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Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Area 
Infrastructure Financing Report 

1.0 Introduction 

Senate Bill 2 (77lh Texas Legislature), requires that an Infrastructure Financing Report (IFR) be 
incorporated into the regional water planning process. In order to meet this requirement, each regional 
water planning group (RWPG) is required to examine the funding needed to implement the water 
management strategies and projects identified and recommended in the region's January 2001 regional 
water plan. Results of this effort are due to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) by June 1, 2002. 
The TWDB will consolidate the reports from the 16 regional water planning areas and report to the Texas 
Legislature no later than October I, 2002. 

To facilitate the RWPG's completion of the statutory directive, the TWDB has prepared guidelines, 
and a schedule, as follows: 

• September 21,2001 
• October 17,2001 
• June 1,2002 
• October I, 2002 

Regions request funds from TWDB 
TWDB consider requests for funds 
RWPG submittal ofreports to TWDB 
TWDB submittal of report to Legislature 

2.0 Objectives of the Infrastructure Financing Report 

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

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

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

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

• To determine what role(s) the RWPGs propose for the State in financing the recommended water 
supply projects. 

3.0 Methods and Procedures 

There are two elements to the Infrastructure Financing Report, as follows: (1) Surveys, and (2) 
RWPG policy recommendations on the State's role in financing water infrastructure projects. For the Llano 
Estacado Water Planning Region, all water user groups and major water providers having water needs and 
recommended water management strategies in the regional water plan were surveyed using the 
questionnaire provided by the TWDB, as supplemented (Appendix A). For the water user groups based on 
county aggregates, such as irrigation, where no political subdivision is responsible for the provision of 
water supplies, the LERWPG has included summary recommendations of funding mechanisms for meeting 
those needs. 

In the Llano Estadaco Region, there were no County-Other needs, thus it was not necessary to 
survey County Judges or Commissioners Courts. The one exception to this is in Hale County, where, at the 
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direction of the LERWPG, a plan was included for the community of Cotton Center, a community of 
approximately 200. Cotton Center was listed in Exhibit B, Table 12 and the TWDB IfR Template as 
County Other, and was included in the survey. In addition, the LERWPG surveyed County Judges of 
counties that do not have underground water conservation districts, River Authorities, and Underground 
Water Conservation Districts to obtain their recommendations pertaining to water infrastructure financing, 
and particularly to the potentials for the use of State Participation, as defined below. 

"The State Participation Program enables TWDB to purchase a temporary ownership interest in a 
regional project when local sponsors are unable to assume the debt for an optimally sized facility. 
TWDB may acquire ownership interests in the water rights or a co-ownership interest in the property 
or treatment works. Currently, TWDB's PQl1icipation is limited to a maximum of 50% of the project 
costs and to the portion of the project designated as "excess" capacity. There is also a requirement 
that the project cannot be reasonably financed without state participation assistance, and that the 
optimum regional development of the project cannot be reasonably financed without the state 
participation. " 

The survey was mailed via first class U.S. Mail, with 2 follow-up telephone contacts with each 
political subdivision surveyed that did not respond by the due date. The follow-up activity is documented 
via phone call log (Appendix B). 

For the second element of the IFR, Senate Bill 2 (77lh Texas Legislature, Regular Session) the 
LERWPG has developed policy statements that respond to the following question: 

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

The LERWPG gave particular attention to proposed increases in the level of State Participation (see 
definition of State Participation above) in funding for regional water supply projects to meet needs beyond 
the reasonable financing capability of local governments, regional authorities, and other political 
subdivisions involved in building water infrastructure. 

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

4.0 Results 

The results of the survey mentioned in Section 3.0 above are summarized in Table I below and in 
the template spreadsheet (Appendix C) provided by the TWDB. Financing to meet the projected needs of 
Aggregated Water User Groups is discussed in Section 4.2, and the LERWPG response to the question 
related to the role of the State in financing water infrastructure is presented in Section 4.3. The Notice for 
the May 16, 2002 Llano Estacada Regional Water Planning Group Meeting at which the Infrastructure 
financing Report was considered and approved, and The Executive Administrator's comments and the 
LERWPG response to comments are included in Appendix D. Copies of the completed Surveys are 
included in Appendix E. 

4.1 Survey Responses 

The Llano Estacado Region has 28 municipal water user groups that have a need for water 
facilities over the next 50 years. The estimated costs of theses facilities, in 1999 second quarter prices, are 
$157,691,090 (Table I and Appendix C). For this Infrastructure Financing Report, these 28 municipal 
water user groups were surveyed to determine how much of the estimated costs each could pay both with 
and without state participation. Of the 28 water user groups surveyed, 17 or 61 percent responded. 
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The responses indicate that of the total $157,691,090 in costs, $128,692,214, or 81.6 percent could 
he financed hy those who need additional watcr (Table I). However, if the City of Lubhock plan, which 
includes the Lake Alan Henry Pipeline and water treatment plant is not included in thc analysis, the total 
costs for the other 27 entities is $33,728,090. Of these 27 entities, 16 responded. Total cost of facilities for 
the 16 that responded is $21,473,562, of which the respondents reported that they could pay $4.729,214, or 
22.02 percent, from their own resources (Table I). These 16 respondents indicated that they could pay an 
additional $260.000, or $4,989,214 (23.23 percent) of the estimated cost with state participation (Table I). 

Survey respondents identified the following as potential sources of outside funding: (I) TWDB 
State Participation Program, (2) State Grants, (3) Grants from the Texas Department of Housing and 
Community Affairs. (4) TWDB Revolving Loan Fund, and (5) loans from other sources. 

4.2 Aggregated Water User Groups 

Water users of the county aggregated water user groups, such as irrigation, arc private individuals 
who must find their own sources of financing for implementation of water management strategies to meet 
their needs. Among the sources of funding for irrigation water conservation strategies are the TWDB 
Agricultural Water Conservation Loan Fund and private lending institutions. The TWDB Agricultural 
Water Conservation Loan Program is available to individuals who reside in a soil and water conservation 
district, an underground water conservation district, or an irrigation district. if the respective districts 
participate in the program. In the past the High Plains Underground Water Conservation District No. I has 
carried out a successful water conservation loan program, but has discontinued the program due to lack of 
interest for additional loans. Such loans are available to irrigation farmers located in other underground 
water conservation districts located in the region. In addition, individuals can and do obtain loans from the 
private lending sector, including banks. 

Funding to implement weather modification strategies contained in the plan is provided by the local 
sponsors with cost sharing from the State. Funding for hrush control is available on a cost sharing basis 
from the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board and the U. S. Department of Agricultural Soil and 
Water Conservation programs, which the LERWPG recommends he continued, as was recommended in the 
2001 Regional Water Plan. 

4.3 Role for the State in Financing Water Supply Projects in the Regional 
Water Plan 

For the second element of the IFR, Senate Bill 2 (77lh Texas Legislature, Regular Session), the 
LERWPG has developed policy statements that respond to the following question: 

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

In the 2001 Regional Water Plan, the Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group recommended that 
the Legislature provide adequate funding for the implementation of water management strategies in the 
plan, including loans for public water supplies, precipitation enhancement, brush management, water 
conservation, and research and development of drought tolerant species and more efficient irrigation 
technology. This is the LERWPG recommendation for this Infrastructure Financing Report. 
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- - - -_ .. _------ - - ----- - ------.f!,~------- -------f!,L-- eglOn, , Table 1: R dedW M s t for Ll E. doR (R 0) 
Political Subdivision Water Response Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) Comments 

(Pol/Sub) Use From Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 
Type PoVSub W/State Pay 

YIN Particip. 

Abernathy Mun Y Local Groundwater 2007 1,863,400 

2011 155,848 

2014 155,848 

20\9 155,848 
2040 155,848 

Abernathy Total 2,486,792 1,000,000 1,250,000 1,236,792 

Amherst Mun Y Local Groundwater 2017 643,720 The response to Q3 was also shown 

2022 155,848 as zero, but is not recorded since 

Amherst Total 799,568 0 0 it is not consistent. 

Anton Mun N Local Groundwater 2001 678,568 

2002 155,848 

2003 155,848 

Anton Total 990,264 

Bovina Mun N Local Groundwater 2006 643,720 

2010 155,848 

2013 155,848 

2040 155,848 

Bovina Total 1,111,264 

Cotton Center Mun N Local Groundwater 2006 330,088 

2009 155,848 

Cotton Center Total 485,936 

7 



Political Subdivision Water Response Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) Comments 
(Pol/Sub) Use From Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 

Type PoI/Sub W/State Pay 
YIN Particip. 

Denver City Mun Y Local Groundwater 2000 3,780,040 One new well will be completed and 

2015 200,750 added to the system within one 

2017 200,750 year. 

2019 200,750 

2020 200,750 

2022 200,750 

2045 155,848 

Denver City Total 4,939,638 1,125,000 1,125,000 3,814,638 

Dimmitt Mun Y Local Groundwater 2017 2,704,020 

2019 200,772 

2021 200,772 

2024 200,772 

Dimmitt Total 3,306,336 700,000 700,000 2,606,336 Can pay $100,000 per year. 

Earth Mun Y Local Groundwater 2022 539,176 

2027 155,848 

2040 155,848 

Earth Total 850,872 42,544 42,544 808,328 Will need to borrow funds. 

Farwell Mun Y Local Groundwater 2010 643,720 Will consider using any sources 

2014 155,848 available. 

2017 155,848 

2030 155,848 

Farwell Total 1,111,264 300,000 300,000 811,264 
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Political Subdivision Water Response Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) Comments 
(Pol/Sub) Use From Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 

Type Pol/Sub W/State Pay 
YIN Particip. 

Friona Mun Y Local Groundwater 2016 1,077,780 

2018 155,848 

2020 155,848 

2023 155,848 

Friona Total 1,545,324 500,000 500,000 1,045,324 Any funding sources welcome. 

Hale Center Mun N Local Groundwater 2029 399,784 

2034 155,848 

2036 155,848 

Hale Center Total 711,480 

Hart Mun Y Local Groundwater 2033 330,088 Currently drilling new well at cost 

2038 155,848 of $325,000. Have grant for 

Hart Total 485,936 100,000 100,000 385,936 $250,000 

Hereford Mun N Local Groundwater 2013 549,824 

2015 532,400 

2020 503,360 

2021 474320 

2025 445280 

2030 416240 

2039 381392 

Hereford Total 3,302,816 

Idalou Mun N Local Groundwater 2012 817,960 

2016 155,848 

2019 155,848 

2030 155,848 

Idalou Total 1,285,504 
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Political Subdivision Water Response Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) Comments 
(Pol/Sub) Use From Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 

Type Pol/Sub W/State Pay 
YIN Particip. 

Kress Mun N Local Groundwater 2001 748,264 

2005 155,848 

Kress Total 904,112 

Lockney Mun Y Local Groundwater 2015 330,088 Applying to Dept. Comm Affairs for 

2020 155,848 Grant to extend pipeline 4 miles to 

Lockney Total 485,936 72,890 72,890 413,046 donated well; solves pres. problem. 

Lubbock Mun Y Lake Alan Henry 

Pipeline and Water 

Treatment Plant 2040 123,963,000 

Lubbock Total 123,963,000 123,963,000 123,963,000 0 TWDB State Revolving Loan Fund. 

Morton Mun Y Local Ground water 2007 671,220 

2011 200,772 

2014 155,848 

Morton Total 1,027,840 90,000 100,000 927,840 Grants are needed. 

New Deal Mun N Local Ground water 2008 539,176 

2013 155,848 

New Deal 695,024 

Olton Mun N Local Groundwater 2012 671,220 

2016 200,772 

2019 155,848 

Olton Total 1,027,840 

Plains Mun Y Local Groundwater 2012 671,220 170,000 170,000 501,220 In 1999, City acquired 640 acres 4 

2016 155,848 miles from town, and drilled 3 wells, 

2019 155,848 which meets needs for 25 yrs. 

Plains Total 982,916 170,000 170,000 812,916 Pursuing land for additional wells. 
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Political Subdivision Water Response Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) Comments 
(Pol/Sub) Use From Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 

Type Pol/Sub W/State Pay 
YIN Particip. 

Seagraves Mun N Local Groundwater 2002 845,460 

2006 155,848 

2009 155,848 

Seagraves Total 1,157,156 

Shallowater Mun N Local Groundwater 2006 427,284 

20/1 155,848 

Shallowater total 583,132 

Sudan Mun Y Local Groundwater 2006 706,068 

2011 155,848 

Sudan Total 861,916 20,000 20,000 841,916 Need grants. 

Sundown Mun Y Local Groundwater 2006 496,980 

2008 155,848 

2013 155,848 

Sundown Total 808,676 400,000 400,000 408,676 Need grants. 

Whiteface Mun Y Local Groundwater 2023 330,088 

2028 155,848 

Whiteface Total 485,936 63,000 63,000 422,936 Need grants. 

Wilson Mun Y Local Groundwater 2019 330,088 

2024 155,848 

Wilson Total 485,936 145,780 145,780 340,156 

Wolfforth Mun Y Local Groundwater 2011 496,980 Will raise rates as much as possible. Has contract with Slaton for 50 

2015 155,848 Seeking help for balance of costs. million gals/yr for 10 yrs. Lubbock 

2018 155,848 Pursuin~ available funding sources. to treat and deliver to City. 

Wolfforth Total 808,676 
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Political Subdivision Water Response Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) I Comments 
(PoI/Sub) Use From Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 

Type Pol/Sub W/State Pay 
YIN Particip. 

Regional Total--Without Lubbock 33,728,090 4,729,214 4,989,214 14,876,104 

Regional Total--Including Lubbock 157,691,090 128.692,214 128,952,214 14,876,104 

Regional Percentage--Without Lubbock 14.0 14.8 44.1 

Regional Percentage--Including Lubbock 81.6 81.8 9.4 

Total for Respondents (without Lubbock) 21,473,562 4,729,214 4,989,214 14,876,104 

Percentage of Capital Costs of Non-Respondents & Unknown Ability to Pay 22.02 23.23 63.14 

Political Subdivision Water Response 
(PoIlSub) Use From 

Type Pol/Sub 
YIN 

Canadian River MWA N 

White River MWD Y 

Mackenzie MW A Y 

Brazos River Authority N 

Red River Authority N 

Strategy Name 

Regional Provider 

Regional Provider 

Regional Provider 

Regional Presence 

Regional Presence 

Strategy Total Capital Ql ($) Q2 ($) Q3 ($) Comments 
Date Cost ($) Can Pay Can Pay Can Not 

W/State Pay 
Particip. 

District needs help to finance improvements to existing infrastructure; grants to offset 

costs to present customers. 

Lake Mackenzie watershed inadequate; need additional supply from outside sources. 
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Political Subdivision 
(Pol/Sub) 

Briscoe County 

Dickens County 

Motley County 

Swisher County 

High Plains UWCD No. I 

Llano Estacado UWCD 

MesaUWCD 

Sandy Land UWCD 

South Plains UWCD 

Garza County UFWCD 

Water 
Use 

Type 

Response 
From 

Pol/Sub 
YIN 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Y 

Y 

Strategy Name Strategy Total Capital 
Date Cost ($) 

Ql ($) 
Can Pay 

Q2 ($) 
Can Pay 
W/State 
Particip. 

Q3 ($) 
Can Not 

Pay 

Comments 

Support the concept of State Participation; however, also believe that development must be 

supported at the local level. 

Funded hy County Commissioners Court; unable to contribute to cost of Regional plan. 

<> 
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Table 2: Water Rates and Monthly Water and Wastewater Bills -- Llano Estacado Region* 
Political Monthly Monthly 

Subdivision Water Sewer Icurrent Water Rates 

No 1 (Pol/Sub) Bill ($)** Bill ($)** 

llAbernathy 

2 Amherst 

3 Anton 

4 Bovina 

5 Cotton Center 

6 Denver City 

7 Dimmitt 

8 Earth 

9 Farwell 

10 Friona 

11 Hale Center 

12 Hart 

13 Hereford 

14 Idalou 

15 Kress 

16 Lockney 

17 Lubbock 

18 Morton 

19New Deal 

20 Olton 

30.00 

20.00 

25.00 

60.00 

13.00 

70.00 

20.00 

20.00 

30.00 

25.19 

15.00 

9.001$14.75 first 3,000 gals. + $1.6511 ,000 gals. above first 3,000 gals. Facing stormwater permitting 

costs in near future. 

12.001$15.00 first 3,900 gals. + $1.50/1,000 gals. above first 3,900 gals. 

9.501$10.50 first 3,000 gals. + $1.75/1,000 gals. above first 3,000 gals. Outside city limits $15.75 first 

3,000 gals. with $2.60/1,000 gals for more. 

4.75 $5.25 first 2,000 gallons. 

7.50 $10.00 first 3,000 gals.+ $0.15 per 100 gals. Above 3,000 gals. 

\0.00 $20.00 first 9,999 gals.+$1.50I1,OOO gals. next 10,000 gals.+$2.00/1,OOO gals. next 10,000 gals. 

with $2.50/1,000 gals for over 30,000 gals. 

8.501$10.00 first 2,000 gals. + $1.35/1,000 gals. 2,001 to 10,000 gals. 

12.501$14.50 first 3,000 gals. + $1.0011 ,000 gals. over 3,000 gals. 

8.00 $18.00 first 2,000 gals.+ $2.75/1,000 gals.above min 2,000 gals. 

12.04 $8.89 min. + $1.6311,000 gals. 

8.00 $9.00 first 2,000 gals.+ $ 2.0011,000 gal. above min 2,000 gal. 
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No 

21 

22 

23 

24 

24 

26 

27 

28 

Political Monthly Monthly 

Subdivision Water Sewer Current Water Rates 

(Pol/Sub) Bill ($)** Bill ($)** 
Plains 22.50 13.20 $7.00 first 3,000 gals. + $1.5011,000 gals. above min 3,000 gals. 

Seagraves 

Shallowater 

Sudan 14.58 9.00 $10.00 first 2,000 gals. + $1.50/gal. Over 2,000 gals. 

Sundown 22.50 7.75 $1.5011,000 gal. first 25,000 gals. + $2.0011,000 gal for 25,000 to 50,000 gals. + $2.50/1,000 gal 

over 50,000 gals. 

Whiteface 40.00 9.00 $9.00 first 2,000 gals.+$ 1.50/1,000 gal. for 3,000 to 23,000 gals. 

Wilson 32.41 32.41 $11.00 first 3,000 gals. +$1.5011,000 gal. Over 3,000 gals. 

Wolfforth 36.08 13.00 $10.00 first 3,000 gals.+ $2.90/1,000 gal.for 3,000 to 25,000 gals.; $3.15/1,000 gals. 26,000 

to 50,000 gals.; over 50,000 gals. $3.40/1,000 gals. 

* Reported in Water Inti'astructure Finance Survey in January 2002. 

** Average monthly water and sewer bills. 
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LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP 
December 10, 2001 

The Honorable _______ , Mayor 
Address 

Dear Mayor _______ _ 

We need your help in completing a survey that the Texas Legislature has directed us to conduct 
about the financing of future improvements to local water systems. The Legislature wants to obtain 
information about the amount of State financial assistance required to implement the 16 Regional Water 
Plans approved by the Texas Water Development Board, during the summer of 2001. The TWDB 
requires us to send you the enclosed survey form with the first four questions of the survey exactly as 
worded so that they can compile the results for their state-wide report to the Legislature. Questions 5, 6, 
and 7 were added by the Regional Water Planning Group to obtain information about current water and 
sewer rates. 

In the development of the Regional Water Plan, that was approved by the Texas Water Development Board 
on May 16, 2000, the High Plains Underground Water Conservation District analyzed the water supply situation of 
each municipality of the Llano Estacado Region. The analysis shows that will need additional 
supplies to meet its projected future demands. As you may recall, a copy of this analysis for was 
provided to your office. 

The Regional Plan, as required by State law, includes a specific water management strategy for 
every municipality, like , with a need for water over the next fifty years that could not be 
met from the municipal supply available at this time. The plan also includes the projected cost for 
building and operating the additional capacity needed during the fifty-year planning period. Attached to 
the enclosed survey form is a copy of the portions of the Regional Water Plan that show the 
recommended water management strategy for _____ _ 

We realize that many municipalities are already implementing water system improvements that 
may differ somewhat from the strategies contained in the Regional Water Plan. Costs and specifications, 
for example, may not match up for a number of reasons, or the need may be met through a water provider 
organization that handles the capital investment and operation itself. You may have questions about these 
or other issues, and therefore, we will be holding a meeting to answer questions that may arise in 
responding to the survey. The meeting is schedule on January 9, 2002 at 10:00 a. m. at the offices of the 
High Plains Underground Water Conservation District No.1, 2930 Avenue Q, Lubbock, TX 79405, 
Telephone 806/762-0181. 

I hereby request your cooperation in completing the Infrastructure Financing Survey (Attachment B, Pages 
4 and 5) and returning Attachment B to our Consultant, Dr. Herb Grubb, HDR Engineering, Inc., 2211 South IH 35, 
Ste 300, Austin, TX, 78741, no later than January 31, 2002. Should you have questions about the survey you may 
call Mr. Grady Reed ofHDR. His telephone No. is 512/912-5174. Once we receive the survey forms, we will 
compile the information, as part of a written report to the TWDB 

Thank you for your assistance. 

H. P. Brown, Jr., Chair 
Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group 
Enclosure 

17 



Water Plan for City 
Surveyed 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacado; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of , Texas 

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'h 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'h 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
22!1 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Gradv Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 
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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 , Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Typical Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 10 miles of pipeline needed in 2007 $ 1,863,400 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2011 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2014 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2019 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2040 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars 

Total $ 2,486,792 (1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ______ _ 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ______ _ 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ______ _ 

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

5. What are your current water rates? $. __ *_**_*_. _____________ _ 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 

$----------------
7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 

$----------

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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Appendix B 
Llano Estacado Region 

Documentation of Contacts with Political Subdivisions Surveyed Non Respondents 

Name of Political Person Date Method of 
Subdivision Contacted Contacted Contact 

City of Hart Sue - Mayor's Secretary 2/8/02 PhonelFax 
City_ of Hart Responded with one call. 

City of Amherst Galla Cowen - CitySecretary 2/8/02 PhonelFax 
City of Amherst Galla Cowen - City Secretary 3/4/02 PhonelFax 

City of Anton Lannett - City Administrator 2/8/02 PhonelFax 
City of Anton Lannett - City Administrator 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Bovina City Secretary_ 4/18/02 Phone 
City of Bovina City Secreta!), 5/1/02 Phone 

City of Earth Noel- CitySecretary 2/8/02 PhonelFax 
City of Earth Responded with one call. 

City of Farwell Cynthia - Mayor's Secretary 2/8/02 Phone 
City of Farwell Cynthia - Mayor's Secretary 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Hale Center Suzy - Mayor's Secretary 2/11/02 PhonelFax 
City of Hale Center Suzy - Mayor's Secretary 3/4/02 PhonelFax 

City of Idalou City Hall 2/11102 PhonelFax 
City of Idalou Left messacre with City Manacrer 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Kress City Secretary 2/11/02 PhonelFax 
City of Kress Left messacre with Kenny Hucrhes 3/4/02 Phone 

City of New Deal Sharon - City Secretary 211102 PhonelFax 
City of New Deal Sharon - City Secretary 3/4/02 PhonelFax 

City of Olton Lea - City Secretary 2111102 PhonelFax 
City of Olton Lea - City Secretary 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Shallowater Suzy Williams - Mayor's 2/11/02 PhonelFax 
Secretary 

City of Shallowater Left messacre for Suzy Williams 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Sudan City Secretary 2/11/02 PhonelFax 
City of Sudan Richard Salazar 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Sundown Brad - City Administrator 211102 PhonelFax 
City of Sundown Responded with one call. 

20 



Name of Political Person Date Method of 
Subdivision Contacted Contacted Contact 

City of Wilson City Secretary 2/13102 PhonelFax 
City of Wilson Responded with one call. 

City of Hereford Steve - Public Works Director 2/13102 PhonelFax 
City of Hereford Left message for PW Director 3/4/02 Phone 

City of Seagraves City Secretary 4/l8/02 Phone 
City of Sea!ITaves City Secretary S/l/02 Phone 

Cotton Center No answer 2/l3/02 Phone 
Cotton Center Henry Rieff 3/13/02 PhonelFax 

Canadian River MW A John Williams 2120102 Phone 
Canadian River MW A John Williams 3/4/02 Phone 

Brazos River Authority Left message for Phil Ford 2120102 Phone 
Brazos River Authority Left message for Phil Ford 3/4/02 Phone 

Red River Authority Ron Glenn 2/20102 Phone 
Red River Authority Left message for Ron Glenn 2/20102 Phone 

High Plains UWCD No.1 Jim Conkwright 3/13/02 Phone 
High Plains UWCD No.1 

Mesa UWCD 
Mesa UWCD 

Sandy Land UWCD Gary Walker - not going to return 2/20102 Phone 
Sandy Land UWCD 

South Plains UWCD Jason Coleman 2120102 Phone 
South Plains UWCD 

Llano Estacado UWCD 
Llano Estacado UWCD 

Swisher County Judge 
Swisher County Judge 

Briscoe County Judge 
Briscoe County Judge 

Motley County Judge 
Motley County Judge 

Dickens County Judge 
Dickens County Judge 
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Appendix C 

TWOS IFR Template 
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TWDB IFA TIImp4alv 

~-~' 
1 
2 See above line. 
3 

• , 
6 One new well will btl compleled and added 10 the $ 51em wilhln il year 
7 

• • 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
17 
20 
2t In 1999, Cil ac uired 640 acres 4 miles Irom lown and drilled 3 wens, which meets needs 101 2~ear5. Pur land lor additional wells. 
22 
23 
2. 
2' 
2. 
27 
2. 
29 
30 No! surve ad; Waler users. are !vata Individuals Those Iocaled in UWCO," can III 10 borrow Irom n. Coosefvalloo loan Fund, 01 ·vate lend !nsIitulioos, such as banks 
31 Not surv ed Waler u:.ers lire t!vata individuals. Those Iocaled in UWCOs" can to borrow from '. Conservalion loan Fund Of vale leodlll inslilutioos, such al5 banks. 
32 
33 Not $U(V~~ Water users ar~ p.rival8 individuals Those located in UWCDs" can apply 10 borrow hom A i. Conservation Loan Fund, Of ivale lendi lnsIilulions, such as banks 
34 
35 Not SUfV8)'ed; Waler users are private indlvldoals Those Iocaled In UWCD." can apply 10 borrow Irom Agri. ConservaUon loan Fund, or privalelending inslilUliolls. such as banks 

i 36 No! surv ed; Waler users are ivata individuals Those Iocaled III UWCDs" can a 10 borrow from A . Conservaliorlloan Fund, or !vale landi inslltulioo5, 51J1::h as banki. 
37 No! suIVe ed; Waler users are iVjllle Individuals Those located In UWCOS" can to borrow Irom Agri. Conservaliollloan Fund, or private lending in&litutiona, such as banks 
38 
39 Not SlM"Ve ed; Waler users are !vate Individuals Thosa Iocaaed In UWCOs" can 10 borrow from A Conservalioo loan Fund, or !vale land! In5lilullons. such as banks 
40 Not sorveyed; Walilf U5ers are pI!vala Individuals. Those located in UWCDIi" can apply 10 borrow hom Agri. Com;arvaliCIn loan Fund, or privale lending IosHlullons, such as banks 
41 Not sUfVe 811; Waler users are ivale individuals Those located In UWCOs" Cim a 10 borrow I,om A ConservaUon loan Fund, OJ' ivala leodin Institutions, such as banks. 

I I I I 
•• UWCD is Under ouod Waler Consarvalioo Dtslricl . 
• Row number; 
See 5IIIma(ow 
""",,,,'00 
pl"evious pagll 
lor iniormaUoo 
prllr1aining 10 
Ihisrow. 
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Appendix 0 

May 16, 2002 Region 0 Meeting Notice 

Executive Administrator's Comments, and 

LERWPG Response 
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LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP 
2930 Avenue Q 
Phone: (806) 762-0181 

Lubbock TX 79405-1499 
Fax: (806) 762-1834 

www.llanoplan.org 

Meeting Notice 

A meeting of the Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group will be held at 1:30 p.m., Thursday, May 16,2002 in the A. Wayne 
Wyatt Board Room at the High Plains Underground Water ConseIVation District NO.1 office, 2930 Avenue Q, in Lubbock. 

Agenda 
1. CALL TO ORDER & WELCOME - Chairman H. P. Brown Jr. 

2. ROLL CALL OF MEMBERS & ESTABLISH QUORUM. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE 3-18-02 LERWPG MEETING. 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE 4-18-02 LERWPG MEETING. 

5. APPROVAL OF THE TREASURERS' REPORT. 

6. THE LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP WILL CONSIDER APPOINTING A REPLACEMENT 
FORA. WAYNE WYATT AS THE NON-VOTING LWSON BETWEEN REGION B AND REGION O. 

7. THE LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP WILL DISCUSS AND APPROVE THE DRAFT 
INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING REPORT. 

8. THE LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP WILL HEAR A STATUS REPORT ON THE SCOPE 
OF WORK FOR THE 2006 REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN FROM DR. HERB GRUBB AND/OR STEFAN 
SCHUSTER. 

9. THE LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP WILL HEAR A REPORT REGARDING TWDB 
POPULATION DATA TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 2006 REGIONAL WATER PLAN FROM DR. HERB GRUBB. 

10. THE LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP WILL HEAR A REPORT REGARDING WATER 
MANAGEMENT ISSUES FROM THE MANAGERS OF THE RESPECTIVE GROUND WATER CONSERVATION 
DISTRICTS IN THE REGION. 

11. OTHER BUSINESS 

A. The Chairman Will Appoint LERWPG Members Bruce Blalack and Terry Lopas to evaluate the TNRCC final 
report, "Water Availability in the Brazos River Basin." 

B. Comments From The Public In Attendance. 

12. ADJOURN 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
This notice complies with Texas Government Code Chapter 551, Open Meetings Act, Section 551.041 (Notice of Meeting 
Requirements); Section 551.043 (Time and Accessibility of Notice Requirements); and Section 551.053 (Notice 
Requirements of a Political Subdivision Extending Into Four or More Counties). The notice has been filed at least 72 hours 
before the scheduled time of the meeting with the Office of the Texas Secretary of State, the Lubbock County Clerk's Office, 
and has been posted at the administrative office of the High Plains Underground Water Conservation District No.1. 

This notice posted Thursday, May 02, 2002 at 10:31 a.m. 

H. P. Brown Jr., Chairman 
May 20, 2002 
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Mr. Jim Conkwright 
High Plains UWCD No. I 
2930 Avenue Q 
Lubbock, Texas 79405 

RE: Regional Water Planning Grant Contract Between the High Plains UWCD No. I (HPUWCD) and 
the Texas Water Development Board (Board), Contract No. 2002-483-429, Review of Draft Final 
Reports Entitled "Llano Estacado, Regional Water Planning Area, INFRASTRUCTURE 
FINANCING REPORT" 

Dear Mr. Conk wright: 

Staff members of the Texas Water Development Board have completed a review of the draft report under TWDB 
Contract No. 2002-483-429. As stated in the above referenced contract, the HPUWCD will consider incorporating 
comments from the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR shown in Attachment I and other commentors on the draft 
final report into a final report. The HPUWCD must include a copy of the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR's 
comments in the final report. In addition, please provide a copy of the notice or agenda for the May 16, 2002 
meeting. 

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 Mr. Stefan Schuster at (512) 936-2344 if you have any questions about the Board's comments. 

Sincerely, 

William F. Mullican, III 
Deputy Executive Administrator 
Office of Planning 

Cc: Stefan Schuster, lWOB 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-429 

REPORT COMMENTS 

1. Draft report does not include copies of raw survey results or refer to appendix that 
will contain copies of all the raw survey results. Please include copies of raw 
survey results in final report. 

Response: Survey responses are referenced in the text in Section 4.0, and are 
included in Appendix E. 

2. The Final IFR report survey results must be submitted to TWDB using the 
original 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 not alter template format or merge cells within 
the template. 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. 

Response: A copy of the IFR data spreadsheet is being submitted to the TWDB 
in electronic format along with the final report. A copy of the IFR Template is 
included in the report in Appendix C. 

3. County Aggregated Water Uses. Summary discussions were not included which 
detail probable funding mechanisms. Documentation of the process used for the 
responses was not included. 

Response: Section 4.2, County Aggregated Water User Groups has been added 
to the report. The text of Section 4.2 documents the source of the information. 
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Appendix E 

Llano Estacado Region 

Infrastructure Financing 

Survey Responses 

Copy of Survey Responses on following pages. 
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Attachment B 

EXHIBIT A 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacada; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Abernathy, Texas 

Contact Person: Pt2-fJr\) {( 7). RV~s"E:.Ll.. Title: ...::C"-"L'-U'-l1-.l.t):.:....::..::()_I\)"'-'>q'-"6.wtr<~ __ 

Telephone: 2' 0 *' d9B d ~-~ C:-, E-mail: N?::I\J~ 

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 I (75th 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 R WPGs 
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 Bi1l2 (771h Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bill 2 charges the RWPGs 
. with examining what fmaneial 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 R WPG 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 
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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 anew sheet for each water management 
strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: Abernathy, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 10 miles of pipeline needed in 2007 $ 1,863,400 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2011 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2014 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2019 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2040 $ 155,848 (I999 dollars 

Total $ 2,486,792 (1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ It:, D 0 0 00. ~ 
2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is the political 

subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identifIed above using current utility 
revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax increases? 

~ 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ';:;-$"6 (Jll(). -

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ _____ _ 

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

5. What are your current water rates? $ 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ '3'Q~ ~ 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 

$ cram) 

**** You may.enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 

(LQ~~ 2. ~ 6 ~ lAJ~ ~ 
.~ ~ ~.A-''-X ~ 9, ~~ 
p~U-~~~ 5 
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Attachment B 

EXflIBlT ~ 
W.UER INFRASTRlICTt;RE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacada; TW'DB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivilion: Cit\' of Amherst. T.~.~s 

Contact Person: 

Telephone: 

GAylA- COWA-J Til!~: e/71 SecRelAtZy 
81) b -..< If b - 3 lf-21 "'mail: 

Background: On January 5, 2001, R<.gtc)nal W~ter Planning Groups (RWPGs),l1 across w'le St.teofTexa. 
fonnaily submitted 16 :.dopted regIonal warer plans to the Texas Waler Development Board crWOB) per 
requirements 'ofSenate Bill 1 (75"' Tel(a8 Legislature). The adopted region.l water plan~ e'lIamined and 
analyzed rile water supply needs for all water liserS ill the State Ba.~ed on the analysis, the R WPGs 
identified water management strategies necessary \0 ensure a $lIfficicl1t supply ai water for the 50· year 
plannmg penoo. The R Wl'Gs .Iso developed preliminary capital COSt cmiroates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the. approved regional water'pla.n 

Senate Bill ~ (77" Tex<1.I Legislature) exp<.nded the RWPG's as~ignm"nt. Senate BIU 2 charges the RWPGs 
with cxamming what financial assi~ta.nce. if any, is needed to implement tbe water mana~ment strategies 
and projcct~ recommended in the mo~t recently approved regional water plan 

Senate Bill 2 spccltically requite.>; tlm the RWPG repOrt to the TWDB how political ~ubdi'·ision~ all across 
Texas propose \0 pay lor future water Ulfrastrllctur~ ne~ds, 

Thc purpose of thl~ survey is to complete thi~ charge WIth your :nput. 

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

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc 
221l Sou th IH -35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

If you h'a,,<: any question;; regarding thl~ su"'~y, please contact: 

Grady R~ed Teiephone Number: 5 i 2/912·5174 
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instrl\ctioJls: For each of the reccmmellded sU'ateg{es ill rhe regional water plan to meet your water needs, 
ple3-<e till ill the wlter management sltat€g,v name ar.d co~: (refer to the ilt1ached tubie lhowtng the specific 
projects recommende:i for your polltical jubd,VISioil a •• d the estimated capital co.t~) .. >..nswers t(l the 
followlD~ que1tio1J.S should be pr~· .. ided for eac;, strategy. UgC • new sheet for each water management 
!trateg:y. 

N lime of Politic:>i Subdivision: 

Water Management Strategy 1\3mc: Local Croundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 5 miles of ripl'line nnded in 2017 S 643,720 (1999 doUars) 
Add itiona I well n"'ee"'d..,e"'d""i ..... n .... 2"'O.2:o2"-_"S'---',1 S",S"".8,:,4"8,---,,(I,:,9:<9~9c"d,,,o ..... ll~ar!2.ls) 

Total $ 799.~ (1999 (joUa!:§} 

I. Using cunenc utility revenue SO;Jrces, illcludmg implemcntmg necessary rate and ta'l( incre.~es, how 
much of the caplcal cost is t.'le poiitical subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 
identiJied above'! 

Th(' politIcal 3ubdj'luion can afford to pay S 0 
2. If you could access the State Pan,cipatlon Program. how much of the capibl ';09( i~ the politteal 

subdivision able to pay for the water milllage.llent ~trategy identified above using current utility 
revenue sources, including implementing uecessary rate and tax illc~ses? 

The political subdivi,ion eM afford to pay .r. _-"t).::.... ____ . 

3. How much of the capital CO.I l.~ the politic:>] subdivi,ioll ullabls: 10 pay for the water management 
~trntegy identified above? 

4. 

5. 

6. 

"!. 

Th<: political subdivi$ioIl cannot atTord to pay S __ C;_' ___ _ 

For the COdts the political ~ubdi"islon CiIIU\Ot pay, what optiOll(S) is proposed'? What, if any, ,tate 
funding ~ources woulti the political subdivisior. consider? (Use additional sheets, jfnece~sary) 

What are your current water rate.? .h} ;r;:OQ - 3c;oo ~ 
I/SD//OOO~ 

What is Ihe av~rage monthly w?orer bill for <l re"dentini cu~torner of your water ulliity? 
S 6?O,.Q Q . 

,,'hat is the aver~e month.ly VJ3stew'lter bill for a residcntal 'USWmer of your wastewater utility? 
$ I&' ,0 U . 

Hu You may en;lose a cop!' Of~OUI present water rat~ ~chedt:1e to answer tlus question. 

j 

---------------



Attachment B 

EXHffiIT A 
WATER mFRASTRUCTURE FmAl"iCmG SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacada; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Denver City, Texas 

Contact Person: -""S",--i.!..!:~...:..:V1...:....-<:7):::..<;;gLl..J!I<...!.,j~· ___ Title: C/ ry /114 J1 ory e v 

_~_~_t_---,S~9:l,,----,=5_~_;2-=t. ____ E-mail: SdQ.ll.·j c[2J.j/d;[I'1.s .he.-I Telephone: 

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 I (75 th Texas Legislature). The adopted regional water plans examined and 
analy:z;ed 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 R WPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77th 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 proj ects 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 
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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. 

N arne of Political Subdivision: Denver City, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 14 miles ofeiEeline needed in 2000 $ 3,780,040 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2015 $ 200,750 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2017 $ 200,750 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2019 $ 200,750 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2020 $ 200,750 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2022 $ 200,750 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2045 $ 155,846 (1999 dollars) 

Total $ 4,939,638 (1999 dollars) 

I. 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? 

2. 

The political subdivision can aft:ofd to pay $ .:( fjJOO ;if eM'- . -+ 
C)...,.(. I1-t-W wdl ,.,,11 k u"..p ~7 L-I ~.d .,.;; -&~ SYSI4<-. 

If you could access the State Participation Pfogram, 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 $ _IV<...<-A'-'-____ . 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ s: f I</, t. 3 f . 

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

5. What are your current water rates? $ **** 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ ;;S-

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ 9. ~() 

****·You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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ATTACHMENT A - WATER RATES AND FEES 

I. Inside City Limits 

Residential - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Senior Citizen - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Governmental - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Residential - 1 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 1 Inch Meter 
Governmental - 1 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 1.5 Inch Meter 
Governmental - 1.5 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 2 Inch Meter 
Commercial - Over 2 Inch Meter 
Denver City ISO 

II. Outside City Limits 

Residential - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Senior Citizen - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Governmental - 3/4 Inch Meter 
Residential - 1 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 1 Inch Meter 
Governmental - 1 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 1,5 Inch Meter 
Governmental - 1.5 Inch Meter 
Commercial - 2 Inch Meter 
Commercial - Over 2 Inch Meter 

III. Water Tao Fees 

A. 3/4 inch meter 

First 3,000 Gallons 
(Minimum) 

$10.50 
$ 6.50 
$15.00 
$15.00 
$20.00 
$20.00 
$20.00 
$30.00 
$30.00 
$45.00 
$65.00 
$15.00 

$15.75 
$ 9.75 
$22.50 
$22.50 
$30.00 
$30.00 
$30.00 
$45.00 
$45.00 
$67.50 
$97.50 

In City Limits 

B. Senior Citizen -- 3/4 inch meter 

$ 25.00 

$ 15.00 

$ 100.00 

$ 200.00 

$ 300.00 

$ 500.00 

C. 1 inch meter 

D. 1.5 inch meter 

E. 2 inch meter· 

F. Over 2 inch meter 

Over 3,000 Gallons 
(Per 1 ,000 Gallons) 

$1.75 
$1.50 
$1.75 
$1.50 
$1.75 
$1.75 
$1.50 
$1.75 
$1.50 
$1.75 
$1.75 
$1.25 

$2.60 
$2.25 
$2.60 
$2.25 
$2.60 
$2.60 
$2.25 
$2.60 
$2.25 
$2.60 
$2.60 

Outside City Limits 

$ 250.00 

$ 200.00 

$ 450.00 

$ 700.00 

$1000.00 

$1400.00 
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

=====:=:::::==:::~d 
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: Dimmitt, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 11 miles of pipeline needed in 2017 $ 2,704,020 
Additional well needed in 2019 $ 200, 772 
Additional well need.~ in 2021 __ $ 200,772 
Additional well needed in 2024 $ 200,772 

Total $ 3,306,336 

(1999 dollars) 
(1999 dollars) 
(1999 dollarn 
(1999 dollars) 
(1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /t)t?/ 1)(/12 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ((j p. C? I<' (;/ . 
7 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ :It to (. I :7 '3 {. 

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

5. What are your current water rates? 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$r;rJ,O(; .. 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ ~ 75' 

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 

5 
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Attachment B 

EXHIBIT A 
WATER t..~FRASTRUCTUREfINA!.~CING SURVll:Y 

Region Name: LIano Estacado; TWDB Region 0 

l\rune c)fPolitical Subdivision: CitY ofEartb. Texas 

Contact Person: D..I.~s::..u~'5--lA......;;;...;..Y'..:..:s~h ____ Title: --,m,--,-a.~If-';.=.II..:..r _____ _ 

Telephone: J oG,· .1 S 7- .;l. /1/ E-mail: 

Background: On J nnuary 5, 200 I, Regional W"ter Planning GrQups (R WPGs) all across the State ofTexa., 
formally sllbmitted 16 ~op,ed regional water plans tQ the Texas Water Development Iloard (T\VDB) per 
reqllirements of Senate Bill 1 (75th Texas Legi,larule). The adopted regional ""awr plans examined md 
anaiyzed the wat~'I' supply needs ror all w<ltcr uSers in the State. 8ased 011 the analysis, the R \VPG, 
identttied water management mategies nece~sary to ensure a suffici,,"t supply of water for the 50-year 
planning peri(Od The RWPGs ai:io developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the srral¢gies 
recommc:ndcd in the approved regional wa:er plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77,1, Texas Legislature) expand-ed the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bi.ll2 charges the RWPu, 
with examining what fin>1llcial assistance, if any, is needed to impiement the wa:er management strategies 
and projectS recommended in the mo_t recentl,' approved regional water phm. 

Senare Bil1 2 i<pecitically requires thai the RWPG report to the TWDB how political subdivisions all across 
'_- Texas propos~ to pay for future water infra:mucrure need •. 

The purpose oflhis sut"Jey is to complete this charge with your input. 

Please return tAe "'ompleled &urvey by January 31, 2002 to: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering:, Inc. 
2211 South lH-35 Silite 300 
Austin. T"< 78741 

lfyou have any question" regarding this survey, plea~c contact 

GradyR::ed TeicphoneNumber: 5121912-5174 

4 
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCiNG SURVfY 

Instructi"",,: fr>t ~ of the recomm:ilded ~traleg.i·::i it! dIe rogional water plan ',0 In,::! your IV,m:r .l1.I,edb, 
plca:;e fill in the water m'\na~cmeut 'tmlellJ '('.ll:~ :m.J 00\1 (r.l~:r to the attlli:h~~ ;:able, ,hIlU;i:.', t..lte ';)eo::i!l,; 
pruje\;t~ r.:commended tor ~'our poliri;;ai subrlivisiun <tid me ~:;;im.ated~apital co,tl). AO .. ~Wl"T> co the 
tolJu..ving <::u",~tions ~hould be pr''''ided for ~.,ch strategy. U~c a MW sh~,)t ~I)r each water mallagement 
>l,.~regy. 

Name of Politic",! Subdi"i$ion: __ . ___ Ear*-,-I",ex~a=s,--_ 

C.apital Cust: ~ew w.~~ wd ~ mil.:s .!if pipeline ne!!ir.·il, ill 20~L S 539,1.76 (1991) d.oUa.r,) 
~dditjCtllal >nll ._. ____ ~dedj!!.1.1l.2L_..cL . .!)S,~'J!_.j.199!1 !l9]b:!l 
,\!iditiollal wdl ________ Dt'oI'ilild iIl]J)30 __ ji ___ 155,8~.--l!.'!'!~.J!..I!.Harsl 

19.t&_ .. __ .. L..J!JbJ!.72 -I 1 99!...dullacsJ 

I. TJ.Ulg CUI:re')t utility r~Venlle sources, indudin~ implemenrin., nc"e:.sary rate and '''-"< iacJ''''''" huw 
much of the capital C.O$t L, tho p:)lilical ,ubd;vi.iQn able to p~y for t.he war,,: tnana~,:rr.c"lll strategy 
ide:tritied above I 

The p~Jjtic:ll gubj~visitJ~ can afford li\ pay ,$ .!f._~_ Stf!:L.. 

2. Ifl'OIl ,;ollld ac~e,1S tile S,;lce Parl'icipatioll Prcgrarr .. h~w milch Qfthe t:apital COHt is th~ political 
s\lbdivision able to pay for th~ Willer mu.nasemem JI:J'IU:,:gy id.,nntkd above uuj~.g cunenl UtilIty 
revenue SOIl[CC$, lllCh:dillg jmplemmting ,lecessa('; rate and tax in,'reases? 

The poliTicalsu!:>diYi5ian can af:ord to pay $ J.f ~. ~ "" ~ __ • 
3 Row much of (he capital co,.t is the Folit;cal $ulYJivw;QU ~,,~~ to PIIY ft,,. tIle water rnan(lgemcnt 

,;nategy identitle:! abo .... ~·~ 

Th~ political :subdiv;:licn cannot affom to pay 5 , ~ () t 3 J..i., 

4. For the costs the political subdivisHln Caru'l)l p3.), what op,iou(.) ~ P'10po,ed" What, ifany, 5tate 
funding SOurCf~ would the politi.;aJ subdivi~iou ,~onsider? (U~e addilil)nal sheers, if ne,~c,sary) 
we. would 1\ ....... +0 bo~r.", f'e)J.h!l f'relll !Co IClUd'Nj IAI;jI"f:o.v 

5 What are yOlll' ~"Ur::ellt water r,uds? 1: _~~. ______ . 

6. \1,obar is the a;erage UlOllt..'Ily watel' bill for r. rcs;dentiaJ cuscomer of y:,U[ watH utilI!';" 
~.---.L3 o,E ____ . __ 

7. What i." the average monthly w~tewaiel' biil i,::,r Ll residenti:;.l c:ljS~ulncl' of your wast~",a~r ;,:~ilit"j? 
$ 1, ~D . 

~~* .. You m.ay enclo~ a cupy (Iof your present wat~r rate sCMdule to angWt~r this qu~sti()n. 

5 
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·,\'ATER /tATES EFFECTI\'[ 1!l9R c;.IOO, 19.1~ II lS,I~ I ~'1~ il'iOO .17.010 )),:)00 ~t.3."i 41400 o!i.o.(" .Hoi)() 1.1 I'" 

JP 1O)~ GALLONS 10,00 9foo 1".30 L 2660 ;\7.93 :2 800 .17.10 )4000 ~'.IO 4150\1 D~.80 47100 7.''0.10 

31 10.15 ~jM 1~4~ Ii 18.7~ i· . . )80~ 17960 41.3~ 34100 10.6~ 41000 ciS_9~ 47800 U.l~ 

3ioo 10.30 '1400 19.60 I~C~ 2890 1 38.20 1ROOO 41 .. 10 34100 ~(i80 41700 citi,JO 41900 i~ 40 

3300 10 .. ~ 9500 19.75 157! 2~ O~ 2, '. 3G.3~ 18100 416~ 34300 5ci9~ 41800 60,2~ 48000 n5~ 

3400 1060 9600 19.90 IJilud 29.10 22000 38.50 28200 47.8034400 ~,.-/O 41900 OU 40 48100 ~~ 70 

~ 
IO.n 9100 1005 1~9oo l!l.J."> 2~!~ 38 o~ 2~~OO "7.95 34'00 57.:!5 41000 DO .55 48200 1585 

109& 9800 20.20 16000 19.50 22 00 )880. 28400 4810 34600 y: ,.10 42/00 00,-;0 48300 70.00 

3700 11,05 ~Q()o 10.35 16100 296.1 ~ijiJiJ 38.~~ 28500 48.25 34100 5-:'.55 42200 (in8~ 48400 icil5 

3800 11.1[' 10000 !<UC 16200 29.80 2 Thb 3~.10 28600 48·10 34800 ~~ 70 42300 
.' 00 

48100 lcDO 

)900 11.3,\ lOioo 20.uj lolOO 199\ iHilO 39.r. lR700 48.'5 34900 5; 85 oIHOO ,,;.1 :. 48600 "~A~ 

400/) 11.50 10200 20 RO 16400 30. /0 1260\1 )940 28800 4810 35000 \800 42500 67.30 48700 76.60 

4100 11.65 10300 20_9~ 16.500 30.2~ 1i700 3951 28900 48.85 36000 58.15 42600 61.45 48800 76,U 

4200 11.80 10400 11.1( 16600 3040 i28Qo 39.10 29000 49.00 36100 ~8.JO 42700 61.60 48900 1690 

~3ob 11.95- 10500 2/n 16700· 30.5~ 2iooo 39S~ 29100 49,1~ 36200 '845 42800 07.75 49000 'nos 

4400 11.10 10600 21.40 16800 30}O 23m: 40.00 29ioo 49.30 36300 5860 42900 6190 ~9100 17.20 

4500 I2_H 10700 2US 10900 30.S5 2j~ 4015 29joo 4~ 4S 36400 58.ll 43000 680~ 49200 7735 

4600 1140 10800 21.70 17000 31.00 231&1 4030 29.wo 49.60 36500 5S.90 43100 08.20 49300 77.50 

4700 ILS~ 1090/) . 21.8~ /1100 . 
3115 ~l: 404~ 29m .J?7~ 36600 S9,05 43200 oS.J~ 49400 77 6~ 

4Bod 12.70 11000 12.00 17206: 31.30 2 40.60 29600 49.90 36700 5920 43300 6850 49500 17.80 

4!iod 12.8~ I Ii 00 22.1~ I no{) , 31.4~ 2!!ilO 40.n 29100 5005 36800 59.35 434O!1 6865 ~9600 ;J,95 

mq 13.00 11200 22.30 17400 31.60 ~ 40.90 29800 50.20 36900 59.50 43500 68.80 49700 7810 

5100 1315 li300 22.45 11.5ob: 31.75 2160 41.05 20AAJ0 50.35 37000 59.65 43600 08.95 ~98oo 78,~\ 

52011 IBO 11400 22.60 176011 31.90 2iMo 41.20 Joboo, 50.50 37100 59.80 43700 69./0 49900 78.40 

5301i 13.45 I/Sao 2w'117oo' 31.05 23900 41.35 30100 5065 37200 5995 43800 6925 50000 78.55 

5400 13.60 11600 22.90 ' 78bo 32.20 24000 4150 30~00 5O.S0 37300 60.10 43900 69.40 

$500 IlH 1/700 no~ lmo 3235 24/00 41.6S 303:00 50.95 37400 60.25 44000 69.55 AfiC'r 50,000 !,aUons .I!i pcr hundred 

560b 13.90 11800 2320 lI!boo 32.50 24200 41.S0 30400 5/./0 37500 6040 44100 69,70 

5ioo '''O~ 1/900 23)~ ISIOO 32.65 24300 41.95 30500 51.15 31600 60.55 44200 6985 

58Ilb 14.20 /2000 23.50 is:ioo 32.80 24400 42.10 30600 51.40 37700 6010 44300 70.00 

5900 14.1~ 12100 23.65 1 irloo 3295 24500 42.15 30700 51.55 31800 60.85 44400 1015 

600Il 14.50 /ll00 23.80.11400 33.10 24600 41.40 30800. SI.70 37900 61.00 44500 70.30 

6100 1465 12300 2395 1s500 33.25 24700 42.55 30900 5/85 38000 6/./5 44600 1045 

6200 14.80 /2400 24./0 J8600 33.40 24800 42.70 31000:. 52.00 38100 61.30 44700 10.60 

6300 14.95 12.100 2425 111700 33.55 24900 42.85 3"00· 52.15 38200 61.45 44800 70.75 

64bo 15.10 12600 24.40 1a800 3370 25000 43.00 312()Q. 5230 38300 61.60 44900 7090 

6~ 15.25 /2700 2455 ism 33.85 Hioo 43.15 31300 5245 38400 61.75 45000 7105 

1\660 15.40 /2800 24.10 19600 34.00 25200 43.30 31;\00: 52.60 38m 61.90 45100 11.20 

,tt 15.55 12900 248! 19100 34./5 ,,300 4345 31500 . 52.15 38600 62.05 45200 71.35 

1570 1m 25,0( liliOo 300 i5400 43.60 31600 52.90 38700 62.20 45300 11.50 

'6900 158' 13100 25.15 l!ijoQ 34.45 2$$00 43.15 3ribo : 5305 38800 6235 45400 1/65 

7000\ 16.00 13200 25.30 1~4ob 34.60 25600 43.90 318M· 53.20 38900 6250 45500· 71.80 

lioo 1615 13300 1545 9500 34.75 25700 44.05 31900 : 53.35 39000 62.65 45600 7/.95 

7200 16.30 IJ4o() 25.60 1960b 34.90 251100 44.20 32000 5350 39100 62.80 45700 72.10 

f300 16.45 /3500 2515 19100 35.05 25900 44.35 32100 5365 39200 62.9~ 45Il00 72.25 

7400 1660 13600 25.90 19800 35.20 26000 44.50 32200 5180 39300 63.10 45900 72.40 

1500 16.75 13700 16.05 19900 3Bl 26100 44.65 3riiio 53.95 39400 6325 46000 72.55 

7600 1690 13800 26.20 20000 35.50 26200 44.80 32400 54.10 39m 63.40 46100 7270 

7100 /1.05 13900 2635 20100 35.65 26300 44.95 32500, 54 25 40000 6355 46200 l2U 

780D 17.10 14000 26.50 iOlOO 3580 26400 45.10 32600 )4.40 40100 63.10 46300 1100 

7900 17.35 14100 16.65 10300 35.9~ 26500 45.25 317!1fl ~o~ 40200 61.U 46400 13./5 

.000 /150 14200 26.80 iD-lOO 3610 26600 4540 32BOO 5470 40300 64.00 .16m 11.30 

Biro /1.65 14300 10.95 20500 36.25 26700 45.55 321ioo 54S~ 40400 64. /5 . 46600 7345 

BlOO 11.80 1440b 17.10 20600 3640 26860 4510 3JiJdo . 55.00 40500 64.30 46700 73.60 

s3do 17.95 14S1}O 21.15 i1i700 36.55 26900 45.8~ 33iilo ·55/5 40600 64 45 46800 13.75 

a.Ibb /110 I~ 2i.40 20800 36.70 27000 46.00 33i60 55.30 40700 6460 46900 7390 

8sOO 18.15 14100 2:'.5j iD90b 36.85 21100 46.15 33m 5545 40800 64.75 47000 14.05 

8600 18.40 14iiiJo E10 ilbOO 31.00 27200 46.30 )J400 55.60 40900 6490 41100 74.)0 

rloO 1855 14900 27.85 1iJoo 31/5 I7JOO 46.45 ·33500 55.75 .41000 6505 47200 7435 

s800 18.70 I~ 
2800 21200 31.30 f/480 4660 33600: 55.90 41100 6520 ·4f300 14.50 

Sl!ilO IiUS ;:!~ n~ 31H 27~ 46.75 :~j:l601 56.U moo 65.35 --47400 146S 

9dOO 19.00 InlXi 31.60 27600 46.90 '33ifdo 56.20 ~d60' i 65 . .50 41.500' 74.80 
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EXHIBIT A 
WA TER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING.SURVEY t.::B:LY========l 

Region Name: Llano Estacado; T'vVDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Farwell, Texas 

Contact Pers'l:fl: __ ...cD::....:..;. E::....:..; • ...cH;:,AM:;;::,:;M;:,I::.:;.T:;..' J::.;R=--___ Title: __ ----'W.:..;A"'T:.:E:.:Rc.:....;S:.:U:.:P:...;T::.;.=--___ _ 

Telephone: _____ '-"( 8Q..LlOn6-/.)--"'4u81-7t..:-::...l,5n6,,:;2J..OL-____ 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 (TWOB) per 
requirements of Senate Bill I (75"' Texas Legislature), The adopted regional water plans examtned and 
analyzed the water supply needs for all water users in the State. Based on the analYSIS, the R WPGs 
identified water management strategies necessary to ensure a sufficient supply of water for the 50-year 
plartntng period. The R WPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bi112 (77"' Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bi112 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 R WPG 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, lnc. 
2211 South IH·35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Gradv Reed Telephone Number: 512/912·5174 

4 



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 showlng the specitic 
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, 

1'1 arne of Political Subdivision: Farwell, Texas 

Water :Ylanagement Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 3 miles of ~i~eline needed in 2010 $ 643,720 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2014 ~ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 

. Additional well needed in 2017 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2017 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 

Total $ 1,111,264 (1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivlsion can afford to pay $ .,3 00/ OD 0, .. 

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

The polincal subdivision can afford to pay $ ~ "C<, C> Cl q 0 

J. 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 $ 'is/I, ~t 'I. 
0> 

4, For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay. what option(s) is proposed' What. ifany. state 
fundmg sources would the political subdivision consider' (Use additIonal sheets, if necessary) 

We- t..-t.lov..ld c...orvs'd~1- 0S;)"I~ AII.$oL". .. c'CS" AIfI';t AB/ f'"' 

5, What are your current water rates' $ •• ** ---------------------

6, Vihat lS the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility' 
..:":I ~.., 

S_~O.-- . 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility" 
S /0 .. ~ 

•••• You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 

Wz{'te'r 'Hates For City of Farwell,Tx. 

o to 9999 gallons $20.00 
10,O0.0 to 19,999 gallons --$1.50 per 1,000 gallons 
20,000 to 29,999 gallons --$2.00 per 1,000 gallons 
allover 30,000 gallons --$2.50 per 1,000 gallons 
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FEB. 8.2002 4:12PM HDR ENGINEERING INC. -AUSTIN 

~.~ .... ~., ... ,., IIU).~ 'j " :':'i)11 
WATER INFRASTRUC!r.URS:-I!!~AN.CING·~S~RI· VEY 

'UU Ct}'4 b ~002 ; if: 

NO.2 i 0 6 P. 6 

I ;~~ 
InstructioJU: for each of the recommended strJ~~ ional water pi to meet your water needs, 
please fill in the water management strategy name and c~ernrtFie-a table showing the specific 
projects recommended for your political subdivision 3Jld the estimated capital COSts). Answers to the 
following questions 5houlc~ be provided for each ruategy. Use a new sheet for each water management 
strategy. 

Name of Political Subdivision: Hart, T0:115 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New weD and 2 miles of pip<elinc needed in 1033 
Additional weD needed in 2038 

Total 

S 330,088 
S 155.848 
5 485.936 

(1999 dollars) 
(1999 dolbrs) 
nmdolbrt) 

L Using currrnt utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax increases, how 
much of the capital COSt is the political subdivision able to pay fur the water management strategy 
identified above? ,,0 
The political subdivision can atroro to pay S It)'" DO 0 . ~ 

z. If you could access the State Participation Program. how much of the capital co~t is the political 
subdivision able to pay for the water management .trategy identified above using current lltility 
revenlle sources, including implementing necessary rate and ta.'l increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay S . ..---d It-

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

00 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay S -3 i6" 9.5(' .-

4. For the c03ts the political subdivi..ion cannot pay. what option($) is proposed? What. if any, state 
funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use additional sheets, if necessary) 

6. What is the avera~ monthly water bill for a ro:sidential customer of your watcr utility? 
S IS -ro %.0 ~ .a<~ , 

7. What is the average: monthly wutl:water bill for 1I residential <;lUtomcr of your wastewater utility'! 
S 12. ~7.) 

.... You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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Attachment B 

EXHlBI1l A 
WATER L."lFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacado; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Lockney, Texas 

Contact Person: M 1'21..- Lt2tttf & 
/' 

Telephone: 4"0 h - te s :l..' 2.- =-::l-:3 

Title: m ,q l/ P ,.g 
I 

E-mail: .7 ... (£.I dAnAe {?dI2!5I1/.t.d.n1 

Background: On January 5, 2001, Regional Water PlallJ1ing Groups (RWPGs) all across the State of Texas 
formally submitted 16 adopted re~ional water plans to tb:e, Texas W~ter Development Board (TWDB) per 
requirements of Senate Bill I (75 Texas Legislature). The adopted regional water pl~ms examined and . 
analyzed the water supply needs for all water users in th!; 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 (771h Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bi1l2 charges the RWPGs 
with examining what financial assistance, if any, is need.ed 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 repott 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South lH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Gradv Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 

. ', . 
. _ .. :'.-' 
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For ~acq of the recommended strategies in the regional water plan to meet your water needs, 
please tlll in the water management strategy name au.d cost (refer to the attached table showing the specific 
projects recommended for ycur political subdivision and the estimated capital costs). A.nswers to the 
following questioruJ should be provided for each stra:tegy. Use a new sheet tor each water management 
strategy. 

Name of Political S ubdiyision: Lockney, Texas 

Water Management Strate.gy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capita! Cost: Ne~v well and 2 miles of pipeline need~d::-;:in:...2~O=-=1~5,----,S=--..:3~3:::0~.O:::8,,=8,--.~(1~99~9-=d:.::07.Il:::;ar:..:s~)_ 
Add itional well __ J.l.eedcd,...,i",n,-,2",O",,2,,-O _--"S,---"1",,5~5,.,,8,,,,4,,-8 _-,(,""1~99~9,,-,,,do-,!!1l,.,a",r.tis) 

Total S 485,936 (1999 dollars) 

I. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and ta.'( 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 $ ~7 1. eq () .,' /5'" ~t:. 
( .) 

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is the political 
subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified above using current utility 
revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and ta.'( ii1creases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ~>oe> !l1l"L"A,cp)y 

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

111e political subdivision cannot afford to pay sat:-.?!/ ? () t./ c". / 1?:s- ~ 
" 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s)is proposed? What, if any, state . 
funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use additional sheets, if necessary( '75'.::-C . ) 

( /'! /.;: /! c:t: _ e.JT 

What are your current water rates? S ****-.:tr; ~/ P'" / f1""" ,;z..o", ZI '71t1.s ,-
:J5( .A)? S" £;"'1~'/' 10Z1"0 1" /I"" Is ...,.r'k/c' 

5. 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a resi.dential customer of your water utility? 
$ ~-=? 0< '"1JI 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer oiyour wastewater utility? 
$~ ....... _P-:P ____ . 

U** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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ATTACHMENT "A" 

The City Of Lockney is currently in the implementation phase of a grant from the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs for the construction of a water pipeline 
under the Texas Community Development Program. Ifwe get this grant to funding stage, 
it will pay for a 4 and 'h miles of8 inch pipeline, out to Aiken, Texas which is going to 
donate an existing well to Lockney. If this all comes into being, then the only thing the 
City of Lockney might need someday is another well dug, and you've already estimated 
the cost of that. If all our current plans do not materialize, then we might need to fall back 
on your plan. The Cities fIrst choice to be able to pay for that would be to apply for 
another Grant. Our next choices would be to either finance it by selling bonds or other 
state-approved fInance plans. 



Attachment B 

EXlllBIT A 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacada; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Lubbock, Texas 

Contact Person: Cit:!-,!;> ~ -li« 
Telephone: fbt2(,r 77£;~t.3 £f 

Title: t2h/ ¥£/77/:Z~ 
E-mail: C(J...I.1J!.TllECe@.)9/t:.C/ .. 

~VB~ttJC.,c, T%. t:/.5. 
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 th 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 (77th 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South 1H-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 
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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: Lubbock, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Lake Alan Henry Pipeline and Water Treatment Plant 

Capital Cost: $123,963,000 (1999 dollars) 

I. 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 $ rz 3, q{p 3. 010 t:1 , 
2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is the political 

subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified above using current utility 
revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ;z-3, 9t,3,o(!?fl v i 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 0 

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

"7Wl:>B S R t= 
5. What are your current water rates? $ **** 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ ZS't ,9 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ /Z. 04= 

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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Attachmen~ .. ~,_:::_::-c.,=_~::-. =c---i 

EXHIBIT A 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacada; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Morton, Texas 

Contact Person: _--"B""r.."e .. n.."d,...a ....... S ... h.."a..,w'--______ Title: Ci ty Manager 

Telephone: ---,-(.::.80,;;..6,;;..:-) --=2::.;6:..;6:...-..:;8..:;8.::.5-'-0 _______ E-mail: bshaw@hub.ofthe.net 

Background: On January 5, 2001, Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) all across the State of Texas 
fonnally submitted 16 adopted regional water plans to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) per 
requirements of Senate Bill I (75 th 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 R WPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77tb 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 

4 



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. 

N arne of Political Subdivision: Morton, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 3 miles of pipeline needed in 2007 
Additional welt needed in 2011 
Additional well needed in 2014 

Total 

$ 671,220 
$ 200,772 
$ 155,848 
$ 1.027,840 

(1999 dollars) 
11999 dollars) 
(1999 dollars) 
11999 dollars) 

I. 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 $ 90,000 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 100,000 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 837,840 

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

Grants 

5. What are your current water rates? $ ****9.00 for first 2,000 usage-Min. charge 
2.00 per thousand after min. 

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ 15.00 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ 8.00 

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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Attachment B 

EXHIBIT A 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacado; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Sudan, Texas 

Contact Person: K-=..;..!.:i<:..::~~o.!o!.'('..I.d~S~o..:!o.\'!'!c:. ... "L~o..:!..("" ___ Title: U; ... -ec~o r 
Telephone: _..J,~~().L:Ea~-----I!2c.!!2o.!.7_-.!O!:lul..lI ... '2,--______ 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 I (75th 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 R WPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77th 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 R WPG 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 

4 



~~©~Q\TI~1m 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEVW MAR 7 - 2002 ~ 

By 
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: Sudan, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 4 miles of pipeline needed in 2006 $ 706,068 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2011 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 

Total $ 861,916 (1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ .;lo , 0 OC 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ;;20 Q 00 
• 

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

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ B"-\ \ • 9 \ b . 

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) 

G('o..,",-\S. C".+., do,~"l .:so~e of-f.\."., u.lor~. 

J" . OS e Buel"o,.~1!! WO"..\-·H .. Io~ t I What are your current water rates? $ **** 

What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ 10 00 Ct's',oevrt;c...\ h+ ;2.0QO 6o..llo~s. 1 ~ euerl o-t\..a.,... 1000/SAL-

What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 

$ 9.Qo CHi o .. V\t~·c:... \ 
q. So CO_Merc.-,o... \ 

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 

5 
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WATER INFRAST~UCTURE fINANCING SURVEY 
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Name of Politlul SllbdhldoD: SlIhdC.!,!o,,,, T='lI:.:':.:~~ _________ _ 
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Attachment B 

EXHIBIT A 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacada; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: 

Contact Person: A'I:t, S Title: s.::)6d 
_8L..l::..a~(2~-.!2~::>..l2",-1..1...----l\--.l1.....l1--1.1 __ E-mail: Telephone: 

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 I (75 th 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 (77th Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bill 2 charges the RWPGs 
with examining what [mancial 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, lnc. 
2211 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 

4 



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. 

N arne of Political Subdivision: Whiteface, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 2 miles of pipeline needed in 2023 $ 330,088 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2028 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 

Total $ 485,936 (1999 dollars) 

I. 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 $ 03
1 
000 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1f.3. 000 . 
I 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ~ . 
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What, ifany, state 

funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use additional sheets, if necessary) 
b , ()..\A.~-j 

5. What are your current water rates? $ __ *_*_*_* _____________ _ 

6. What i~erage monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ ./ , 00 . 

7. What is Cf average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ .00 . 

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 
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Gas 
Min. - 2,000 cu.ft. 
after 2,000 cu.ft. 
resident and business 
sr. citizen* 
ago use 
school 

CITY OF WIDTEFACE 
UTILITY RATES - OCT. 1,2000 

Inside 
City limits 

$15.00 

Tax resident 
business 

$7.00/1000 cuft 
$5.2511 000 cuft 
$5.2511 000 cuft 
$7.0011000 cuft 
1% 
7.25% 

Water 
resident & business 

Outside 
City limits 

$15.00 

$7.1011 000 cuft 
$5.2511000 cuft 
$5.25/1000 cuft 

6.25% 

Min. 2,000 gal. $9.00 $10.00 
3,000 - 23,000 gal. $1.5011,000 $1.75/1,000 
24,000 - 43,000 gal. $1.6511,000 $1.9011,000 
44,000 - up $1.8511,000 $2.10/1,000 
fIremen & churches - min. 20,000 gal. - same rates after 20,000 gal. 
bulk water - $. 15/barrel (42 gal.) 

Sewer 
resident & business 
school 

Garbage 
resident 
sm. business ** 
business 3yd. 
business 4yd. 
school 12-3yd. 
Tax 

$9.00 
$345.00 

(contracted to Duncan Disposal) 
$17.00 
$33.00 
$43.00 per 
$57.00 per 
$43.00 per 
7.25% 

$10.00 

$19.00 
$35.00 
$45.00 per 
$59.00 per 

6.25% 

*62yrs. of age or older - primary provider ofhousehold - apply at City Hall 
** owner must have one or more City utilities at resident - charge includes resident fee 
All meters read around the 18th of each month. Bills mailed before the 1 st of each month. 

Bills due by the 10th of each month. -- Late fee $20 --- Reconnect fee $10 

Electricity provider - Southwestern Public Service - 1-800-750-2520 
TV Cable provider - Classic Cable 1-800-999-8876 



Attachment B 

EXHIBIT A 
WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacado; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Wilson, Texas 

Contact Person: ,50 S i?s-h b rca I I i $ 

Telephone: 0)1.z- (£ )"1(--(,, 2- "1...1 

Title: Ci kV ree 
~ 

E-mail: ~ 
<, 

Background: On January 5, 2001, Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) all across the State of Texas 
formally submitted 16 adopted re~ional 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 R WPGs 
identified water management strategies necessary to ensure a sufficient supply of water for the 50-year 
planning period. The R WPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77th Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bill 2 charges the RWPGs 
with examining what fmancial 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 R WPG 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH-35 . Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed 

Water & Sewer rates 

0-3000 gal. $11.00 

$1.50 per 1000 gal. 

sewer $5.00 

Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 
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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. 

N arne of Political Subdivision: Wilson, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 2 miles of pipeline needed in 2019 $ 330,088 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2024 $ 155,848 11999 dollars) 

Total $ 485,936 (1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ ..<.3...l.6""'-~G. '--_ 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ 5,,-(),-,,--_J',-,-,~ __ 

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 $ _-.<Z'--'--O'-"!: .... ' __ 

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

5. What are your current water rates? $ **** ----------------------------

6. What is the average monthly water bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ , ?:d . (( { 

7. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ ?;2, '-{ ( 

**** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 

5 
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Atta~entB .. J 
EXHIBIT A 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Region Name: Llano Estacado; TWDB Region 0 

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Wolfforth, Texas 

Contact Person: Frankie Pittman Title: City Admjnjstrator 

Telephone: --l8~OtHl6~8:H6&66--:41-i2~11-55------- E-mail: c; tywo] f@arnnet 

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 (75th 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 R WPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies 
recommended in the approved regional water plan. 

Senate Bill 2 (77th Texas Legislature) expanded the RWPG's assignment. Senate Bill 2 charges the RWPGs 
with examining what fmancial 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 R WPG 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: 

Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH-35 Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78741 

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

Grady Reed Telephone Number: 512/912-5174 

We understand that Wolfforth and Lubbock are discussing ways for Lubbock to 
assist Wolfforth in securing water for the future, and therefore Wolfforth may not need to 
implement a separate plan. If this is accurate, please so indicate on the survey form and 
return it for our records. 

For communication and coordination purposes a copy of this correspondence is 
being forwarded to Mr. Ches Carthel of Lubbock so that Wolfforth's needs are 
appropriately considered, if an agreement has been reached for Lubbock to assist in 
supplying water to Wolfforth. 

4 



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 

Instructions: For each of the reco=ended 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 reco=ended 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: Wolfforth, Texas 

Water Management Strategy Name: Local Groundwater 

Capital Cost: New well and 2 miles of pipeline needed in 2011 $ 496,980 (1999 dollars) 
Additional well needed in 2015 $ 155,848 11999 dollars) 
Additional· well needed in 2018 $ 155,848 (1999 dollars) 

Total $ 808,6i6 (1999 dollars) 

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ______ . (SE[ ilT1ile-h ~ 
2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is the political 

subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified above using current utility 
revenue ·sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax increases? 

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ______ _ 

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ ______ . (jE.f It ff&W) 
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed'? What, if any, state 

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

5. What are your current water rates? $ **** 

6. What is the average month17ater bill for a residential customer of your water utility? 
$ .:sa.. aT12fe,bf . . 

i. What is the average monthly wastewater bill for a residential customer of your wastewater utility? 
$ $£1 frTi/fr:hecl· 

* * ** You may enclose a copy of your present water rate schedule to answer this question. 

5 



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY 
CITY OF WOLFFORTH RESPONSES 

1. The City of Wolfforth will implement rate and tax increases that are economically 
feasible for our citizens, and competitive with the surrounding communities, to 
fund as much of the capital cost as possible. We will seek assistance for the 
balance of the required funds. 

2. The City of Wolfforth will fund as much as is economically feasible at the time, 
and will seek assistance for the balance of the costs. 

3. The City of Wolfforth will be unable to pay capital costs that exceed our financial 
capability at the time the funds are required. 

4. The City of Wolfforth will pursue any available funding sources. 

5. See attached 

6. The average monthly water bill for a residential customer in the City of Wolfforth 
is $36.08, based on the last twelve months. 

7. Wastewater charges for the City of Wolfforth residential customers are $13.00 per 
month (flat rate). 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

The City of Lubbock is not providing water to the City of Wolfforth. The City of 
Lubbock will provide treatment and delivery, for a per 1,000 gallon charge, for water the 
City of Wolfforth has contracted to purchase from the City of Slaton. The City of 
Wolfforth has a contract to purchase 50,000,000 gallons per year from the City of Slaton, 
for a period of ten years. 

Current City of Wolfforth water rates; 
Adopted September 17, 2001. 

0-3000 gallons (minimum) $10.00 
3,000-25,000 gallons $2.9011 ,000 gallons 
26,000-50,000 gallons $3.1511 ,000 gallons 
over 51,000 gallons $3.40/1 ,000 gallons 



ROUTE 1, BOX 14 
SILVERTON, TEXAS 79257 

January 9,2002 

Mr. Herb Grubb 
H.D.R. Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South IH 35 
Austin, TX 78741 

Dear Mr. Grubb: 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES 
(806) 633-4318 

FAX (806) 633-4318 

TREATMENT PLANT 
(806) 633-4326 
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This letter is a response letter to Region 0 Water Plan, and should be considered to insure 
an adequate water supply for our area. Mackenzie Municipal Water Authority depends on surface 
runoff as a source of water. The four member cities that receive water from the lake have wells 
that are used to supplement their water needs. 

Drought conditions have lowered the lake to twenty percent of its capacity and at present 
member cities are only receiving 40 percent of their original allotment of water. If the drought 
continues the lake will drop to a cutoff level and each city will depend upon ground water. 

Lockney and Silverton will have a critical water shortage. Tulia and Floydada will have an 
adequate supply of water for several years with their ground water supply. To ensure an adequate 
supply of water for the four cities, it will require outside sources of water or an adequate amount 
of rain each year. Water could be piped in from either Dalham or Hartley counties to the 
Mackenzie Treatment Plant. The water could be pumped to any of the four cities we serve. With 
outside source of water the Mackenzie Water Treatment Plant could supply Happy and Kress, TX 
with water. This would require additional pipelines and pumping plants. 

TD:gw 

If you need additional information, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

MACKENZIE MUNICIPAL WATER AUTHORITY 

c1cWltf)~ 
Tom Davey 
General Manager 

SERVING FLOYDADA • LOCKNEY • SILVERTON • TULIA 



LLANO ESTACADa REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP 

December 11, 2001 

Mr. Tommy O. O'Brien, General Manager 
White River Municipal Water District 
HeR 2 Box 141 
Spur TX 79370 

Dear Mr. O'Brien: 

On January 5, 2001, the 16 Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) ofTexas 
submitted their respective regional water plans to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 
as required by Senate Bill 1 (7sth Texas Legislature). The adopted regional water plans identified 
water management strategies needed to ensure a sufficient supply of water for the 50-year 
planning period. The plans also presented capital cost estimates for each of the strategies included 
in the approved regional water plans. Senate Bill 2 (77 th Texas Legislature) charges the RWPGs 
with examining what financial assistance, if any, is needed to implement the water management 
strategies and projects included in the 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 Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group is in the process of surveying the 28 
municipalities of The Llano Estacado Region (TWDB Region 0) that have a need for water, and 
for which a water management strategy was included in the Regional Water Plan. The survey 
includes the following 4 questions, as specified by the TWDB: 

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

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

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 $ ~ "", ~'/p",1 . 

4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What, if any, state 
funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (Use additional sheets, if necessary). A H'1' 

~/ZANT.! Av4/L.rl4t!.£ -Z #6...0 aFF-fG7 C:»,.,S z C!."'''~_.F..t.J 
Once we receive responses from the survey, the results will be tabulated and reported to the 
TWDB. However, Senate Bill 2 also requires the RWPGs to develop a policy statement(s) that 
answers the following question: 

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

\ 



Mr. Tommy O'Brien 
Page 2 

For completing this element, Senate Bill 2 (77th Texas Legislature, Regular Session) requires that 
. R WPGs give particular attention to proposed increases in the level of State Participation in 

funding for regional water supply projects to meet needs beyond the reasonable financing 
capability oflocal governments, regional authorities, and other political subdivisions 
involved in building water infrastructure. State Participation is explained as follows: 

"The State Participation Program enables TWDB to purchase a temporary ownership interest in a 
regional project when local sponsors are unable to assume the debtfor an optimally sizedfacility. 
TWDB may acquire ownership interests in the water rights or a co-ownership interest in the property 
or treatment works. Currently, TWDB 's participation is limited to a maximum of 50% of the project 
costs and to the portion of the project designated as "excess" capacity. There is also a requirement 
that the project cannot be reasonably financed withollt state participation assistance, and that the 
optimum regional development of the project cannot be reasonably financed without the state 
participation . .. 

Since your organization has responsibilities and experience in the conservation, 
development, and/or supplying of water within the Llano Estacado Region, The Llano Estacado 
Regional Water Planning Group hereby invites you to provide your recommendations regarding 
financing of water infrastructure. We would very much appreciate receiving your 
recommendations and comments regarding State Participation, as it is described above. 
However, your ideas, in general, about water infrastructure frnancing are also welcome. 

Please forward your comments to our Consultant, Mr. Herb Grubb, HDR Engineering, 
Inc., 2211 South IH 35, Austin, TX 78741. Mr. Grubb's telephone number is 512/912-5105. Our 
deadline for receiving responses is January 31, 2002. 

Thank you for your a:;;::~ .JJ...? AI-
.J;A,,-H. P. Brown, Jr., Chair , r Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group 



South Plains Unde'rground 
Water Conserv'ation District 

Directors 

Presil/ent 
Lewis Waters 

Vice Presiflent 
Dan Day 

Secretary 
Scott Hamm 

Members 
Doyle Moss 
Matt Hogue 
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January 9, 2002 

Mr. Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
2211 South lH 35 
Austin, TX 78741 

Dear Mr. Grubb: 

The Board of Directors of the South Plains Underground Water Conservation District 
has developed the following comments regarding State Participation in funding 
regional water supply projects: 

1. We support the Texas Water Development Board's Ag Conservation Loan 
Program. It has helped our District convert inefficient irrigation systems to 
higher efficient LEP A systems. 

2. We support the concept of State Participation in funding regional water 
supply projects where needed. However, we also believe that the 
development of any strategy must also be supported at the local level for best 
success. 

Sincerely, 

9;cCL-
Jason Coleman 
General Manager 

JC:lh 



GARZA COUNTY 
UNDERGROUND AND FRESH WATER 

CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

Mr. Herb Grubb 
HDR Engineefing, Inc. 
2211 South IH 35 
Austin, Texas 78741 

Mr. Grubb: 

300 'VEST MAIN 
POST, TEXAS 79356 

At the present time, the Directors of the Garza County Underground and 

Fresh Water Conservation District feel that not being on a tax base and that we are 

funded by the County Commissioners' Court, we are unable to contribute to the cost 

of the Region "0" Water Management Plan. 

If you could send more information as to what the cost of the plan and also 

what our District might be expected to pay, we will take another look at it. 

A copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. H. P. Brown, Chairman, 

Llano Estacado Regional Water Management Planning Group, 2930 Avenue Q, 

Lubbock, Texas 79405-1499 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Ferrell Wheeler, Chairman 

BOARD MEMBERS: 
Ferrell Wheeler, Chairman 
John Boren 
Ronnie Graves 
Ronald TIlUet! 
Dicky Wallace 



LLANO ESTACADO REGIONAL WATER PLANNING GROUP 

December 11, 2001 

Mr. Farrell Wheeler 
Garza County Underground and Fresh Water Conservation District 
Route 2 Box 34 
Post, TX 79356 

Dear Mr. Wheeler: 

. On January 5, 2001, the 16 Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) of Texas 
submitted their respective regional water plans to the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 
as required by Senate Bill 1 (75 th Texas Legislature). The adopted regional water plans identified 
water management strategies needed to ensure a sufficient supply of water for the 50-year 
planning period. The plans also presented capital cost estimates for each of the strategies included 
in theapproved regional water plans. Senate Bill 2 (77th Texas Legislature) charges the RWPGs 
with examining what financial assistance, if any, is needed to implement the water management 
strategies and projects included in the 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 Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group is in the process of surveying the 28 
municipalities of The Llano Estacado Region (TWDB Region 0) that have a need for water, and 
for which a water management strategy was included in the Regional Water Plan. The survey 
includes the following 4 questions, as specified by the TWDB: 

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

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

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water management 
strategy identified above? 
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ _____ _ 

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

Once we receive responses from the survey, the results will be tabulated and reported to the 
TWDB. However, Senate Bill 2 also requires the RWPGs to develop a policy statement(s) that 
answers the following question: 

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



Mr. Farrell Wheeler 
Page 2 

For completing this element, Senate Bill 2 (77'" Texas Legislature, Regular Session) requires that 
R WPGs give particular attention to proposed increases in the level of State Participation in 
funding for regional water supply projects to meet needs beyond the reasonable fmancing 
capability oflocal governments, regional authorities, and other political subdivisions 
involved in building water infrastructure. State Participation is explained as follows: 

"The State Participation Program enables TWDB to purchase a temporary ownership interest in a 
regional project when local sponsors are unable to assume the'debt for an optimally sized facility. 
TWDB may acquire ownership interests in the water rights or a co-ownership interest in the property 
or treatment works. Currently, TWDB's participation is limited to a maximum of 50% of the project 
costs and to the portion of the project designated as "excess" capacity. There is also a requirement 
that the project cannot be reasonably financed without state participation assistance, and that the 
optimum regional development of the project cannot be reasonably financed without the state 
participation. " 

Since your organization has responsibilities and experience in the c.onservation, 
development, and/or supplying of water within the Llano Estacada Region, The Llano Estacado 
Regional Water Planning Group hereby invites you to provide your recommendations regarding 
fmancing of water infrastructure. We would very much appreciate receiving your 
recommendations and comments regarding State Participation, as it is described above. 
However, your ideas, in general. about water infrastructure financing are also welcome. 

Please forward your comments to our Consultant, Mr. Herb Grubb, HDR Engineering, 
Inc., 2211 South ill 35, Austin, TX 78741. Mr. Grubb's telephone number is 5121912-5105. Our 
deadline for receiving responses is January 31, 2002. 

uorY0:4;':~ 
J"""H. P. Brown, Jr., Chair 
f" Llano Estacado Regional Water Planning Group 


