3. Consider approval of minutes for the Region F Regional Water Planning Group
meeting held on March 18, 2002

4. Consider approval of minutes for the Region F Regional Water Planning Group
meeting held on March 28, 2002

5. Ratification of Payments/Financial Report

6. Report from Texas Water Development Board

7. Consider Approval of Final Infrastructure Financing Report

8. Update on Status of Scope of Werk and Contract

9. Discuss Process to Amend Regional Water Plan

10. Consider Revising Regional Water Plan to Include Costs for srush Control

11. Consider Adding Point-of-Use Reverse Osmosis Filtration as a Recommended
Water Management Strategy for Selected Small Rural Water Supply Systems

12. Other Discussion
13. Next Meeting Date(s)

14. Adjourn
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Brownwood, TX 76804

Mayor of Robert Lee
P.O. Box 26
Robert Lee, TX 76804

Mayor of Paint Rock
P.O. Box 157
Paint Rock, TX 76866

Mayor of Iraan
P.O. Box 457
Iraan, TX 79744

Mayor of Kermit
P.O. Drawer P
Kermit, TX 79745

Mayor of Early
P.O. Box 3100
Early, TX 76803

Mayor of Santa Anna
P.O. Box 249
Santa Anna, TX 76878

Mayor of Coahoma
P.O. Box L
Coahoma, TX 79511

Mayor of Winters
310 S. Main
Winters, TX 79567



Mayor of Goldsmith Mayor of Miles
P.O. Box 629 P.0. Box 398
Goldsmith, TX 79741 Miles, TX 76861



The Honorable Teel Bivins
Texas Senate

P.O. Box 1673

Midland, TX 79702

The Honorable Tom.Craddick
Texas House of Representatives

500 W. Texas
Suite 880

Midland, TX 79701

The Honorable Troy Fraser
Texas Senate

241 Pine #15B

Abilene, TX 79601

The Honorable Suzanna Gratia Hupp
Texas House of Representatives
P.O. Box 751

Lampasas, TX 76550

Ms. Cathy Herzog
Director
Senator Robert Duncan's Office

1330 E. 8th Street
Suite 322

Odessa, TX 79761

The Honorable David Counts
Texas House of Representatives
P.O. Box 338

Knox City, TX 79529

The Honorable Robert Duncan
Texas Senate

401 Austin
Suite 101

Big Spring, Texas 79720

The Honorable Pete Gallego
Texas House of Represenatives
P.O. Box 777

Alpine, TX 72831

The Honorable Tom Haywood
Texas Senate

1025 E. North 10th Street
Abilene, TX 79601

The Honorable Robert Junell
Texas House of Representatives
P.O. Box 3362

San Angelo, TX 76902



The Honocrable Jim Keffer
Texas House of Representatives
P.O. Box 2910

Austin, TX 78768

The Honorable Robert Turner
Texas House of Representatives
P.O. Box 879

Coleman, TX 76834

The Honorable Jeff Wentworth
Texas Senate

2121-B Knickerbocker Road
San Angelo, TX 76904

The Honorable Frank Madla, Jr.
Texas Senate

103 W. Caliahan

Fort Stockton, TX 79735

The Honorable Gary Walker
Texas House of Representatives
P.O. Box 750

Plains, TX 79335

The Honorable G.E. "Buddy”" West
Texas House of Representatives
4526 E. University

Bldg. V, Suite G

Odessa, TX 78762



Loving County Water improvement District #1
P.O. Box 355
Metone, TX 79754

Pecos County Water Improvement District #2
P.O. Box 445
Imperial, TX 79743

Reeves County Water Improvement District #2
P.O. Box 1331
Pecos, TX 79772

Ward County Irrigation District #1
P.0.Box 325
Barstow, TX 79719

Pecos County Water Improvement District #3
P.O. Box 69

Imperial, TX 79743

Red Bluff Water Power Control District
111 W. 2nd Street
Pecos, TX 79772

Ward County Water Improvement District #2
P.O. Box 328
Grandfalls, TX 79742

Ward County Water Improvement District #3
P.O. Box 205
Dimmit, TX 79027



Coke County UWCD
P.O.Box 1110
Robert Lee, TX 76945

Glasscock County UWCD

P.O.Box 208
Garden City, TX 79739

Irion County UWCD
P.O. Box 10
Mertzon, TX 76941

Permian Basin UWCD
P.0O. Box 1314
Stanton, TX 79782

Santa Rita UWCD
P.O. Box 849
Big Lake, TX 76932

Emerald UWNCD
P.O. Box 1458
Ozona, TX 76943

Hickory UWCD
P.0. Box 1214
Brady, TX 76825

Lipan-Kickapoo WCD
P.O. Box 67
Vancourt, TX 76955

Plateau UWCD
P.O. Drawer 324
Eldorado, TX 76936

Sterling County UWCD
P.O. Box 873
Sterling City, TX 76951



Sutton County UWCD Trans-Pecos UWCD

301 S. Crockett 1808 W. Jefferson Street
Sonora, TX 76950 Pecos, TX 79772

Upton Regional
P.O. Box 330
Rankin, TX 79778



Andrews County Judge Borden County Judge

Room 104 Courthouse P.O. Box 156
Andrews, TX 79714 Gail, TX 79738
Brown County Judge Coke County Judge
200 S. Broadway P.O. Box 52
Brownwood, TX 76801 Robert Lee, TX 76945
Coleman County Judge Concho County Judge
P.O. Box 512 P.O. Box 158
Coleman, TX 76834 ' Paint Rock, TX 76866
Crane County Judge ' Crockett County Judge
P.0O. Box 457 P.O. Box 925
Crane, TX 79731 Ozona, TX 76943
Ector County Judge Glasscock County Judge
- 300 N. Grant P.O. Box 67
Room 227 Garden City, TX 79739

Odessa, TX 79761



Howard County Judge

300 Main
Room 207

Big Spring, TX 79720

Kimble County Judge
501 Main
Junction, TX 76849

Martin County Judge
P.O. Box 1330
Stanton, TX 79782

McCulloch County Judge

County Courthouse
Room 202

Brady, TX 76825

Midland County Judge
200 W. Wall
Midland, TX 79701

Irion County Judge
P.O. Box 770
Mertzon, TX 76941

Loving County Judge
P.O. Box 193
Mentone, TX 79754

Mason County Judge
P.O. Box 56
Mason, TX 76856

Menard County Judge
P.O. Box 1028
Menard, TX 76859

Mitchell County Judge
349 Qak Street, 2nd Floor
Colorado City, TX 79512



Pecos County Judge
103 W. Callaghan

Fort Stockton, TX 79735

Reeves County Judge

100 E. 4th Street, 3rd Floor

Pecos, TX 79772

Schieicher County Judge

P.O. Box 536
Eldorado, TX 76936

Sterling County Judge
P.C. Box 819
Sterling City, TX 76951

Tom Green County Judge

112 W, Beauregard
San Angelo, TX 76903

Reagan County Judge
P.O. Box 100
Big Lake, TX 76932

Runnels County Judge
613 Hutchings
Ballinger, TX 76821

Scurry County Judge
1806 25th Street
Snyder, TX 79549

Sutton County Judge
P.O. Box 1212
Sonora, TX 76950

Upton County Judge
P.O. Box 482
Rankin, TX 79778



Ward County Judge Winkler County Judge
400 S. Allen P.O. Drawer Y
Monahans, TX 79756 Kermit, TX 79745



Andrews County Clerk
P.O. Box 727
Andrews, TX 79714

Brown County Clerk,
200 S. Broadway
Brownwood, TX 76801

Coleman County Clerk

100 W. Liveoak
Suite 1058
Coleman, TX 76834

Crane County Clerk
P.O. Box 578
Crane, TX 79731

Ector County Clerk
P.O. Box 707
Odessa, TX 79760

Borden County Clerk
P.O. Box 124
Gail, TX 79738

Coke County Clerk
P.O.Box 150
Robert Lee, TX 76945

Concho County Clerk
P.O. Box 98
Paint Rock, TX 76866

Crockett County Clerk
P.O. Drawer C
Ozona, TX 76943

Glasscock County Clerk
P.O. Box 190
Garden City, TX 79739



Howard County Clerk
P.O. Box 1468
Big Spring, TX 79721

Kimble County Clerk
501 Main
Junction, TX 76849

Martin County Clerk
P.O. Box 906
Stanton, TX 79782

McCulloch County Clerk
McCulloch County Courthouse
Brady, TX 76825

Midland County Clerk
P.O. Box 211
Midland, TX 79702

Irion County Clerk
P.O.Box 736
Mertzon, TX 76941

Loving County Clerk
P.O. Box 194
Mentone, TX 79754

Mason County Clerk
P.O. Box 702
Mason, TX 76856

Menard County Clerk
P.O. Box 1028
Menard, TX 76859

Mitchell County Clerk
349 Oak Street
Colorado City, TX 79512



Pecos County Clerk
103 W. Callaghan
Fort Stockton, TX 79735

Reeves County Clerk
P.O. Box 867
Pecos, TX 79772

Schieicher County Clerk
P.O. Drawer 580
Eldorado, TX 76936

Sterling County Clerk
P.O. Box 55
Sterling City, TX 76951

Tom Green County Clerk
124 W. Beauregard
San Angelo, TX 76903

Reagan County Clerk
P.O. Box 100
Big Lake, TX 76932

Runnels County Clerk
P.O. Box 189
Ballinger, TX 76821

Scurry County Clerk
1806 25th Street, #300
Snyder, TX 79549

Sutton County Clerk
300 E. Cak, #3
Sonora, TX 76950

Upton County Clerk
P.O. Box 465
Rankin, TX 79778



Ward County Clerk Winkler County Clerk
400 S. Allen P.O. Box 1007

Monahans, TX 79758 Kermit, TX 79745



