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1. Introduction

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

role in financing the identified water projects.

The purpose of this report is to identify the portion of capital improvements
recommended for Region C that will require outside financial assistance, identify
potential financing sources, and develop policy recommendations regarding the State’s

role in financing water infrastructure.

2. Infrastructure Financing Surveys

The Infrastructure Financing surveys were mailed on January 16, 2002, to all
municipal water user groups in Region C with identified capital improvement costs
during the 50-year planning period. Surveys were also mailed to the region’s five major
water providers (Dallas Water Utilities, Tarrant Regional Water District, Trinity River
Authority, NTMWD and Fort Worth) and two other regional wholesale water providers
(Upper Trinity Regional Water District and Greater Texoma Utility Authority). Many of
the proposed capital improvements recommended in the Region C regional water plan
would involve one or more of these water providers. Surveys were not mailed to
aggregated water user groups: manufacturing, mining, livestock and steam electric

power.

2.1 Surveys to Water User Groups

A total of 73 surveys were mailed, 66 directly to water user groups and seven to
water providers. Twenty-one surveys were mailed to entities with no identified capital
costs in the Region C plan. Most were entities associated with regional projects in Cooke,

Ellis, Fannin and Grayson Counties. For Cooke, Fannin and Grayson Counties, the
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capital costs of these regional projects were assigned to “County-Other” in the Region C
plan, but were proportioned to the potential participating entities for the IFR survey. The
Greater Texoma Utility Authority (GTUA), whose service area includes Cooke, Fannin
and Grayson Counties, was also surveyed regarding the county regional projects. GTUA

provided a response for many of the participating entities.

For Ellis County, the Region C plan assigned the capital costs for the Ellis County
project to the Trinity River Authority (TRA). TRA was surveyed regarding financing the
full capital costs of the Ellis County project. Since TRA currently plans to finance the
Ellis County project, participating water user groups were advised that they do not need
to respond to the survey for this project. Four entities identified as participating in the
Ellis County project chose to respond to the survey. Four entities did not respond. Two
surveys were sent to the city of Annetta, one directly to the city and one to Deer Creek

Waterworks that provides water to Annetta.

From the 66 water user group surveys, 36 responses were received. Copies of the
responses are included in Appendix A and summarized in Table A-1. Survey recipients
that did not respond by February 1, 2002, were contacted by phone or e-mail at least

twice. Documentation of the follow-up contacts is included in Appendix B.

Eleven respondents to the survey indicated that they have changes to the
recommended strategies or strategy costs. Most of these changes are associated with
smaller communities. In the next round of planning, the Region C WPG plans to make a
special effort to reach out to these smaller communities so that their plans are reflected in
the regional plan. One respondent (Gainesville) had completed its recommended strategy

for year 2000.

Five water user groups said they could not afford to pay for any capital
improvements with current revenue sources. Twelve water user groups plan to finance
100 percent of the capital costs for improvements identified in the survey. Of the
respondents with changed conditions, four entities stated that there would be little to no
capital costs with the modified strategies. The remaining respondents reported being able

to pay for a portion of the estimated capital improvements. For the portion of capital costs
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that the entities could not finance, respondents identified grants, bonds, rural water
development fund, private financing, TWDB funding and state participation loans as
possible funding mechanisms. Parker County Utility District No. 1 and GTUA identified
phasing the project into smaller pieces and/or alternative facilities as a means to meet

capital costs. A summary of the survey results for the water user groups is presented in
Table 1.

Table 1

Summary of Water User Groups Financing Needs in Region C

| Total Cost of Strategies — WUGs surveyed $1,143,787,720
Total Cost of Strategies - IFR Responses $456,586,409
Amount Respondents CAN Afford $307,747.840
Additional Amount with State Participation $6,644,600
Amount Respondents CANNOT Afford' $84,727.816

1. This value is less than the difference between the total costs and amount the respondents can afford
due to changes in water management strategies and non-specific responses.

2.2 Financing Needs of Regional Water Providers

All seven regional water providers provided responses to the financing surveys.
GTUA and UTRWD reported that it is likely they can finance a portion of the total
capital improvements, but that State participation would also be required, especially for
region-wide proj écts. These providers also reported that the ability of the participants to
pay for regional projects would vary depending on circumstances and negotiations at the
time of development. Responses from Fort Worth, TRA and TRWD stated that each
provider intends to finance 100 percent of the identified capital improvements, but that
final decisions regarding financing will be made just before the project is begun. These
providers also stated that the users of the proposed projects might seek to use state
programs if the funding helps the project and the project meets the criteria for funding.
NTMWD stated that historically the District has been able to fund all previous water
supply projects through revenues generated from wholesale water rates. However, it is

uncertain whether projects planned for 2020 and beyond can be funded in the same
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manner. Access to State funding may be needed. DWU reported that they could fund
approximately 60 percent of the estimated capital costs with current revenue sources. The
remainder of the capital costs will require grant assistance from the State or additional
rate adjustments that will need approval by City Council. Copies of the provider
responses are included in Appendix A and summarized in Table A-2. Table 2 provides

the financing needs for the regional water providers based on the survey results.

Table 2

Summary of Regional Water Providers Financing Needs in Region C

Total Cost of Strategies - Providers $5,136,920,000
Total Cost of Strategies - IFR Responses $5,136,920,000
Amount Respondents CAN Afford $4,126,733,500
Additional Amount with State Participation Non-specific
Amount Respondents CANNOT Afford' $836,778.500

1. This value is less than the difference between the total costs and amount the respondents can
afford due to non-specific responses.

3. Current Funding Mechanisms

Based on the survey responses, the water users in Region C can afford to pay for
approximately two-thirds of the capital costs identified for water supply infrastructure.
However, the survey responses represent only a fraction of the total capital improvement
costs recommended for Region C, and the capital costs needing financial assistance may
differ significantly. To bridge the gap between what the water users can afford and what
is needed, there are numerous funding programs available for municipal and non-
municipal water users with local, state and/or federal sponsors. Many of the programs
target municipal entities through loan and grant programs. There are also several
agricultural assistance programs that administer funds for rural and agricultural users.
Some of the funding options require a political subdivision to take the lead and establish
benefits to non-municipal water users. Other programs are not open to non-municipal
users, but non-municipal users (particularly manufacturers) may benefit from these

funding programs through purchasing water from eligible municipalities.
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The current primary mechanisms for funding infrastructure projects in Region C
are financing through local bank loans and municipal bonds that are repaid through
increased fees and revenues. This funding mechanism places the burden of paying for the
capital improvements on the beneficiaries of the project. It also provides for local control
in the implementation and timing of the needed improvements. While local financing will
continue to be an integral component for financing water projects in this region, other
funding sources through state and federal sponsors have been utilized in the region and
may be accessed more frequently in the future as the region looks to develop new water

resources.

The following are potential funding mechanisms that may be available for
infrastructure projects in Region C. These funding sources are discussed in more detail in
Appendix C and summarized in Table 3. Table 4 shows the potential funding sources for

non-municipal water users.

¢ Market financing (taxable and tax-exempt)
e Texas Water Development Board programs
e U.S. Department of Agriculture programs

e Texas Department of Agriculture programs

e U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration Public
Works Program

e U.S. Small Business Administration programs
o Texas Department of Economic Development programs
e Corps of Engineers Sponsorship

¢ Local economic development incentives

4. State Role in Financing Water Infrastructure

Local financing has been and continues to be the primary source of funding for
water supply and infrastructure projects. Existing state and federal assistance programs

supplement local funding, especially for communities with limited revenue sources.
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Table 3

Summary of Funding Programs for Water Users in Region C

Program State/ | Agency* Type Eligible Water Supply Projects
Federal
/ Local
Private Financing N/A N/A All All
Fees and Tax Local |N/A All All
Increases
Municipal Bonds Local [N/A All All
Drinking Water State |State TWDB  |Loans Water supply and source water
Revolving Fund protection
Water and Wastewater |State TWDB  |Loans Planning, acquisition and construction
Loan Program of water related infrastructure
Clean Water State State |TWDB |Loans Wastewater recycling and reuse
Revolving Fund facilities
Program
State Participation State |[TWDB |Loans Regional wastewater recycling and
Program reuse facilities
Agriculture Water State |[TWDB {Loans Install efficient irrigation equipment
Conservation Loan on private property
Water Infrastructure  |State  [TWDB  |Loans Water management strategies
Fund recommended in state or regional
water plans

Rural Water State  |TWDB |Loans Development or regionalization of
Assistance Fund rural water supplies
Farm Ownership Federal [USDA Loans, loan |Water conservation
Program guarantees
Rural Utilities Service |[Federal |[USDA Grants, Drinking water, wastewater collection
Water and Waste loans, loan |and treatment facilities in rural areas
Disposal Loans and guarantees
Grants
Watershed Protection |Federal [USDA/N |Grants Plan and install watershed-based
and Flood Prevention RCS projects on private land
Program
Texas Capital Fund  |State  |[TDA Grants Water and sewer infrastructure
Infrastructure improvements
Development Fund
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Table 3, continued

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

Linked Deposit State TDA Interest Water conservation, stock tanks, brush

Program buy-down |control, and dam construction

Rural Development  |State TDA Loans, loan [Non-specific, includes water and

Finance Program guarantees |wastewater systems, municipal
infrastructure projects

Loan Guaranty State TDA Loan Non-specific

Program guarantees

Young Farmer Loan |State |TDA Loan Non-specific

Guarantee Program guarantees

Public Works Program|Federal [USDC Grants Water and sewer systems for industrial
use

7a Loan Guaranty Federal |SBA Loan Non-specific

Program guarantees

Certified Federal [SBA Loans Improvements, utilities

Development

Company (504)

Program

Texas Capital Access [State  [TDED  |Reserve Non-specific

Fund account

Texas Industrial Bond |State  [TDED Bonds Non-specific

Revenue Program

Texas Enterprise Zone |State  |TDED Tax Non-specific

Program refunds,

credits
Corps of Engineers  |Federal |COE Cost Those that meet a federal purpose, such
sharing as multi-purpose reservoirs, ecosystem

restoration projects

Local economic Local [N/A Tax Non-specific

development abatements,

incentives etc.

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

Department of Economic Development.
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Table 4
Applicable Funding Programs for Non-Municipal Users

Program State/ | Agency* Non- Type Eligible Water Supply Water Users with Potential to Receive Funding
Federal Municipal Projects Manufact-| Mining |Irrigation | Livestock | Steam
/ Local Users uring Electric
Eligible to Power
Apply**
Private Financing N/A N/A Yes All All X X X X X
Clean Water State Revolving  |State TWDB No Loans Wastewater recycling X X X X
Fund Program and reuse facilities
State Participation Program State TWDB  |No Loans Regional wastewater X X X X
recycling and reuse
facilities
Agriculture Water State TWDB Indirect Loans Install efficient X
Conservation Loan irrigation equipment on
private property
Water Infrastructure Fund State TWDB No Loans Water management X X X X X
strategies
recommended in state
or regional water plans
Rural Water Assistance Fund |[State TWDB No Loans Development or X X X X
regionalization of rural
water supplies
Farm Ownership Program Federal |USDA Yes Loans, loan|Water conservation X X
guarantees
Rural Utilities Service Water |Federal [USDA No Grants, Drinking water, X X X X X
and Waste Disposal Loans and loans, loan|wastewater collection
Grants guarantees |and treatment facilities
in rural areas
Watershed Protection and Federal USDA/NR [Indirect Grants Plan and install X X X X
Flood Preventicn Program CS watershed-based

projects on private land




Table 4, continued

Program State/ | Agency* Non- Type Eligible Water Supply Water Users with Potential to Receive Funding
Federal Municipal Projects
/ Local Users
Eligible to Manufact-| Mining | Irrigation | Livestock Steam
. i Electric
Applv** uring
pply Power
Texas Capital Fund State TDA No Grants Water and sewer X X X X X
Infrastructure Development infrastructure
Fund improvements
Linked Deposit Program State TDA Yes Interest buy-|Water conservation, X X
down stock tanks, brush
control, and dam
construction
Rural Development Finance  |State TDA Yes Loans, loan{Non-specific X X X
Program guarantees
Loan Guaranty Program State TDA Yes Loan Non-specific X X
guarantees
Young Farmer Loan Guarantee [State TDA Yes Loan Non-specific X X
Program guarantees
Public Works Program Federal (USDC No Grants Water and sewer X X X
systems for industrial
use
7a Loan Guaranty Program Federal |[SBA Yes Loan Non-specific X X X X
guarantees
Certified Development Federal [SBA Yes Loans Improvements, utilities X X X X
Company (504} Program
Texas Capital Access Fund State TDED Yes Reserve Non-specific X X X X
account
Texas Industrial Bond State TDED Indirect Bonds Non-specific X X X

Revenue Program




However, some of the funding mechanisms described in the previous section are
ineffective financing tools because they are poorly funded, have burdensome application
processes, and/or utilize a prioritization process that can delay needed projects. State
funding is necessary to support communities truly in need of outside assistance. These
funding sources should be adequately funded to support and promote local and regional
projects that could not be completed independently. Funding mechanisms should
encourage long-range planning and not penalize communities that have the foresight to

plan and provide for their future needs.

The Region C RWPG supports the following policy recommendations regarding

infrastructure development and financing:

I. Where feasible, the users of the water should pay for required infrastructure
through:

a. Local funds and revenues, including funds borrowed locally,
b. State loan programs,

c. Federal loan programs, and

d. Existing state and/or federal grant programs.

2. If water users are unable to pay for required infrastructure, the state of Texas
should assist communities with limited revenue sources in providing clean,
reliable water supplies through:

Existing state loan and grant programs,

b. Federal programs for rural and economically distressed areas,

c. Possible new state assistance programs for regional and/or non-traditional
projects to assist small rural communities.

3. State assistance programs should support cost effective regional projects.

4. State assistance programs should be expanded to meet long-term water supply
goals for communities that truly cannot afford the infrastructure necessary for

clean, reliable water.
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Table A-1

Water User Groups Surveyed and Responses Received

Response to Questions:
... tAmount Entitiy Can,
Respond | Amount Entity is Amount Entity
tit: SB1 Cost Y i H i
County Entity SB1 Strategy as| ear om Able to Pay Pay vnEIl S,.ale Cannot Pay Funding Options Comments
Participation
. . Add new well (capacity of 100 gpm} in $235,000 - TDHCA, Rural Developmeng
260,000 2000 25,000 A - ,

Collin Blue Ridge 'Woodbine Aquifer $ Y $ $25,000 - $30.000 $210,000 Pgm. Federally funded grants
Collin Dallas See DWJ strategies NA
Cooke Cooke County-Other ?::i:’:‘;;:;:' in Woodbine Aquifer in $1,186,000 2010 y 50 $0 $1,186,000 None
Cooke Cooke County-Other Cooke County Water Supply Project $5,742.113 2010 y 30 50 $5.742,113 None

Overdraft Trinity Aquifer in Red Basin
Cooke Cooke County-Other i 2000 (new wells) $218.000 2000 y 30 $0 $318,000 None
Cooke Gainesville 1 MG pipeline from Moss Lake $2,566,000 2000 y $2,566,000 No response No response Project complete
Cooke Gainesville ]')h":i[[’lp‘l’e"“ from Moss Lake $1,371,000 2010 v $1,371,000 $1,371,000 Noresponse | TWDB funds, other loans

L TWDB funds. cost sharing
) ke Count;

Cooke Gainesville Paraltel pipeline for Cooke County 320,048,317 2010 ¥ $1,503,000 $1,500,000 $18,544,700 | with ofher participants, other |Need to discuss the seope of these projects

Water Supply Project Joans
Cooke Lindsay Cooke County Water Supply Project $994,570 2010 n
Cooke M Lake M $11,023,000 2010 n
Cooke Valley View Szlelx;c;raﬁ Trinity Aquifer in 2000 (new $160,000 2000 n
Dallas Dallas County-Other Marvin Nichols (I} $80,646,000 2030 n
Dallas Dallas County-Other Marvin Nichols {11} $49,191,000 2050 n
Dallas Dallas County-Other WTP loe Pool (1) $51.765.000 2020 n
Dallas Dallas County-Cther WTP Joe Pool (II) $41,213.000 2040 n
Dallas Dallas County-Other WTP Grapevine (1) 38,701,000 2020 n
Dallas Dallas County-Other WTP Grapevine (11} 29,957,000 2040 n
Dallas Dallas County-Other Expand WTP by 25 MGD 34,980,000 2030 n
Dallas Dallas County-Gther Expand WTP by 50 MGD $44,974,000 2050 n
Dallas Irving Lake Chapman 97,500,000 2010 ¥ $97,500,000 No response No response No response
Dallas Irving Marvin Nichols (1) §48,904,000 2030 ¥ $48.904,000 $48,904,000 No response No response
Dallas Irving Marvin Nichois (II) 29,152,000 2050 y $29,152,000 $29.152.000 No response No response
Denton Denion E;(l;;“d water eatment plant by 30 $29,983,000 2040 n
Denton Denton rxpand water treaimens plant by 20 529,983,000 2000 n
Denton Denton S‘g;"d water treatment plaat by 30 $29.983,000 2020 n

: Mustang water supply corp purchased Krugerville
. f 210 N

Denton Krugerville Two new wells (capacity of 210 gpm $547,000 2000 y NA NA NA NA Water Wotks and they do not plan on driiting wells.

each) in Trinity Aquifer o

They are receiving wates from UTRMWD.
. Six new wells (capacity 400 gpm,
" 1,309,000 2

Denton Litde Elm cach) in Woodbine Aquifer $ 000 n

Pipeline from Fort Worth 1o Northeast New suategy is that only Keller, Southtake and

ing Keller, ew strategy is that only Keller, Southtake an
Denton/Tarran Southlake Tl“m“‘ ok“ f‘;‘ﬁ‘ﬁm“fm;;a b $6,778.560 2010 y 36,778,560 $6,778,560 30 NA Westiake will participate. The estimated capital cost
L Westlake, and Lake Tormer MUD for Southlake is $10.1 million.




Laujeat puiousl Lixsy)

Connect 10" pipeline to TRWD’s
Cedar Creek/Richland-Chambers

Ellis Ennis pipeline through TRA. Includes water $1,309,000 2010 y S 1,300 i)
treatment plant. i U -
Ellis Ferris ?:EJSCS[O(‘::S) i{‘;}rf‘;;;\;va‘” Supply $2,637.800 2010 NA
Ellis Italy ﬁ:gj‘efl"(‘:zz usg;rg"fc&")v‘“” Supply $1,912,405 2010 NA
Eltis Maypearl Egeg’(‘::gu’ig‘:f;‘;;‘;va‘“ Supply $1,384,845 2010 NA
Ellis Maypearl ‘3;‘:0‘;;:]:;';?;6‘;‘““’ 100 gpm) in $228,000 2000 y $25,000 $25.000 204
Ellis Midlothian LVgg)Treannem Plant Expansion (2 35,203,000 2030 y No response No response No e
Ellis Midlothian (ll:';;l: ;esl(l);;xg:afil:)?;ly Lines $847,000 2020 y No response No response No ro
Ellis Midlothian ‘Eﬂ;ﬂf&‘:ﬁg ;“ﬂ’f;&‘;’a‘“ Supply $6,000,995 2020 y NA NA N
Ellis Palmer E:g:eg"(“m“z usg‘l‘:f;;l‘;/a'e’ Supply $1,252,955 2020 y NA NA N
EDis Waxahachie g:;;eg"(':ﬁg usg‘:f;;?:’a‘“ Supply $17,145,700 2020 n
Fannin Bonham Fannin County Water Supply Project $6,303,068 2010 n
Fannin Fannin County-Other Fannin County Water Supply Project $49,312,641 2010 n
Fannin Honey Grove Fannin County Water Supply Project $6,651,090 2010 y $0 Unknown Unkin
- Fannin Leonard Fannin County Water Supply Project $4,601,626 2010 y $200,000 $500,000 $4,101
' 4# Feonin Savoy Fannin County Water Supply Project $1,585,434 2010 n |
: Foanin Trenton Fannin County Water Supply Project $2,204,140 2010 n
Fairfield égrdn';zv“‘;‘l’fcll ici"’;:';‘f';_ of 120 gpm) in $178,000 2030 y $1.500,000 $1.500.000 $2.400,0:
e,
>y Bells Grayson County Water Supply Project $2,504,332 2010 n
Collinsville Grayson County Water Supply Project $2,278,786 2010 n




Table A-1

Water User Groups Surveyed and Responses Received

Response 1o Questions:
N Amount Entitiy Ca .
) Respond | Amount Entity is N Amount Entity " . .
County Entity SB1 Strategy SB1 Cost Year VN Able to Pay P:: wuh S!ale Cannot Pay Funding Options Comments
r ticipation
Grayson Grayson County-Cther Grayson County Water Supply Project $36,128,949 2010 n Response provided by GTUA
Grayson Grayson County-Other S:I;dmf' Trinity Aquifer in 2000 (new $835.000 2000 n
Grayson Gunter Grayson County Water Supply Project $3.030,492 2010 n Response provided by GTUA
Crayson Howe Grayson County Water Supply Froject $5,520,229 20i0 y Unknown Unknown Unknown Linknown Response provided by GTUA
. Add rew well & overdrait Woodbine . Currenily constructing well, pump station and storage

Grayson Luella Water Corporation Aquifer in 2000 $152,000 2000 ¥ $500,000 No response No response Can pay for it -
Grayson Luella Water Corporation Grayson County Water Supply Project $1,511,742 2010 y $200,000 - $300,000) No response No response Not sure it will be needed
Graysan Poitsboro Poltsboro acquilres water right in Lake $990.000 2010 v $300,000 $300,000 $690.000 We will raise water and sewer rutes 10 cover the band

Texoma & Denison provides treatment| payments.
Grayson Southmayd Grayson County Water Supply Project $2,648,395 2010 n Response provided by GTUA
Grayson Southmayd Overdraft Woodbine Aquifer in 2000 $439.000 2000 n

{new well)
Grayson Tioga Grayson County Water Supply Project 31,588,677 2010 y $0 30 $1,588,677 No response
Grayson Tom Bean Grayson County Water Supply Project $2,785,203 2010 n Response provided by GTUA
Grayson Van Alstyne Grayson County Waier Supply Project $20,955,813 2010 n Response provided by GTUA

Add new well & overdraft Woodbine

,000

Grayson Van Alstyne Aquifer in 2000 $215 2000 n
Grayson Whitesboro Grayson County Water Supply Project 311,448,640 2010 n Response provided by GTUA
Grayson Whitewright Reallocate Trinity Aquifer (new well) $577,000 2010 n
Grayson Whitewright Grayson County Water Supply Project $3,914,741 2010 n Response provided by GTUA

10" Pipeline to TRWD System and | USDA Rural grant and loan, [City is in design stages of project. Cost is $2,350,000.

Henderson Malakoff MGD Water Tr Plant $7.809,000 2010 y See note TDCA grany Grants and loans have been received.
Henderson Malakoff Add.new v{ell (Capac_lty of 300 gpm) in $281,000 2000 y See note This is no longer a strategy. Will use surface water

Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer
Kaufman Kemp i:;[;anMdel;ller treatment plant capacity $2,813,000 2010 y $281,300 $0 $2,531.700 Unknown Would like to know what funding is available.

Expand water treatment plant capacity Terrell plans on expanding its WTP by 4 MGD in
K Terrel 2,813,000 2010 2,813,000 2,813, . .

aufman crrell by | MGD $ y 52813 § 00 30 2003, It will finance 100% of the improvements.

Kaufman Terrell f;“;“::c"]’;‘“ ireatrment plant capacity 52,813,000 2020 y $2.813.000 $2.813,000 50
Kaufman Terrel f;':a;‘:o“g‘“ treatment plant capacity $2.813,000 2050 y $2,413,000 $2.813,000 50
Navarmo Corsicana Expand water treatment plant capacity $2.813,000 2020 y $2,813.000 $2,813,000 50 The city prupnses-m pay for

by | MGD full expansion
Navaro Corsicana [Expand waler ireatment plant capacity 2,813,000 2040 y $2.813.000 $2.813.000 50 The city prﬂpﬁses.lu pay for

by i MGD full expansion




Water User Groups Surveyed and Responses Received

Table A-1

R

to Questions:

Amouni Entitiy Canf

. Respond | Amount Entity is X Amount Entity . . .
County Entity SB1 Strategy SB1 Cost Year (YN Able fo Pay Pay V?Vlsh Sfate Cannot Pay Funding Options Comments
Participation S
Two new wells {capacity of 100 gpm, See Deer Creek
74
Parker Annetta each) in Trinity Aquifer $374,000 2000 y Waler Works N )
Deer Creek Waier Works {for [Two new wells (capacity of 100 gpm, Borrow money from owner. [ 1Deer Creek w11l oy 1o e iiew St o, o
$374,000 2000 Jpons : - 15
Farker Annetta) each) in Trinity Aquifer Y $374.000 N response 30 Dove Hanlev. improvements
State parucipation loan, USDA B
P, C Unility District N Phase | of treated water transmission gr:mL/hA:.Ijln\. ph'f‘?{"? [!he ij?“
Parker || 2rker County Unility Distact Nofe o /ey (o Southeast Parker County $3,582,000 2010 y $840,000 $1,300.000 $2.742000 [N ImAlr Dlecet duovmsring
1 (Weatherford) X the fucilities und
{Includes pump station)
supplementng supply tfrom
other sources, e B
State participation toan, USDA -
Parker County Litility District No |F5¢ 1] of treated water wansmission g:anm‘_’TF; p'?“fm;:'hc project
Parker rher Lounty Uity LASIOCL NO i nes (167 to Southeast Parker County $3,582,000 2030 y $1,800,000 $3,600,000 §1,800,00p |0 Smaller pleces; dovaizing
1 {Weatherford} . the facilities and
{{ncludes pump station) )
supplermenting supply lromy
Olher sourees. o
ity of 1 ; - e
Parker Parker County-Other  |24d 3 new wells (capacity of 100 gpm $935,000 2000 n
each) in Trinity Aquifer
ity of 100 o
Parker Parker County-Other Add 20 new wells (capacity o $3,737,000 2000 n :
m, each) in Trinity Aquifer e :
Parker Springlown \I\‘dr?]lg Treatmeat Plant Expansian of | $2.813,000 2030 n !
e
Parker Springtown ;xz;le)r Treatment Plant Expansion of | $2.813.000 2010 n
lant by 12 o
Parker Weatherford f;‘gg’d water treatment plant by $27.221,000 2030 y $13,610,500 $16,332.600 $10.888,400 TWDB financing
Parker Weatherford 13-mile pipeline (367) from Lé_‘k: $9.000,000 2010 y $9,000,000 Project will be completed ~pring 2012
Benbrook (Includes pump station) ) o
15-mile parallel pipeline (36") from
Parker Weatherford Lake Benbrook {[ncludes pump $13,375,000 2030 y $6,687,500 $8,025,000 $5,350,000 TWDB financing
station e o
Tarvant Arlington ;\;a;;rﬁ'fl')reaunem Plant Expansion of $25,665,000 2010 y $25,665,000 City plans 1o pay for expunsion
lant it T
Tarrant Benbrook SWA i;ﬁ““M"G“]’;“' treatment plant capacity $2.813,000 2020 y $2.813.000 $2,813,000 %0 Bonds Bonds will be sold to finance dhe #xpansions
lant capacit )
Tarrant Benbrook SWA 5;?214“:?3‘ treatment plant capacity $1,406,000 2040 y $1,406,000 $1.406.000 $0 Bonds Bonds will be sold w finunce the ¢xpansions
Tarrant Tarrant County-Other See Keller, Southiake and Westlake NA .
Tarrant Fort Worth See Fort Worth (provider) NA
Direct reuse project from Grapevine Captal cent 16 Tonster applicable, Will b e
Tarrant Grapevine Wastewater Treatment Plant to three $4,003,000 2010 y NA NA NA NA dpt cont nOTANECT appicaic, Bl purc e remim
fow for fee per 1000 gal,
olf courses
Pipetine from Fort Worth to Northeast
. Tarrant County serving Keller,
Tarvant Kelter Roanoke, Southlake, Trophy Club, $1,178.880 2010 y $1,178.880 $1.178.880 30 NA
Westlake, and Lake Tumer MUD
Kennedale Four new wells (capacity of 175 gpm, $1.319,000 2000 N

{_Tamml

each) in Trinity Aquifer




Table A-1

Water User Groups Surveyed and Responses Received

Response to Questions:

.. s, |Amount Ertitiy Can| . T
. Respond | Amount Entity is . Amount Entity A . .
County Entity SB1 Strategy SB1 Cost Year ¥/N) Able to Pay Pay ‘_"Eh S.tale Cannat Pay Funding Options Comments
Participation
w Expansion of T here are bl | expatiopane ol
Tarrant Mansfield atet Treatment Plant Expansion o $15.469,000 2040 y $15.469.000 515,465,000 50 Thereare iy ¢ "
12 MGD vapital costis $46.4 mulon for 39 MGD
Tarrand Mansfield Water Treatment Flant Expansion of $14,063,000 2010 ¥ $14,063,000 $14.063.000 50 There sre & [‘Hj‘]"ﬂ‘m] - Tt Tt
L0 MGD capital eostis $46 L nplinn tor 49 MG
Tarrant Pelican Bay Two new \Ye!ls (capécny of 150 gpm. $655,000 2000 n
each) in Trinily Aquifer .
Pipeline from Fort Worth to Northeast
Tarrant County serving Keller,
F 280
Tarrant Westlake Roanoke, Southlake, Traphy Club, $933,28 2010 n
Westlake, and Lake Tumer MUD
o . TCDP grant fund, FMHA )
Wise Alvord Add new well (capacity of 100 gpmy) in $177.000 2000 y $58.400 $58.400 $118.600 runding, Rural wates Alverd hus alreads appiied Lo b
Trinity Aquifer - named sourees
dervelopment fund, local bunk
NG CURHE T e i Al
i f 100 i » ¢ Ty O T B N IR N |
Wise Aurora Ac‘IdAnew W?“ (eapacity o gpm) in $177,000 2000 ¥ Unknown Not much All Unknown we s e vy not plant '
Trinity Aguifer i the mmedale fuisie Thiectee
B hund sch asset
] Cuy plans on acqunn |l
W, t Plant E n of :
Wise Bridgeport ater Treatment Plant Expansio $2,813,000 2010 ¥ 30 $0 $2.813.000 Any and all avuilube projuct, PLim on upsradis 00 A8
0.5 MGD 2004 B
Wise Bridgeport :)Vsal;;ggcalmcm Plant Expansion of $2,813.000 2030 ¥ No response No respunse No response Towa Fur g futre tovone
W E ion of et o e
Wise Community WSC ater Treamment Prant Expansion o $2.813,000 2000 y 50 50 %0 Rucl devetopment tand | 1 e s , e
0.5 MGD Dieveopret for a2 MG |
. . Water Treatment Plant Expansion of Huve been appursed tor
Wi WSC 52,813,000 2020 0 0 ( sve ¢ Tl
ise Community 0.5 MGD y $ ¥ $0 Rural development fund Develiponent fee a2 8101 phtey 1
Wise Decatur ;v;‘;gga‘m‘“' Plant Expansian of £2,813,000 2010 v $2.813.000 $2,813,000 NA No response
Wise Decatr BV;I;; Jga'"“’“' Plant Expansion of $2,813,000 2050 y $2.813,000 $2.813,000 NA No response
_ % i s -
Wise Newark Ad_d.new we.ll (capacity of gpm) in $190,000 2000 n
Trinity Aquifer _ I
Walter Treatment Plant E; ion of
Wise Walnut Creek SUD X 0“‘;:;;3 ent iant Expansion $14.977.000 2010 y $1,497,700 $1.497.700 $10,000,000 No response
i f 2
Wise Walnut Creek SUD x:;g Treatrment Plant Expansion o $4.993,000 2020 ¥ No response No response No response TWDB
Waler Treatment Plant Expansion of 2 - T
Wise Walnu Creek SUD Mo et Fant Expansion @ $4,993,000 230 ¥ $493,000 $493,000 $4,500,000 TWDR
Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 2 T
Wise Walnut Creek SUD Map ent Flant Bxpansion o $4,993,000 2040 y $493,000 $493,000 $4.500.000 rwis
Water T Plant E ion of 2 -
Wise Walnut Creek SUD Mo ent Fan Bxpansion @ $4.993,000 2050 y $493,000 $493,000 $4.500 000 RO
. . See Community WSC and Walnut N
Wi W X
ise ise County-Other Creck SUD NA -




Regional Water Providers Surveyed and Responses Received

Table A-2

Resp to Questions:

. e SB1 Respond Amount Entity is Amount Entitly Can Amount Entity . . .
Political Subdivision SB1 Strategy Year Cost XN Able fo Pay Pay \Yifh S‘tate Cannot Pay Funding Options Comments
Participation
Projectis complete. Funding has been
Fort Worth Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2000 2000 $27,300,000 y $27,300,000 NA NA NA secured.
Fort Worth Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2010 2010 382,096,000 y $82,096,000 NA NA See cormnents Fi_'l"-‘l decisions regarding financing
will be m:
Fort Worth Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2030 2030 $52,113,000 y $52,113,000 NA NA See comments ,nlgh:;,:iii::\ .[hlcf::; itgbk. Srate
Fort Worth Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2050 2050 $59,966,000 y $59,966,000 NA NA See comments funding prograiny may be used,
TRA Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2010 2010 $17,595,000 y §17,585,000 No response No response See comments
TRA Water Tt Plant Expansions in 2030 2030 $17.595,000 y §17,595,000 No response No response See comments
TRA Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2040 2040 $17,595,000 y $17,595,000 No response No response See comments
TRA Ellis County Project 2010 $65,945,000 y $65,9435,000 No response No response See comments
TRA Las Colinas Reuse 2010 $5,463.000 y $5.493,000 No response No response See comments Final decisions repardine financ
TRA Joe Pool Reuse Phase 1 2020 $5.875.000] _y $5.875,000] __ No response No response__|See comments o (CIRONS ragarding Hnancing
TRA Joe Pool Reuse Phase 11 2040 $6,031,600 y 36,031,000 No response No response See comments .WII] be mudé a Ihc_ Umc‘uf .
TRA Mountain Creek Reuse 2020 $2,015,000 y $2,015,000 No response No response See comments |mp|f:ment.‘1[mn. Ifapplicable, State
TRA Ellis County Reuse 2010 $22,958,000 y $22,958,000 No response No response See comments funding prograras may be used.
TRA Denton County Reuse 2010 $2,653.000 ¥ 32,653,000 No response No response See comments
TRA Tarrant County Reuse 2010 $1,326,000 ¥ $1,326.000 No response No response See comments
TRA Grapevine Lake Reuse Phase | 2020] $1,000,000 y $1,000,000 No response No response See comments
TRA Grapevine Lake Reuse Phase I 2040 30 y $0, No response No response See comments
Lake Chapman (Costs included with Irving’s
UTRWD cost 10 connect to Lake Chapman) 2010 $0 ¥ NA
Buy Lake Chapman water in 2050 from City
of Commerce. (Costs included with Irving's
UTRWD ¢cost to connect to Lake Chapman) 2050 $0) y NA
UTRWD Indirect reuse of Chapman water 20104 $1,000,000 y $1,000,000 $1,000,000 OINA
State Participurion T
Expand water It plant & i ission program and TWDB
UTRWD capacity by 2010 2010 $79.479,000 y $39.739.500 379,479,000 $39,739.500{loans
State Participation
Expand water treatment piant & transmission program und TWDB
UTRWD capacity by 2020 2020 $123.776,000 y 361,888,000 $123,776,000 $61,888.000loans o
State Participation
Expand water treatment plant & transmission program and TWDB
UTRWD capacity by 2030 2030, $99.969,000 ¥ $49,984,500 $99,564.000 $49,984,500 ] lvans
State Participation
Expand water treatment plant & transmission program and TWDB
UTRWD capacity by 2040 2040 $99.969,000 ¥ $49,984,500 $99,969,000 $49.984.500loans
State Participation
Expand water tr plant & tr ission program and TWDRB
UTRWD capacity by 2050 2050 $75.964,000 y $37,982.000 $75.964,000 $37.982 000{loans )
INTMWD Additional indirect reuse 2010 $1,000.000 y $1,000.000 $1,000,000 50 T
NTMWD Additional Lake Texoma 2010 $5,286.000 ¥y $5,286,000 $5,286,000 30
NTMWD QOklahoma water 2010 368,777,000 y $68,777.000 368,777,000 30 " ]




Table A-2

Regional Water Providers Surveyed and Responses Received

Comneent

Tocaliy NIARWD

Roste wdp i el

Response to Questions: _: o
o Amount Entitiy Can .
Political Subdivision SB1 Strategy Year SB1 Cost Rﬁ,’;;‘;d A"X’E.'Z’.f'}ff N Puy with State "’é‘:::;ﬁ::;‘y Funding Options
Participation | 4_ _
NTMWD Lower Bois d’Arc Creek Lake 2020 $167.324,000 y $167.324,000 $83,662,(X0) ShlSer comnients th~
NTMWD Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase I) 2030 $259,218,000 y $259.218,000 $129.609,000 $0]See comments i
et
NTMWD Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase 1Ty 2050 $132,387,000 y $132,387,000 $66,193,500 [ See comimenis My b nevdid
Walter Treatment Plant and Transmission -
NTMWD Expansions by 2010 2010 $194,409,000 Y $194.409,000 $194,409,00X) S0
Water Treatment Plant and Transmission -
NTMWD Expansions by 2020 2020, $67.592,000 ¥ $67.592.000 $33,756,000 $6)See comments
Water Treatment Plant and Transmission Himoooits
NTMWD Expansions by 2030 2030 3187,240,000 ¥y $187.240,000 $93.620,000 S0[See comments Wt pe
Water Treatment Plant and Transmission
NTMWD Expansions by 2040 2040 $168,490,000 y $168.490,0(40 $84.245,000 $0{See comments
‘Water Treatment Plant and Transmission
NTMWD Expansions by 2050 2050 $183,724,000 y $183,724,000 $91.862.000 $)[See comments
State Purticzpation
GTUA Cooke County Water Supply Project 2010 $26,785,000 y Will vary Will vary Will vary rogram
State Purtiepaln s
GTUA Fannin County Water Supply Project 2010 $52,358,000 y Will vary Will vary Will vary provram
Stare Pasticipation
GTUA Grayson County Water Supply Project 2010 $94.316,000 y Will vary Will vary | Willvary Srov T
Cedar Creek/Richland-Chambers pipeline e i ) T B
TRWD expansion (Phase I) 2010 $24681000 sacsiog]  NVOrespome Mo response
Cedar Creek/Richland-Chambers pipeline X N . h i T
TRWD expansion (Phase 11) 2010 5233967000 s233067000]  NOrespomse Ne response b e
TRWD Reuse (Phase I} 2010 $34.,294,000 y $34,294.000 No response No response - will benpade
TRWD Reuse (Phase II) 2020 $40.874.000| v $40,874,000 No response No response - nppi
TRWD Marvin Nichols I (Phase I) 2030 $402,081,000 y $402,081.000 No response No response J tunhine
TRWD Marvin Nichols I (Phase II) 2050, $271,285,000)  y $271,285,000 No response No response
TRWD Oklahoma Water 2030 $59,931,000 ¥ 399,931,000 No respanse No respunse B
TRWD West Fork Connection 0 $60.539 000 ¥ $60,539 000 No response No response
DWU Retum flows above lakes 2000 50 ¥ NA NA NA NA
DWU Additional Temporary Overdraft 2000 50 y NA NA NA NA T
DWU Extend Elm Fork Term Permit 2020 $500,000 ¥ $500,000]NA NA NA I
DWU Lake Fork Connection 2010 $288,000,000 ¥ $173,000,000 $173,000.000 $115,000.00%)
DWU Lake Palestine Connection 2020 $332,600,000 y $200,000,000 $200,000,000 $132.600,000
DWU Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase T) 2030 $220,796000  y $133,000.000 $133,000.000 $87.800.000
DWU Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase II) 2050] $131,530,000 y $79,000,000 $79,000.000 $52,500.000] " )
DWU Tndirect Reuse 2040 134,000,000 ¥ $74.000.000 $74.000.000 50,000,010 %’I‘.'”“ At e appresed By
DWU Water Tt Plant Expansions in 2010 2010 $107,134,000 y $63.000,000 o (600,000 $43. 100,00 ety batein
DWU Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2020 2020 $153,351,000 ¥ $92,000,000 $92, 000,000 $61,400.000
DWU Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2030 20304 $67,369 000/ Yy 340,000,000 340,000,600 27,400,004
DWU Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2040 2040 $67,369,000 Yy $40,000,000 540,000,000 $27.4(R),|l(ﬂ




Water User Group Responses



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Alvord

Water Management Strategy Name:  New well in Trinity Aquifer

Capital Cost: __$177,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $58.400

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 $58.400

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 $ 118.000.

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

Grant funds through the local COG, FMHA funding, Rural Water Development Fund,
and local bank. Funding through these sources have already been applied for.

2-8-02
By Ricky Tow, recorded by Simone Kiel (F&N)




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Deer Creek Waterworks for the City of Annetta

Water Management Strategy Name:  Two new wells (capacity of 100 gpm, each) in

Trinity Aquifer (2000)

Capital Cost: $374,000

)

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

s, D Cu-nJ— CN e s i qu.‘/J 7 D(-nv Ay Mot

L

wtly € wud iy /mwmlﬂ'ﬁ- e wnid pups—
1—’:4:-’05 an— g Ied aha D-J7/L. H’T’J“‘j .




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Arlington

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 25 MGD

(2]

(2010)

Capital Cost: 325,665,000

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 2.5, {65000 .
7 7

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay §

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? {use additional
sheets, if necessary)



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Aurora

Water Management Strategy Name:  New well in Trinity Aquifer

Capital Cost: __$177,000

Background: The city of Aurora does not have a central city water system. All residents
use individual wells. The City does not plan to develop such a system in the near future.

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 $ unknown

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much-ef 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 $ not much

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 $ all.

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)

We have not discussed this. There are no future plans at this time.

2-8-02
recorded by Simone Kiel (F&N)
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Water Manugement Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plamt cipacity by 1
MGD (2020)

Capital Cost: _ 32,813.000

. Using currcent utility reverie sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
water management strategy identified above?

1]
The political subdivision can sfford topay § | O 74

)

If you could access the State Pamicipation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water mansgemen: straregqy identified
above using current utlity revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases”?

The political subdivision can afford to pay § | Us %/,

3. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision upable to pay for the water
rmansgement strateyy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford 1o pay § __ A/ A

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 additienal
sheets, if necessary)
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision:  -Gigget Benbrook "é_b_ ; el LSQ:.UQE g“‘ﬁé /Jl

Water Managcment Strategy Name:  Expand warer treatment plent capacity by 0.5
MGD (2040)

Capitat Cost: 31,406,000

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

The political subdivision can afford topay S ___ {00 %

2. If you could access the State Panicipation 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 1ax increases?

The political subdivision can afford topay $ __ {6 ¥

How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision ynable 1o pay for the water
management strategy identified above?

a2

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay § ___ A/ A _

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

—
J

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Blue Ridge

Water Management Strategy Name:  Add new well (capacity of 100 gpm) in
Woodbine Aquifer (2000) -

Capital Cost: $260,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ZS 00O ..

. 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 $ ZS 000 — 50,000, 2

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 $ Z35 ccp — Z.1G 0c0-=

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

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Bridgeport

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 0.5 MGD
(2000)

Capital Cost: $2,813,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ o
FUNDS WOULD BE ACQUIRED THROUGH GRANT OR DEBRT, THEN RATES ADJUSTED TO REPAY DEBT
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?

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $
SAME AS #1 ABOVE

How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

(W5 )

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay § 2,813,000
WITH CURRENT REVENUES!
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)

ANY & ALL AVAILABLE

WE COMPLETED A TRACER STUDY UPRATING FROM 2.0 — 2.5 MGD IN APRIL 2001.
WE ARE ANTICIPATING A PLANT EXPANSION TO BE IN PLACE SUMMER OF 2004.
- SEE ATTACHED GRAPH:
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Bridgeport

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 0.5 MGD

(2030)

Capital Cost: 32,813,000

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

TOO FAR IN THE FUTURE TO EVEN CONSIDER!

| o we w— TT
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Community WSC

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 0.5 MGD
(2000) -

Capital Cost: $2,813,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay § - (’) ~

8%

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 topay $ _ — & ~

SEREEEEEASN

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

(VS

The political subdivision cannot afford topay § __— 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) '

WE HAVE BEEN APPROVED FOR A LOAN FROM RURAL DEVELOPMENT FOR THE
COST OF A PLANT EXPANSION, TO BEGIN IN A FEW MONTHS.

Apnd i) 722 277 Gitdlon P AL,
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Community WSC

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 0.5 MGD

(2020)

Capital Cost: $2,813,000

3

(V5]

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ~ 0 -

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ - 0 -

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ __ — ﬁ -

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

WE HAVE BEEN APPROVED FOR A LOAN FROM RURAL DEVELOPMENT FOR A
PLANT EXPANSION TO BEGIN IN A FEW MONTHS.

22y
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ALAYN PLUMMER

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Bubdivision: Cooke Couuuty

Water Management Strategy Name: Cooke County Water Supply Project

Capital Cost: $5.742,113

FEB-21-2082

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

The political subdivision cen afford topay §___ A & &

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

r A
The palitical subdivision can afford 1o pay $ A ek .

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 $ ‘ﬁL ~f

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)
/}V/’D/hfe"
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WATER ENFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Politicol Subdivision: Couvke Cuuuly

Water Management Strategy Name: Add New Well, Woodbine Aquifer, Trinity

Basin

Capltal Cost: $1,186,000

FEB-21-20802

., Using current utility revenue sources, mr.lud.mg implementing necessary rate and tax

incteases, how much of the capital cost is the polinical subdivision able 1o pay for the
water managememn strategy idennifiad above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay § o/ 2 A %

If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the watler management strategy idextified
above using cuxent utility revenus sources, including implementing necessary rate
and rax increases?

L
The pulilical subdivision can afford 10 pry $ / VY .

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

The political subdivizion canuut afford to pay § 4 v \! .
For the costs the political subdivision cammot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivisinn sonsider? (use additiopal
sheets, if necessary) e

NC

17:82 B17 868 3339 9ex
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Politival Subdivision: Cooke County

Water Management Strategy Name: Overdraft Trinity Aquifer in Red Basin
{(new wells)

Capital Cost: $318,000

1. Usmg current utility revenue sources. including implementing necessary rate aad tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able 10 pay for the
water management steatepy identified sabove?

The polilival subdivision can afford 10 pay $ /W A L’

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able tn pay for the water management sirategy identified
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
nnd tox incronses?

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

. The political subdivision cannot afford to pay 4‘ « \T{*

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

sheets, if necessary)

N v

.3 The political subdivision can aftord 10 pay $ /(/ vt

FEB-21-2002 17:82 817 868 3339 96 P.Ba




" g2/20,/62 WED 15:01 FAX 81T 880 3339 ALAN PLUMMER

)

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY '

Name of Political Subdivision: Cooke Counly

~ Watcr Management Strategy Name: Overdraft Trinity Aquifer in l‘rmaty Basin

{new wells)

Capital Cost: $160,000

FEB-21-28082

Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able 10 pay for the
water managemsnt stratepy idratified abave?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ JV gas*—

If you could access the State Participation Program, bow much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able 10 pay for the water management strategy identified
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rats
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford o pay§ A/ 0 =

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

The political subdivision caugot afford  pay $ /4' V:{ .

ror the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political suhdivision conasider? (use additional
sheets, if necessary)

/&/“/l'-"JL

17:23 17 BED 3339 SEx



e - PHONE NO. : 5724425485
l " FROM : NTMWD

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FIN ANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Corsicana

Whater Mnnagement'Sr.rntegy Name:  Expand water treatment plant capacity by 1
MGD (2020)

Capital Cost:  $2,813,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1OC D/O

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ {oC O/O .

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

=]
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ O 7n _

4, Yor the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, statc funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (use zdditional
sheets, if necessary)

The c,iLs proposes ‘o P4 all +he Cost for

ev.pansiov\)-

JAN-24-2082 13:46 5724425485 937

p.e2
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Corsicana

Water Management Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plant capacity by 1

MGD (2040)

Capital Cost: $2,813,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1Y

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 identificd
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate

- and tax increases?

JAN-24-28082

The political subdivision can afford topay $ ___| OO %o

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

. N o/
The political subdivision cannot afford topay $ __ O /o

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

13:45 9724425485 95x%

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

p.21




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Decatur 4

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 0.5 MGD

(2010)

Capital Cost:  $2,813,000

Wl

. 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 $ Full Amount

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 $ Full Amount

. 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 $ _ N/A

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



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Decatur

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 0.5 MGD

(2050)

Capital Cost: $2.813,000

LI

. 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 § Full Amount

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 $ Full Amount

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 $ ___N/A

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

Name of Political Subdivision:  City of Eanis

Water Management Strategy Name:  Connect 10" pipeline 1o TRWD's Cedar

Creek/Richland-Chambers pipeline through
- TRA. Includes water treatment plant. 2010
$5,182,000 (2000) _ '

Capital Cost: $1,309,000

V2

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 pélitical subdivision can afford to pay § J ;397‘,3)) .

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ] / 5 ﬂ,w

How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision ynable to i.:ay for the water
management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay § J

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) '

Freese & Nichols, Inc. B17 735 74S1 P.B5/85
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision:  City of Fairfieid’ 2 ) 793 AN T (1)

- _ SO g
Watcr Management Strategy Name:  Addjmew wells (capacity of 32& gpm) in

Carrize-Wilcox Aquifer (2839) Joos

Z HD WL @ Yoo epm #T Ns#Varlu'ﬂ/ .
CapitaF Cost: @E Cans d' hesrgpa 37 Thdpe Line s 1nc - 2. oS aens
/)/uswu /e BO pert
T 7 Sernr

. Usmg current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rafe and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the potitical subdivision able 1o pay for the
water management stretegy identified above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay § /r ; L] .

. If you ¢ould uccess the State Panicipation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy 1dentified
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

—
The polsiczl subdivision can afford to pay $ /‘ S “ur

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision ynable 10 pay. for the water
management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ X “ %M A1

. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what oprion(s) s proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision ccnsider? (use additional

heets, if
sheets, if necessary) g Tz
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LESLIE-CITY OF GARINESUILLE FRX NO. ! Cap-Sozm—<ooo e

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Gainesville

Water Management Strategy Name: 1 MGD pipcline from Moss Lake Phase 1

Capitsal Cost: 32,566,000

| B8]

W)

Using curTent utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary ratc and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water manzgement strategy identificd above?

The political subdivision can afford to pay § _2 36, ;000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

sheets, if necessary) :
?\205 %c"{" Comp }‘-‘-'fi

JAN-31-2882 15:98 942 668 4538 o967
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" WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY
Name of Pelitical Subdivision: City of Gaipesvilie
Water Management Strategy Name: | MGD pipeline from Moss Lake Phase 11
Capital Cost: __ 51,371,000
1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able to pay for the
waler managernent strategy identified above?
The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1,3T7Looo
2. 1f 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?
0 The political subdivision can affordtopay $§ _{ 3711 00O
;o

How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable 10 pay for the water
management strategy identified above?

(W]

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? (usc additional

sheets, if necessary) 1w DO Q.u..;u\s - pw\) otheve low \adras

‘Fl,ﬂ‘*“c-."-"( :




I LESLIE-CITY OF GRIMNESVILLE FAX ML, 1 Zéd-szomenin e e e

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Gainesville

Water Management Strategy Name:  Parallel pipeline for Cooke County Water
Supply Project

Capital Cost: §20,048,317

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 § _J .50 3, 000 .

(R ]

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

The political subdivision ¢an afford to pay $ L 500 soe

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

L)

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay 5 _ |8, 5449 709 .

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

shecets, if necessary)  Too Vg - Yonols - Cos+ Shaeing with
othae Courty DARteipants Ned 4, @}\'54-45,5 h Scops

ol Hast Protscs.,
e R Sulln 1737
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“January 25, 2002

Mr. Tom Gooch

Freese and Nichols

4055 International Plaza, Suite 200
Fort Worth, Texas 76109-4885

Re: Region C Water Planning Group Survey

Dear Tom:

The Water Infrastructure Financing Survey that relates to Grapevine's intent to
initiate a direct reuse project from Grapevine Wastewater Treatment Plant to
three golf courses in 2010 is no longer a viable project. Grapevine entered into a
contract with DCPCMUD to purchase the return flow from the Grapevine WWTP
and utilize the bed and banks of Lake Grapevine for transmission.

The capital cost is no longer viable. Grapevine will pay a fee/1000 gallons that is
adjusted based on the CPI for this region.

Please note this correction in the Region C Water Planning Document.
Sincerely,

Matt Singieton
Assistant Director of Public Works

¢ Jerry L. Hodge, Director of Public Works
File

e
- 3 - ] LY

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
OPERATIONS DIVISION
THE CITY OF GRAPEVINE P.O. Box 95104 = Grapevine, Texas 76099 s Phone Metro 817/410-3330 » Fax 817/410-3051



January 28, 2002

Mr. Tom Gooch

'Freese and Nichols, Inc

4055 International Plaza, Suite 200
Fort Worth, Texas 76109-4895

Dear Mr. Gooch;

1 appreciate the time you spent to enlighten me on the phone as to the nature of the survey and the overview
of the pians. As I stated on the phone, it is difficult for a town of 1700 people to project the availability of
funds 18 years down the road.

Currently the city has two large debts. One is a million doliars for the new water treatment plant just
completed and the other is $700,000 for the renovation of City Hall. We currently have a long-term debt
obligation of $1,000 for each person living in our city. This is the largest long-term debt the city has ever

faced.

Our increase in ad valorem taxes is more than offset by the increase in expenses. The city has implemented
plans to increase our tax base through new homes but the success is limited. We have an excellent school
system and are close to both Paris and Sherman. Hopefully the city will see dividends in the future.

The water treatment plant is being partially funded by a $4.50 fee per water meter. This generates
$41,400.00 per year in revenue plus interest. The debt will be liquidated in 2012, if nothing unforeseen
occurs. The liquidation of the city hall debt is through normal channels of revenue. This debt will be
liquidated in 2011. This would allow the city an extrz $90,000 per year in funds if the fee stays on water
meters. However, it is very difficult to project the needs of the city in 2012 or the availability of grant
funds to meet these needs,

1 do not foresee the city being able to contribute anything prior to 2012. 1do believe the need for surface
water will be there and the city should prepare for this need. I think the lower Bois D’ Arc water system is
the most viable and all water systems in the county shouid plan for this.

Hopefully this fills in some of the gaps on the survey.

Don Morrison
City Administrator

H’(mw) Gt
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Honey Grove

Water Management Strategy Name:  Fannin County Water Supply Project

Capital Cost: $6,651,090

Is 4 A A A B AN

(FP]

. 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 $ _g pr i er to 2012

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 $ _Not sure

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

The political subdivision cannot affordtopay $ _,ncure .

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

if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (use additional
sheets, if necessary)
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CITY OF HOW!

116 East Haning * Post Office Box 518
Howe, Texas 75459
903-532-5571

February 6, 2002

Tom Gooch

Freese & Nichols, Inc.

4055 International Plaza Suite 200
Fort Worth, TX 76109-4895

Dear Mr. Gooch:

This letter is regarding the water infrastructure financing survey.

ST T T T =TT

The City of Howe has an immediate need for an overhead water storage tank to meet our
growth. Long range plans include updating water and sewer lines for future growth,

Also, the letter states a certain amount of money slated for Grayson County and asks how
much we will be willing to pay. This is hard to figure without knowing how much we
will get and how the payments will be made. Will it be a bond where we have a certain
number of years to pay?

I can say that if we are to receive any assistance, I am sure the City of Howe will pay its
part.

Yours truly,
St= Wy

Steven McKay
City Administrator



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Irving

Water Management Strategy Name: Lake Chapman Supply

[FX]

Capital Cost: $ 97,500,000

. 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 $ _97,500,000 .

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Irving

Water Management Strategy Name: Marvin Nichols (Phase I)

‘Capital Cost: $ 48,904,000

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 $ 48,904,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 48,904,000

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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)



{FRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

tical Subdivision: City of Irving

\ agement Strategy Name: Marvin Nichols (Phase II)

Capital Cost: $ 29,152,000

)

. 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 $29 . 152,000 .
If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $29,152_000 .

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

. .
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: C,,L,} o{ K Ll
WatérManagelnent Strategy Name: P/'ndhu -}L’"Wﬂ F UU ‘f‘D H E TW CO .

Capital Cost: 3", 119, £80.

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 § _ | DO To S :
Kellee plass '*O-‘—vnuu Huiv porfion Harow Cl'l"‘\ °'€ g°“}£‘(m ’
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 _| OO Yo

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) NA

Telephims cmversahin with Ed Tichner, s—l-gz.
recovdaed \OW Limon Kiel ( ELN).
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“WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Namec of Political Subdivision: City of Kemp

Water Management Struegy Name:  Expand watcr treatment plant capacity By 1

MGD (2010}

Capita) Cost: 52,813,000

12

P.@5/05

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

" increases, how much of the capital cost s the political subdivision able to pay for the

watel managernent strategy identified above? (0070 | Q}_b‘es—‘——-

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

1f 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 idemtified
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and rax increases? ‘

The political subdivision can afford to pay § ,/@/

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

The political subdivisian cannot afford to pay $ @QUZ O

For the costs the political sabdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, stare funding sources would the political subdivision cansider? (use additional
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MUSTANG WATER SUPPLY CORPORATION

5315 Hwy. 377 5. Suite B
Aubrey, Texas 76227
(940) 440-9561

January 24, 2002

Mr. Tom Gooch

Freese and Nichols, Inc.

4055 International Plaza, Suite 200
Fort Worth, TX 761094895

Mr. Gooch:

We received the Water infrastructure Financing Survey, and have had some changes since the survey was
completed Mustang Water Supply Corporation purchased Krugerville Water Works in late 2000. At this
time, we are purchasing surface water from Upper Trinity Regional Water District, and have no plans to
drill wells to support Krugerviile.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to call me at (940) 440-9561, ext. 203

Thank you,

Finance Manager
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FEB. 8, 2002

MR. TOM GGOCH

FREESE AND NICHOLS, INC.

4055 INTERNATIONAL PLAZA, SUITE 200
FORT WORTH, TX 76109-4895

" DEAR SIR:

IN RESPONSE TO YOUR WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY |
HAVE VERY FEW ANSWERS BUT SEVERAL QUESTIONS. THE CITY HAS A
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN THE WATER DEPARTMENT OF $247,000 PER
YEAR. A 34,000,000 PROJECT SUCH AS YOU PROPOSE WILL REQUIRE OUR
TOTAL BUDGET FOR THE NEXT 16 YEARS.

SORRY I WAS UNABLE TO BE MORE SPECIFIC BUT THE SURVEY WAS
VAGUE IN HOW MUCH OF THE PROJECT THE CITY WOULD BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR. IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS PLEASE CONTACT ME AT
(903) 587-3334.

SINCERELY,

GEORGE HENDERSON
CITY ADMINISTRATOR

FEB-DB8-28B2 17:83 ' 967
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‘Capital Cost:

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Clll’»f 0 / /?/@ ocad

Water Management Strategy Name: :l//d,-{{/n,c...;._, do PH,, (_,(j'

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 $ 00 ; U0

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? h

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 5 J OJ oo, —

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

“ 7., .
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ AL tpdeq $ 4[; / /AY / 7o

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) . -
Nob Fhat we frne of ot s Fis



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Luella Water Corp.

Water Management Strategy Name:  Add new well & overdraft Woodbine Aquifer
in2000 / 2 esi)

-
Capital Cost: __ $152,000 - Sep »p
/

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 $ Soo, oo

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

L2

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Name of Political Subdivision: Luella Water Corp.

Water Management Strategy Name: Grayson County Water Supply Project

Capital Cost: $1,511,742

LVF]

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? :

L SS? b!

If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost 1s
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 potitical subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

,_{ ;Loa/. o s 1o o
The political subdivision can afford to pay $ pn P K Lj//w ..4‘;5
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Malakoff

Water Management Strategy Name: 10" Pipeline to TRWD System and 1 MGD

Water Treatment Plant 2010 $7,809,000
(2000) :

Capital Cost: IR0 $ 2,350,000

35

(V%)

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

City is in design stage of project for the above facilities.

Financing sources are:
USDA Rural Develcpment grant $ 1,650,000

" " " loan 450,000
TDCA CD Block Grant 250,000

-y Ay Er W W O W OB O
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of MalakofT

Water Management Strategy Name: Add new well (capacity of 300 gpm) in

Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer (2000)

Capital Cost: $281,000

(98]

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

City of Malakoff has determined that adding another well in the
Carrizo-Wilcox will not be a long-term or cost effective strategy.

With receeding water levels in the aguifer and Malakoff being on

or near outcrop, City has opted for surface water.




Simone Kiel

From: Tom Gooch
Sent: - Tuesday, February 12, 2002 2:06 PM
To: Simone Kiel
Subject: FW: Region "C" Water infrastructure Financing Survey

-—-0riginal Message-——

From: Bud Ervin [mailto:Bud.Ervin@ci.Mansfieid. TX.US)
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2002 1:38 PM

To: tcg@freese.com

Subject: Region “C" Water Infrastructure Financing Survey 1

Tom,

The treatment plant expansions listed for Mansfield are a little off.
There will in all likelyhood be four expansions instead of two.

Our rate structure coupled with impact fees should be adequate to fund the expansions. Therefore, any state funding
would need to be below our available bond rated financing.

Expansion Size Year Estimated Cost

7 MGD 2005 $ 6,000,000
14 MGD 2010  $10,500,000
14 MGD 2020  $12,900,000
‘3 14 MGD 2030  $17,000,000
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Maypearl

Water Management Strategy Name:  Ellis County Surface Water Supply Project

{through TRA) (2010)

Capita) Cost: __ $1.3B4.845

[

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

increases, how much of the capital coat is the palitical subdivision able to pay for the
water management stratexy idantified above?

- -
The political subdivision can affordtopay § M :
If you could access the State Paricipation Program, how much of the capital cost i

the political subdivision able 10 pay for the water management strategy identified

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

The politicul subdivision can afford to payS ,al; >JC' foi—

How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision upable 1o pay for the waser
management strategy idensified above?

The politicel subdivision cannot afford topay § __ | &Iﬂm} -

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 additiona!
sheets, if necessary)
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Bubdivision:  City of Maypearl

Water Management Strategy Name:  One new well (capacity 100 gpm) in

Woodbine Aquifer (2000)

Capital Cost: 3228000

1.

Using current weility reveoue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
increases, how much of the capital co is the political subdivision able 10 pay for the
water management strategy identified above? '

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ Q’Sjm L

If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the politicai subdivision able to pey for the water management strategy identified
ebove using current utility revenue sources, including implementing nccessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1 N

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision ynahlg to pay for the water

management strategy identified ahove?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay § Bo 3 . —

For the costs the political subdiviston cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
If any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? {use additional
sheets, if nece:ury)

FEE-RE-2802 ©8:28 97243352082 94%
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Region Name: Region C

Name of Political Subdivision:  City of Midlothian

Contact Person:  Jim Grigsby ' Title: Director of Utilities

Telephone: _(972) 775-7105 E-mail;

Background: On January 5, 2001, Regional Water Planning Groups (RWPGs) all across
the State of Texas formally submitted 16 adopted regional water plans to the Texas Water
Development Board (TWDB) per requirements of Senate Bill 1 (75" Texas Legislature).
The adopted regicnal 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 planmng period.
The RWPGs also developed preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the strategies
recommended in the a2pproved regional water plan.

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

Senate Bill 2 specificaily requires that the RWPG report 10 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 February 1, 2002 to:

Ms. Tom Gooch
Freese and Nichols, Inc.
‘4055 International Plaza, Suite 200
Fort Worth, TX 76109-4895
(817) 735-7491 facsimile

E-mail address: tcg@freese com

If you have any questions regarding this survey, please contaci:
Stephanie Griffin at (817) 735-7300
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By:
Date:

With:

Representing:

Phone:

Owner:

Project:
File:

Subject
Copies

1.

I

to:

MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

Tom Gooch
Week of January 21, 2002 {written January 28)

Scott Albert
Palmer
072/845-3288

Region C Planning Group

NTD-01521, Infrastructure Financing Report
NTDO01521:\T\memisurvey\teiephone memos\P_Palmer.doc

Palmer Water Supply Plans and IFR Survey

Terrace Stewart, Jim Parks, Bill Smith, Virginia Towles

Scott Albert called to discuss the Infrastructure Financing Report survey and Palmer’s
response to it. He said that the strategy shown for Palmer (participation in TRA’s Ellis
County system) was not what Palmer plans to do. They are seeking TWDB financing for a
new well in the Woodbine aquifer and a reverse osmosis treatment system. They hope to
proceed this summer.

I told Scott that he could put that in his survey, and that we would be starting a new round of
planning this summer and would meet with Palmer to make sure we understood their current

plans.

Scott and I discussed Palmer’s plans:

I told him that TWDB has new regulations that require that project it funds be
consistent with regional water supply plans unless TWDB grants a waiver. I said that
I didn’t know how TWDB would be applying those rules and that Region C had tried
to make it clear that a wide range of projects would be consistent with our plans.
I also told him that the data we have available indicate that the Woodbine is already
over-pumped in Ellis County. I emphasized that we had not studied the aquifer in
detail but had adopted TWDB numbers from previous studies. TWDB 1996 pumping
data show Ellis County pumping from the Woodbine to be in excess of the long-term
reliable supply.
Scott said that the Wallace Group from Waco had studied the aquifer for Palmer and
had indicated that there is supply available. I told him that TWDB would be
restudying the Woodbine in North Texas and was supposed to have some results by
2004. ‘
Scott discussed the idea of coming before the Region C group to ask that Palmer’s
current plans be brought into the Region C Plan. He also said that he would follow
up with TWDB on Palmer’s project and how he should proceed. I agreed that this
was a good idea. '
/
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City of Palmer :
P.O. Box 489 -
Palmer, Texas 75152

January 30, 2002 972-845-3288

Mr. Tom Gooch
Freese and Nichols, Inc.

4055 International Plaza, Suite 200

a

Fort Worth, Texas 76109-4895

Dear Mr. Gooch:

The following letter is a response to the Region C Water Infrastructure Financing Survey.

As we discussed January 24, 2002, the City of Palmer is working on a water project,
which is contrary to the strategy, adopted for Ellis County by the Region C Water
Planning Group. Below is a brief outline of steps taken by Palmer to enhance the city’s

water supply.

Since 1983 the City of Palmer has been in violation of the State Drinking Water
Standards. In 1999 Palmer entered into a contract with Halff Associates to study
alternative water supplies. The study revealed the following alternatives:

Purchase treated water from Waxahachie — The City of Waxahachie would sell
Palmer only 271,000 gallons per day. Cost of project $6,400,000.

(Palmer has had peak days at 500,000 MGD)

Purchase treated water from Ennis — The City of Ennis did not want to be-the sole
water supply for Palmer. Cost of project $2,800,000.

Construct Water Treatment Facility — Limited to only 271,000 gallon per day via
vested water rights. Cost of project $5,500,000

Purchase water from Rockett Special Utility District — RSUD purchases water

from Waxahachie and had no limitation on the amount of water Palmer could
acquire. Cost of project $800,000

Palmer went forward with the RSUD project until April of 2001. City Council after
further review determined RSUD project was not cost effective. City Council requested
staff to investigate other alternatives available to the community.

1
Equal Opportunity Employer




The staff investigation revealed the following alternatives:

e Purchase water from the City of Dallas — Cost per 1,000 for treated water .68.
Uncertain on how soon a capital project could commence or estimated cost.

e Move tap point on TWCID raw water line near Palmer — Cost per 1,000 for raw
water .67 Moving the tap point will involve a long political process with an
uncertain outcome and Palmer would need additional water rights.

e (btain Water Rights & Treat water — Palmer currently has 271,000 in surface
water rights. The availability of water rights in the region is basically non-
existent.

o Construct off-channel storage & treat effluent — Time and cost of this project is
undesirable. Possible alternative for additional water supply in the future.

¢ Reverse Osmosis- Best alternative for an immediate solution other than RSUD.
Capital cost reasonable yet operation and maitnenace cost are a concern.

City staff recommends the construction of a water treatment facility (reverse osmosis)
and two additional wells (Woodbine Aquifer). But the recommendation by staff conflicts
with the Region C Plan in two areas.

1. The Region C Plan states, “ Current use of groundwater exceeds the reliable long-
term supply available in many parts of Region C”. The City of Palmer water
project calls for using exiting wells and constructing new wells in the Woodbine
Aquifer. City staff and council received a report from The Wallace Group in
November of 2001 stating the following facts regarding the Woodbine.

a. The water level in these wells has remained relatively stable over the past
50 years.

b. The water table dropped only 26 feet from 1973 to 1998 or 1 foot per year.

2. The Region C strategy for Palmer entails an Ellis County Surface Water Supply
Project (through TRA). The City of Palmer water project involves constructing a
water treatment facility with Reverse Osmosis, drilling additional wells and
blending Reverse Osmosis water with well water in order to meet state drinking
water standards.

Palmer supports a regional water supply however, we believe the construction of a water
surface project through TRA will not occur within an appropriate time frame to resolve
our needs. As stated in the beginning of this letter the City of Palmer has been in
violation of state drinking water standards since 1983. To wait for a regional surface
water project would require cooperation by the Texas Natural Resource Conservation
Commission and other regulatory agencies that may levy fines/enforcement actions
against the City of Palmer.




= mStomse s Your nnancial survey Palmer could afford the $1,252,955 however, the

—== T T=x0vwve our water crisis today has forced Palmer to find an alternative water
=—=" == “mimer’s proposed water supply project will substantially increase the

= a3 sarvice and unfortunately make it impossible to commit to an
====c== II._ —5i30n in capital improvements ie., Ellis County Surface Water Supply
e

-

—= ~=~ = P=kner will request an amendment to the Region C water plan with the =

—=——_XT=0woe oI Peimers Reverse Osmosis project.

— T === =x Suesions. feel free to call my office at (972) 845-3288.

~ === Stewart, P.E. Chair Region C Water Planning Group
- winkier. The Wallace Group
> Pwmdve. Advanced Water Technology Services

Jeseyx _s=_ Director of Public Works
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Palmer

Water Management Strategy Name:  Ellis County Surface Water Supply Project
(through TRA) (2020) -

Capital Cost: $1,252,955

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 affordto pay $ _C€ 3%

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 $ X

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ M

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)

¥ ReSec ko cdus el leder .




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

" Name¢ of Politienl Subdivision: Parker County Utility Distrietr No. 1
' (Waatherford)

Water Managemeni Strategy Name:  Phase 11 of treated water transmission lines
(18") to Southeast Parker Coumy (Includes
pump station) (2030)

Capitad Cost: __ 53,582,000

1. Uslng current wility revenue sources, .including implementing nccassary rats and tax
increases, how much of the capital cost is the political subdivision able 1o pay for the
water management strategy identified above? )

' The political subdivision can 2ord to pay $1. 800, 000 .

2. Ifyou could access the Stare Participation Program, how much of the cupial cost is
the political subdivision abls to pay for the water management strateygy identified
above using cutrent utility rcvenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and taX increases?

The political subdivition can afford tc pay $'3,600,000 .

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ | £00,000 .
4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what opiion(s) is proposed? %at,

if any, state funding sources would the politicel subdivision consider? (use additional
' sheets, if necessary) '

Optione being considered to make the project more afferdable include: °

1) Phasing the projeer inta smzller plecas;
2) Downaisdng the facilitiss identified and supplemanting supply
from other sources;

3)7 Using a staze participation lcan or USDA grant/loan te lower
fingncing costs.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

* Name of Political Subdivision; Parker County Utlliry District No. 1

{(Weatherford)

ter Management Strategy Namte:  Phise | of treated. water transmiission lines
(16") to Southeast Parker County (Includes

pump station) (2010)

Capital Coxt: 33 582 000

. The political subdivision can afford to psy $840,000

Using current utility ro.ve.nuc- sources, including implementing ncc:sut‘y‘rate and tax
incraases, how much of the capital cost is the politica) subdivision able  pay for the
water management stretegy idemified above?

" If you could sccess the State Panticipation Program, how much of the capital cost is

the political subdivizion able ta pay for the water management strategy identified
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and 135 increases?

The poiitical subdivision can afford to pay § 1,500,000

How. much of the capite! cost is the political subdivision znable to puy for the water
managemart strategy identified ebove?

The political subdivision cannot afford 1o pay $2,742,000 .

For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, wha option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (usc additional

~ sheels, if necessary)

ad WHAZ:608 2082 68 T9@5

Options being considered to make tha project more sffordable include:

2laLazeiig @ "ON 3NOHd

1) Phasing the projest into smeller places;
2) Dovmzizing the facilitiea identified and supplementing supply
from other sources;
3) Uaing a atate participation loan or DSDA gratit/loan to lower
financing coats. :
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Politicnl Seybdivision: City of Pottshogo

‘Water Management Straleyy Name:; Porishore acquires weter right in Lake
Texoma & Denison provides teatment.

Capiral Cost: $950,000

1. Using cwrrent ulility revenus sources, including implemeting nsovssary rate sod tax
incresses, how mush of the capital cos is the political subdivision able to pay for the
water masagument sirstegy identified sbove?

The politiosl subdivision can afford to pay § : @.m.oo.

1. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost is
the peliticsl subdivision able 1o poy for the water management strategy identified
above using cwrent wility revenue sources. including implememing necessary rate
and tax ipcreases?

O
The political subdivision cun afford 0 pay § ?i3o.cm°

2. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision u;_a__ﬂ; to pay for the water
:ﬁ) mansgetnent stm:gy identificd above?

The polidcal subdwmun cannot afford to pay $ qu ooo

3. For the costs the political subdivision cannet psy, what option(s) is proposed? Whar,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (use sdditional

M\ij;m:?\u Covao WOGSes Smd D Souea

PAGE 82

Qood




Stephanie Griffin

-—~From: Tom Gooch
\gent: Wetnesday, January 23, 2002 5:33 PM
To: 'Ken J. Pfeifer’
Cc: Stephanie Griffin
Subject: RE: Region C Water infrastructure Financing Survey

Thank you. We will take this as your reply. We will be starting a new round of regional
water planning this summer. At that time, we will get with you and get the information we
need to revise our regional plan appropriately.

Tom Gooch

————— Original Message--+---

From: Ken J. Pfeifer [mailto:kenpfeifer@junc.com]

sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2002 7:16 PM

To: tcg@freese.com

Subject: Regicn C Water Infrastructure Financing Survey

The City of Red Oak will receive its water from the City of Dallas. We
are currently negotiating a contract. Your survey questions de nct seem
to apply to our City.

GET INTERNET ACCESS FROM JUNO!

Juno offers FREE or PREMIUM Internet access for less!
Join Juno today'! For your FREE software, visit:
http://dl.www.juno.com/get/web/.

\




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: ‘S—{/’] /Lg% Ca_j%ﬁ‘
Water Management Strategy Name: }p W_p ﬁ/ a2t E (A.J .
‘Capital Cost: $Q|773/§QD v :

M) Capitad cred =707 mcllonn -

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _{ O %: ,

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ /o % .

D

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 $ O % i

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) /U / A‘
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FREESE - NICHOLS

TELEPHONE MEMORANDUM

TO: File [NTDO01521]T:\mem\survey\telephone memositerrell.doc
FROM: Simone Kiel

SUBJECT: IFR response — City of Terrell

WITH: Sonny Groessel, city of Terrell (972-551-6635)

DATE: February 26, 2002

Sonny Groessel with the city of Terrell called regarding the IFR survey. The Region C plan calls for
three 1 MGD expansions for the City’s water treatment plant in 2010, 2020 and 2050. The city of
Terrell is planning on expanding their water treatment facilities by 4 MGD sometime in 2003. This
expansion is currently under design and the City has a budget of $10 million. Terrell plans on
financing all of the capital costs.

O Mo s EwmEE-.
O
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FREESE AND NICHOLS & 4055 INTERNATIONAL PLAZA, SUITE 200 ® FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76109-4895
TELEPHONE: 817-735-7300 ¢ METRO: 817-429-1900 ® FAX: 817-735-7491



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Tioga

Water Management Strategy Name: Grayson County Water Supply Project

[#3)

Capital Cost: __ $1.588,677

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _ O

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (@)

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

The political subdivision cannot affordto pay $ | 53¢ 1,7 .
For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s} is proposed? What,

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

—
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Nam.e of Political Subdivision: Walnut Creek SUD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 10 MGD

(2010)

Capital Cost: _ $14,977,000

(P2 ]

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 $ / ‘7 77 700 .

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 $ /. V §2.7280 .

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 $ /& 4038 46 0.

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Walnut Creek SUD

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 2 MGD

(2020)

Capital Cost: $4.993.000

38

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

TWOE,
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Walnut Creek SUD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 2 MGD
(2030) -

Capital Cost: 34,993,000

1. Using cutrent utility reveaue 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 $ W‘f] r-l-log

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost 1s
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 $ v58 920 .

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

The potitical subdivision cannot afford to pay $ 4 500 0o

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)

TRDE



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Walnut Creek SUD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 2 MGD

(2040)

Capital Cost: $4,993,000

(¥3 )

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ ﬁ‘/ 77600

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 $ C/?f .00 & :

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 topay 8 ¢, $00.800

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)

Twh?
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Walnut Creek SUD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant Expansion of 2 MGD

(2050)

Capital Cost: $4.993.000

(93]

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

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

The political subdivision can afford topay $__ ¢ 43 400

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 $ /43 000.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ %50 0.000.

For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) 1s proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (use additional
sheets, if necessary)

{w%
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Weatherford

Water Management Strategy Name: 15-mile pipeline (36") from Lake Benbrook
(Includes pump station) (2010)

Capital Cost: $9.000,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ C? ] OOQ DOO

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capitzal 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

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 topay § _——

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)

Th project will be oomf{w\tc{ Syring 200
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f'\) WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY .

Name of Political Subdivision: City of Weatherford

Water Management Strategy Name:  15-mile parallel pipeline (36") from Lake
Benbrook (Inchudes pump station) (2030)

Capital Cost: __$13,375.000

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 $ (p (%£7,500 .

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

l 1. Using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate and tax
I and tax increases?

Ii) The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 3:0:5; 000

3. How much of the capital cost s the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

l management strategy identified above? '
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ gi 350, 000 .
] 4. For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,
if any, state funding sources would the political subdivision consider? (use additional
l sheets, if necessary)

If s Proj(,d' 5 o ftafam.w’ - ,ﬂrod'et:l' , We Vﬁa~7
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision:  City of Weatherford

Water Management Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plant by 12 MGD

(2030)

Capital Cost: __ $27.221,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay § 15,6/0.500 _

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 | (1, 22 2, b QQ

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ | Q?g 8}‘{ 00.

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

sheets, if necessary)
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Regional Water Provider Responses
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Return flows above lakes

Capital Cost: __ 50

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 $ NA.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ NA.

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

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

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Additional Temporary Overdraft

Capital Cost: $0

. 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 $ NA.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay § NA.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ NA.

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

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Extend Elm Fork Term Permit

Capital Cost:  $500,000

1.

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

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay § NA.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ NA.

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Lake Palestine Connection

Capital Cost: $332,600,000

L.

4.

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 approximately $ 200 million.

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 200 million.

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay approximately $ 132.6 million.

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

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase I)

Capital Cost: $220,796.000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 133 million.

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 approximately $ 133 million.

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 approximately $ 87.8 million.

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)

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Marvin Nichois I Lake (Phase ]I)

Capital Cost: $131,530,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately § 79 million.

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 79 million.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay approximately $ 52.5 million.

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

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council cn an annual basis.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Indirect Reuse

Capital Cost: $124,000,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 74 million.

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 approximately $ 74 million.

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 approximately $ 50 million.

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)

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference

between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require

grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Lake Fork Connection

Capital Cost:  $288,000,000

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 approximately $ 173 million.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 173 million.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay approximately $ 115 million.

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

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision; DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2010

Capital Cost: $107,134.000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 64 million.

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 approximately $ 64 million.

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 approximately $ 43.1 million.

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)

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference

between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require

grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2020

Capital Cost: $153,351,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 92 million

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 92 million.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay approximately $ 61.4 million.

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

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2030

Capital Cost: _ $67.369,000

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 approximately $ 40 million.

. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost 1s

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 approximately $ 40 million.

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy 1dentified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay approximately $ 27.4 million.

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

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

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas” ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision; DWU

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2040

Capital Cost: $67.369.000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay approximately $ 40 million.

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 approximately $ 40 million.

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 approximately $ 27.4 million.

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)

Assuming no change in regulatory constraints, existing priorities for the projects,
or other criteria that may affect the department’s capital program, the difference
between the total project cost and Dallas’ ability to fund this project will require
grant assistance from the State or additional rate adjustments that will need to be
approved by the Council on an annual basis.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Fort Worth

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2000

Capital Cost: $27.300,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ NA (project completed).

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Fort Worth

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2010

Capital Cost: $82,096,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 100%.

!\J

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)

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest

rates, project schedule. total project cost. compatibility with other local plans and
policies. etc. as thev exist at the time the decisions are made, In recent vears, projects

similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding. The
balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before the

roject is begun.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Fort Worth

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2030

Capital Cost: $52,113,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 100%.

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)

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and

policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding. The
balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before the

project is begun




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Fort Worth

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansions in 2050

Capital Cost: $59,966,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 100%.

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)

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates. project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent vears, proiects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding. The

balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before the
project is begun
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: GTUA

Water Management Strategy Name: Fannin County Water Supply Project

Capital Cost: $52,358,000

Background provided by Jerry Chapman of GTUA: The financing mechanisms for the
proposed regional project in Fannin County has not been established. Most likely, if this
project goes forward it will be constructed in phases as needed and the entities involved
will participate in the financing. At this time, most of the identified participants for this
project are not familiar with this strategy and associated costs. The capital costs
identified above (352,358,000) does not accurately reflect the proposed phasing and
implementation of the Fannin County water supply project. Actual costs to the
participants may differ.

It is unlikely that the participants will be able to finance much of the proposed capital
costs. The rates in the GTUA service area are already high (some of the highest in North
Texas). In 2001, water rates ranged from $11 to 840.86 for 5,000 gallons per month. Two
thirds of the entities had rates greater than 822 per month. One city within the service
area recently raised their rates by $22.50 per month. Most cities minimum bills are 350
per month and cannot support significant increases.

The background and answers provided in this survey are also applicable to the Cooke
and Grayson County projects.

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 $ . The ability to pay will
vary, depending on the size of the participant. All participants will require some state
assistance. Some will require assistance for all or most of the capital costs, especially
Jfor components necessary for the regional system.

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 $ . The ability to pay will
vary with participants. Most likely the amount will be small.




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 $ . This will also vary
with participants.

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). The GTUA service area will require state participation until the
cities grow to receive more revenues. Long-term, it is unknown as to the amount of
state participation needed.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: GTUA

Water Management Strategy Name: Grayson County Water Supply Project

Capital Cost: $94,316,000

Background provided by Jerry Chapman of GTUA: The financing mechanisms for the
proposed regional project in Grayson County has not been established. Most likely, if
this project goes forward it will be constructed in phases as needed and the entities
involved will participate in the financing. At this time, most of the identified participants
Jor this project are not familiar with this strategy and associated costs. The capital costs
identified above (894,316,000) does not accurately reflect the proposed phasing and
implementation of the Grayson County water supply project. Actual costs to the
participants may differ.

1t is unlikely that the participants will be able to finance much of the proposed capital
costs. The rates in the GTUA service area are already high (some of the highest in North
Texas). In 2001, water rates ranged from 811 to 340.86 for 5,000 gallons per month. Two
thirds of the entities had rates greater than $22 per month. One city within the service
area recently raised their rates by 322.50 per month. Most cities minimum bills are 350
per month and cannot support significant increases.

The background and answers provided in this survey are also applicable to the Cooke
and Fannin County projects.

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 $ . The ability to pay will
vary, depending on the size of the participant. All participants will require some state
assistance. Some will require assistance for all or most of the capital costs, especially
for components necessary for the regional system.

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 $ . The ability to pay will
vary with participants. Most likely the amount will'be small.




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 $ . This will also vary
with participants.

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). The GTUA service area will require state participation until the
cities grow to receive more revenues. Long-term, it is unknown as to the amount of
state participation needed.

-y U WE W W N TS T T Al e W e e




B N M M B ML O BE A A B M M M o x Am M

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: GTUA

Water Management Strategy Name: Cooke County Water Supply Project

Capital Cost: 326,785,000

Background provided by Jerry Chapman of GTUA: The financing mechanisms for the
proposed regional project in Cooke County has not been established. Most likely, if this
project goes forward it will be constructed in phases as needed and the entities involved
will participate in the financing. At this time, most of the identified participants for this
project are not familiar with this strategy and associated costs. The capital costs
identified above ($26,785,000) does not accurately reflect the proposed phasing and
implementation of the Cooke County water supply project. Actual costs to the
participants may differ.

It is unlikely that the participants will be able to finance much of the proposed capital
costs. The rates in the GTUA service area are already high (some of the highest in North
Texas). In 2001, water rates ranged from 311 to $40.86 for 5,000 gallons per month. Two
thirds of the entities had rates greater than $22 per month. One city within the service
area recently raised their rates by $22.50 per month. Most cities minimum bills are 350
per month and cannot support significant increases.

The background and answers provided in this survey are also applicable to the Fannin
and Grayson County projects.

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 $ . The ability to pay will
vary, depending on the size of the participant. All participants will require some state
assistance. Some will require assistance for all or most of the capital costs, especially
Jfor components necessary for the regional system.

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 § . The ability to pay will
vary with participamts. Most likely the amount will be small.




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 $ . This will also vary
with participants. _

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). The GTUA service area will require state participation until the
cities grow to receive more revenues. Long-term, it is unknown as to the amount of
state participation needed.

BE BF B B EF W BN MR EE s sme  —



A EEREMEAEENEERELLZEESESREENESESEaSsS-

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Additional indirect reuse

Capital Cost: $1,000,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1,000,000

2. If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost 1s
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified
above using current utility revenue sources, including implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 1.000,000.

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

The political subdivision cannot afford topay $ _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)



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Additional Lake Texoma

Capital Cost: $5,286,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 5,286,000 .

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ _5,286,000 .

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 $ _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)

.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Oklahoma water

Capital Cost: $68,777,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 68,777,000,

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 $ 68.777.000.

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 $ _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)




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Lower Bois d'Arc Creek Lake

Capital Cost: $167,324,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ *167.324,000.

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 § 83,662.000.

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 topay $ _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)

*Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate. For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond, -
it is impossible at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects
can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program
may be necessary.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase I)

Capital Cost: $259.218.000

. 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 $ *259,218.000.

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 $ 129,609,000

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 topay $§ _0 . e 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)

*Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate. For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond,
it is impossible at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects
can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program
may be necessary. '




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Marvin Nichols I Lake (Phase II)

Capital Cost: _ $132,387,000

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $*132.387,000.

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 $ 66,193.500.

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)

" *Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate. For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond,
it is impossible at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects

can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program
may be necessary.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: ~ Water Treatment Plant and Transmission

Expansions by 2010

Capital Cost: $194,409,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $194,409,000.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 194,409,000.

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?
The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $ _0Q .
For the costs the political subdivision cannot pay, what option(s) is proposed? What,

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



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Water Treatment Plant and Transmission
Expansions by 2020

Capital Cost: 367,592,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ *67.592,000

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 $ 33,796,000.

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 $ _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)

*Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate. For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond,

it is impossible  at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects -

‘can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program
may be necessary.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant and Transmission
Expansions by 2030

Capital Cost: $187.240,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ *187.240.000.

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 $ 93,620.000.

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 $ _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)

*Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate, For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond,
it is impossible at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects

can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program

may be necessary.




WATER INFRASTRECTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision; NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name: ~ Water Treatment Plant and Transmission
Expansions by 2040

Capital Cost: $168,490,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ *168.490,000.

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 $ 84,245.000.

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 $ _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)

*Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate. For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond,
it is impossible at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects

can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program

‘may be necessary.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision; NTMWD

Water Management Strategy Name;  Water Treatment Plant and Transmission
Expansions by 2050

Capital Cost: $183,724,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $*183.724,000.

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 $ 91.862,000.

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 $ _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)

*Historically, the NTMWD has been able to fund all previous water projects through
revenues generated from its wholesale rate. For projects envisioned in 2020 and beyond,
it is impossible at this time to predict with any certainty whether or not future projects
can be funded in the same manner; therefore, access to the State Participation Program

‘may be necessary.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: Trinity River Authority

Water Management Strategy Name: ~ Water Treatment Plant Expansion in 2010

(Tarrant Co Customers)

Capital Cost: $17,595 000

. 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 $ ___100%

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Water Treatment Plant Expansion in 2030

(Tarrant Co Customers)

Capital Cost: $17,595,000

. 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 $ 100%

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: ~ Water Treatment Plant Expansion in 2040

(Tarrant Co Customers)

Capital Cost: 317,595,000

. 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 $ 100%

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay ¥

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

~Water Management Strategy Name:  Ellis County Project

Capital Cest: $65,945 000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ __ 100%

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Las Colinas Reuse

Capital Cost: $5,493,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ 100%

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)

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets critenia for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name:  Joe Pool Reuse Phase II

Capital Cost: $6,031,000

. 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 $§ __100%

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Joe Pool Reuse Phase I

Capital Cost: $5,875,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $§ __100%

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, inciuding implementing necessary rate
and tax increases?

The poilitical 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)

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Mountain Creek Reuse

Capital Cost: $2,015,000
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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 $ __ 100%

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begua.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Pelitical Subdivision; TRA

Water Management Strategy Name:  Ellis County Reuse

Capital Cost: $22,958.000

. 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 $ 100%

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun. '
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Denton County Reuse

Capital Cost: $2,653,000

. 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 $ ___100%

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

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Tarrant County Reuse

Capital Cost: 31,326,000

1.

2.

3.

4.

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 $ 100%

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun,
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVYEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name:  Grapevine Lake Reuse Phase I

Capital Cost: $1,000,000

. 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 $ ___100%

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

. How much of the capital cost is the political subdivision unable to pay for the water

management strategy identified above?

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
rates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRA

Water Management Strategy Name: Grapevine Lake Reuse Phase II

Capital Cost: $0

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 $ __ 100%

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 unabie 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)

The final decisions regarding financing are based on several factors, including interest
Tates, project schedule, total project cost, compatibility with other local plans and
policies, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent years, projects
similar to this have used local financing. However, the users of this project should be
entitled to use the state program if it helps the project and meets criteria for funding.
The balance of all factors will be determined and the final decision made just before
the project is begun.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Cedar Creek/Richland-Chambers pipeline

expansion (Phase I)

Capital Cost: $24.681,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (est. 100%).

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to. this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Cedar Creek/Richland-Chambers pipeline

expansion (Phase 1I)

Capital Cost: $233.967.000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $(est. 100%).

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Reuse (Phase I)

Capital Cost: $34.,294,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $(est. 100%).

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Reuse (Phase II)

Capital Cost: $40,874,000

. 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 $ (est. 100%).

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, mcluding implementing necessary rate

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project shouid be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Marvin Nichols I (Phase 1)

Capital Cost: $402,081,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (est. 100%).

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)

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Marvin Nichols I (Phase II)

Capital Cost: $271,285,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (est. 100%).

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Okliahoma Water

Capital Cost: $99,931.000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $ (est. 100%).

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of

TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: TRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: West Fork Connection

Capital Cost: $60,539,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay § (est. 100%).

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

and tax increases?

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

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

The political subdivision cannot afford to pay $

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

Project financing decisions will be based upon various factors, including total project
cost, interest rates, current debt service requirements, project schedule, compatibility
with other local plans, etc. as they exist at the time the decisions are made. In recent
years, TRWD projects similar to this have proceeded utilizing local financing.
However, the users of this project should be entitled to use programs administered by
the Texas Water Development Board, if it is beneficial to the wholesale customers of
TRWD, would support completion of the proposed project and meets criteria for
TWDB funding.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Lake Chapman (Costs included with
Irving’s cost to connect to Lake Chapman)

Capital Cost: §0

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 $

District will reimburse Irving for our share of the cost from rate income over the life of
the asset. Current rates may have to be increased to provide adequate funds.

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 $

Not Applicable since construction is underway. State Participation will not apply.

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 $

Nat Applicable, see answer to No. 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)

Not Applicable, see answer 10 No. 1.




WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name: Buy Lake Chapman water in 2050 from

City of Commerce (Ceststneluded-with
Irvinelscost-tocennestto-Lake Chapman)

Capital Cost: Unknown at this time.

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 $

To be determined by circumstances and negotiations at the time.

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 $

To be determined by circumstances and negotiations at the time.

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 $

To be determined by circumstances and negotiations at the time.

. 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)

To be determined by circumstances and negotiations at the time.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Indirect reuse of Chapman water

Capital Cost: § 1,000,000

1.

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

District can pay for total amount.

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 $

State Participation not needed.

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 $

District can pay for total amount.

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)

District can pay jfor total amount.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plan & transmission

capacity by 2010

Capital Cost: $ 79,479,000 .

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 $

District can afford to pay approximately one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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 $

District will need State Participation for at least one-half of the costs.

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 $

Cannot afford to pay for more than one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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

Texas Water Development Board participation in excess (future) capacity of system
improvements and Texas Water development Board Loans.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plan & transmission
capacity by 2020

Capital Cost: $ 123,776,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $

District can afford to pay approximately one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

2. I you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost 1s
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 $

District will need State Participation for at least one-half of the costs.

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 $

Cannot afford to pay for more than one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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

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

Texas Water Development Board participation in excess (future) capacity of system
improvements and Texas Water development Board Loans.



WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy N ame: Expand water treatment plan & transmission
capacity by 2030

Capital Cost: $ 99,969,000

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

The political subdivision can afford to pay $
District can afford to pay approximately one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.
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 $

District will need State Participation for at least one-half of the costs.

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 $

Cannot afford to pay for more than one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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

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

Texas Water Development Board participation in excess (future) capacity of system
improvements and Texas Water development Board Loans.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plan & transmission

‘capacity by 2040

Capital Cost: $ 99,969,000

(¥S ]

. 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 $

District can afford to pay approximately one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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 $

District will need State Participdtion for at least one-half of the costs.

. 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 $

Cannot afford to pay for more than one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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

Texas Water Development Board participation in excess (future) capacity of system
improvements and Texas Water development Board Loans.
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WATER INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING SURVEY

Name of Political Subdivision: UTRWD

Water Management Strategy Name:  Expand water treatment plan & transmission

capactty by 2050

Capital Cost: § 75,964,000

. Using current utility revenue sources, includ'mg 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 $

District can afford to pay approximately one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

If you could access the State Participation Program, how much of the capital cost 1s
the political subdivision able to pay for the water management strategy identified

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

The pokttical subdivision can afford to pay $

District will need State Participation for at least one-half of the costs.

. 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 $

Cannot afford to pay for more than one-half of the capital cost of the strategy.

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

if any, state funding sources would the polmcal subdivision consider? (use additional
sheets, if necessary)

Texas Water Development Board participation in excess (future) capacity of system
improvements and Texas Water development Board Loans.
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Table B-1

IFR Survey Contact Log
Message Left Date of
Telephone Spoke with jon Voicemail or| Actions Taken by Follow up
WUG Name Contact Person Number Fax Number | Date Called Contact? | with Assistant? Consultant Cail Follow up Action Receive Survey
yes/no and
which method (E-mailed or faxed survey:
(if applicable) yes/no used contact a different individual (date received )
Dallas (DWU) ‘Ferrace Stewart 214-670-3144 February yes E-mailed survey. 4/19/2002
Spoke with Larren Clayton.
Mr. Clayton said Judge
Jackson will not be responding
Dailas County Judge Lee Jackson 214-653-7011 2/7/2002, no Assistant to the survey.
Denton Howard Martin 94(-349-8230 2/5/2002 No Voicemail 2/11/2002
Litle Elm Mike Gibson 972-294-1821 2/5/2002 Yes None 2/2772002
Southlake Pedram Farahnak 817-481-2320 2/5/2002 No Voicemaii 2/1172002  jCompleted over phone 2/11/2002
Ennis Steve Howerton 972-878-1234 [972-875-9086 2/8/2002 No Assistant  |Faxed to Sylvia. 2/14/2002
Discussed Ellis Co. Project.
Advised Ferris that the capital
costs would be financed by
TRA for the purpose of this
Ferris Charlie James 972-544-2110 2/6/2002 Yes survey. No response is needed. NA
Faxed copy. Advised that
capital costs would be
Italy Lyall Kirton 972-483-7329 2/6/2002 Yes financed by TRA. NA
Howe Steve McKay 2/5/2002 Yes 2/7/2002
Faxed copy. Advised that
capital costs for Ellis Co
project would be financed by
Maypearl Linda Jackson 972-435-2380 2/6/2002 Yes TRA. 2/8/2002
Waxahachie David Bailey 972-937-7330 2/6/2002 No voicemail 2/12/2002




Table B-1

IFR Survey Contact Log
Message Left Date of
Telephone Spoke with {on Voicemail or Actions Taken by Follow up
WUG Name Contact Person Number Fax Number | Date Called Contact? | with Assistant? Consultant Call Follow up Action Receive Survey
Fairfield Mike Gokey 903-389-2633  [903-389-6327 2/6/2002 No voicemai] 2/12/2002 |Faxed survey 211212002
Faxed to Mclinda

Kemp Norman Oliver 903-498-3191 |903-498-3209 2/6/2002 No Assistant 2/1572002 |Oliver. 2/17/2002
Terrell Sonny Groessel 972-551-6635 2/6/2002 No Assistant 2/15/2002  |Left message 2/25/2002
Deer Creek
Waterworks Doyle Handley 817-551-6635 2/6/2002 No Assistant 2/13/2002
Parker Co-Other Mark Riley 817-598-6148 2/6/2002 No Assistant 2/15/2002 |Left message

Returned call. Faxed letter and On staff agenda for
Springtown Rebecca Young 817-220-4834 1817-523-3179 2/6/2002 No voicemail  {survey. 2/15/2002 (219402
Parker CUD #1 Al Swan 817-220-5585 2/8/2002 No Brother 2/11/2002
Weatherford Kraig Kahler 817-598-4250 2/6/2002 Yes 2/8/2002 2/14/2002
Benbrook SWA David Wasson 817-249-1250 ({817-249-6965 27112002 Yes Faxed copy. 2/11/2002
Kennedale Linda Royster 817-478-5418 27772002 Yes 2/15/2002  |Left message
Pelican Bay Nancy Nold 817-444-1234 2/7/2002 Yes 2/15/2002
Westlake Trent Petty 817-430-0041 2/8/2002 No voicemail 2/15/2002 |Left message

Completed survey over the
Alvord Ricky Tow 940-427-5916 2/8/2002 Yes phone. 2/8/2002

Completed survey over the
Aurora Tresia Kelly 817-638-2465 2/8/2002 Yes phone. 2/812002
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Table B-1

IFR Survey Contact Log
Message Left Date of
Telephone Spoke with |on Voicemail or Actions Taken by Follow up
WUG Name Contact Person Number Fax Number ) Date Called Contact? | with Assistant? Consultant Call Follow up Action Receive Survey

Bridgeport will fax
Bridgeport David Turnbow 940-683-5906 2/8/2002 Yes 2/11/2002  {survey 2/14/2002
Newark Chris Cromeo 817-489-2201 2/8/2002 No Assistant 2/15/2002
Community WSC Doris Hollyfield 817-444-2112 2/8/2002 Yes 2/14/2002

E-mailed survey and

faxed example of
Fort Worth Dale Fisseler §17-871-8207 2/11/2002 No Assistant 2/27/2002  lcompleted survey +4/24/2002
TRWD Jim Otiver 817-335-2491 2/11/2002 No Voicemail _ [Faxed copy, 2/12/02 2/27/2002 4/22/2002
TRA Danny Vance 817-467-4343 2/11/2002] No E-mail 2/27/2002  |E-mailed survey 3/6/2002
NTMWD Jim Parks 972-442-5405 2/11/2002) No Assistant 2/26/2002 3/25/2002
GTUA Jerry Chapman 903-786-4433 2/11/2002 Yes 2/15/2002
Midlothian Jim Grigsby 972-775-7105 2/11/2002 No Assistant 211172002
Keller Ed Ischlner 817-431-1055 [817-431-9225 2/11/2002 No Assistant Faxed letter. 2/27/2002  |Compicted over phone /2002
Mansfield Bud Ervin 817-477-1210 2/11/2002 Yes 2/12/2002
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Table B-2
APAI IFR Survey Followup Log

Water User Group County | APAI Initially Fizst Second Contact Title [ Contnct Contact Last Contact to | First Telephone| Faxed Copy of First Followup Comment Second Faxed Copy of Second Followup Comment
Name | Survey F p p | (M First Name Name Confirm Follownp | Survey After First Telephone Sarvey After
(0=no, Survey Returned Returned Address, Eic. Centact Telephone Followsp | Second Telephone
I=yes) (Y/N) Survey Survey Follawup Contact Followup
(YN} (Y/N)
Gainesville Cooke |t b Mr. Ron Sellman 1/4102 VLS NiA Rewmned survey. Nia N/A
Lindsay 1 N N Mr. Wilbert Block 1402 VLS T2 VLS No answer. Could not leave a message 2720102 BKM Y Mr. Biock requested another copy of the survey.
Cooke
M 1 N N Ms, Linda 'Webh 1/4102 VLS 21402 VLS Some confusion about whether survey received. It 2/20/02 BKM Lelt a miessage for Ms. Webh,
Cooke was received.
Valley View 1 N NA Mr. Royce ‘Martin 1/4/02 VLS 2102 VLS Valley View buys all of ils water fram the Bolivar N/A NIA
'WSC, Thertfore, Valley View will se2 no capital
costs, and they do not need 1o be surveyed. Capital
costs will be bome by “County-Other.”
Cooke
County-Other 3 N N Y The Honorable [Bilt Frecman 1/4/02 VLS 217102 VLS Left a mexsage for Judge Freeman. 220002 BKM Y Judge Freeman sad that the county 15 "not in the waler
business.” | explained the reaxon why he had been selected
to receive the survey. Judge Freeman requested another
copy of the survey. [ sent 3 new copy of the survey that
included 1he waies management strategy 1o serve Valley
Cooke View
Bonham 1 N N Mr Mike Glass 1/4/02 VLS 2102 VLS Y Mr. Glass requesied another copy of he survey, 2/20/02 BKM Left a message for Mr. Glass.
Fannin
Honey Grove Fannin [} Y Lutd Don Morrison LHA2 VLS N/A NfA NA N/A
Leonarg 1 N Y M. Butch Henderson 1/4/02 VLS 2002 VLS The City of Leonard has alrcady retwined their NiA NA
Fannin survey to Freese & Nichols.
Savo Fannin_[1 N N M Jim |Garretson LA/02 VLS 2302 VLS Lefi a message for Mr. Garretson, 2/20/02 BKM Reminded Mr_ Garretson 1o respond Lhe survey
Trenton 1 N N Will Not  [Mr. Lary Davis 144402 YLS 2102 VLS Left a message for Mayor Davis, 2720402 BKM Lelt & message for Mayor Davis. A representative of the
Respond City of Trenton told me that Mayor Davis has not
jcompleted the survey and thay she thinks he docs not
Fannin pmend 10 du so.
County-Other* 1 N N IThe Honorable |Demetl Hall 1/4/02 V1§ 27NQ2 VLS Left a message for Judge Hall. 220102 BKM | Yes, sent a copy 1o | Left 2 message for Judge Hall. judge Hall rormed my call
Mr. David Barrett Mr. David Barrest. Jalong with Mr. David Barrety and told me that Mr. Barretr,
the chairman of the local water control and improvement
disirict formed 1o ¢vabuite waicr supply issues in Fannin
County, would be the best person 10 respond Lo the survey
Mr. Barren requesied a copy of the survey and emailed me
a deserspion of water prujects umder consideration in
Fannin Fannin Counyy,
Belis 1 N N Mr. David Draper 14102 YLS 2771102 VLS Y Mr. Draper requested another copy of the survey. %2002 BKM Ledt 2 message Fur Mr, Draper.
Grayson
[Collinsville Grayson |1 N N Mt Mark Panerson 174102 VLS 27102 VLS Left a message for Mr. Patterson. 22002 BKM Left a message for Mr. Paterson
jGunter 1 N N GTUA Mr James Donohoe 1/4/02 VLS 27702 VLS Y Mayor Donohoe requested another copy of the 220/02 BKM Mayor Bunohoe forwarded the survey for the City of
survey. Gunter to Mr. Jerry Chapman at the Greaier TéAvma
| Grayson Wiility Authority.

Howe Grayson |1 N Y Mr. Steven Mny V42 VLS 202 VLS Lefi a message for Mr. McKay. NiA N/A

Luzlla Grayson |1 Y M Warren Williams 1/4/02 VLS NiA N/A N/A N/A

Poutshore Grayson |1 N N Y [Ms. Denise Smith 14102 VLS 2R YLS Lefy 1 message for Ms. Smith. 2/20/02 BKM i Ms. Smith requested another copy of e survey.

Southmayd | N N GTUA  [Mr. Billy Kerr 1/4/02 VLS 2702 VLS Lefi a message for Mayor Kerr. 2002 BKM Left 4 message for Mayor Kerr. Mayor Kert returned my
call and said that he forwarded the survey for the City of
Scuthmayd 10 Mr. Jerry Chapman at the Greater Texoma

|Grayson Lhility Authority.

[Tioga Grayson |1 Y M. Sianle {Kemp 1/4/02 VLS NIA N/A N/A [N/A

Tom Bean 1 N N Ms. [Catherine Robles 1/4/02 VLS 2102 VLS Ms, Robles will check o se¢ if the survey has been | 272002 BKM Y Ms. Robles requested another copy of the survey.

Grayson etumed.

Van Alstyne 1 N N M, David Hall 14402 VLS 2102 VLS Mr. Hall says that the survey has been retumed. 420002 BKM M. Hall has asked the City Administrator 1o complete the
sutvey. He will check to s¢¢ if this has been done. Mr. Hall
said that Van Alstyne is growing quickly and does not have
much money available w keep up with current growih. Van
AlMyne has a Jot of aging watcr pipe.

Grayson




Table B-2
APAI IFR Survey Followup Log

Water User Growp County | APAN Initially First Second Contact Tithe Coniaci Contact Last Contact to | First Telephone| Faxed Copy of First Followup Comment Second Faxed Copy of Second Followup Comment
Nae | Survey R ] P p | (Mr/MrsMs) | Ficst Name Name Confirm Followap | Survey After First Telepbone Survey After
{0=no, Survey Returned Returned Address, Etc, Contaci Telephone Followop | Second Telephone
1=yes} (YMN) Survey Survey Faollowup Contact Fallowup
(YN LY/
Whitesboro* Mr. Don Ziclke 114402 VLS 2R VLS Left message for Mr. Zielke. 220102 BKM Left a message for Me. Zielke. Mr. Zielke rewrned my cail
Mr. [Alan Barnes and said that he has forwarded the survey 10 Mr. Alan
Bamncs. 1he City Manager for Whitesboro. Left a message
Grayson for Mr.Barm
Whitewright Mr. Bill Goodson 1/4/02 VLS 202 VLS Y Mayor Goodson requesied anothet copy of the 2720/02 BKM Mr. Gowdson said that be has not yet responded ta the
Grayson survey. survey. He says that finances are "real right.”
[County-Other GTUA The Honorable [Herace Groff 114402 VLS 2042 VLS Left message for Judge Groff, 2720M2 BKM Lefi a message for Judge Grotf. Judge Groff's secrelary
said 1hat the Judge has forwarded the survey for Graysan
County to Mr_Jerry Chapran at the Greater Texoma
Grayson Uuliiy Autherity
Greater Texoma Utility Authority Graysan Mr. Jerry Chapman 2/20/02 BKM Freese & Nichols surveyed the GTUA, bul because severul

water user groups have forwanded their surveys ta Mr.
Jerry Chapman at GTUA, T called Mr. Chapinan to discuss
them. He said that many of the smaller warer user groups
are not familiar with the water management stralegies
|proposed for them and do not know where the capital cost
[rumbers come from. In addition, be said that it is difficult
for city personnel 1o foreeast funding sources for the next
50 years,
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Appendix C — Financing Mechanisms

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

whether additional restrictions apply.
1.0 Market Financing

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

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

2.0  Texas Water Development Board Programs

Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) programs are targeted towards
political subdivisions and non-profit water supply corporations and districts. Three
programs benefit colonias and state-designated economically distressed areas. Since
Region C does not have any colonias or economically distressed counties, these programs
would not be applicable. Other programs specific to municipalities include the Drinking

Water State Revolving Loan Fund, Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program
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(CWSRF), Development Fund II Water and Wastewater Loan Program, State
Participation Program (SPP), and the Water Infrastructure Fund.

Five TWDB programs that may provide indirect benefits to non-municipal users
are the CWSRF, SPP, Agriculture Water Conservation Loans, the Rural Water Assistance
Fund, and the Water Infrastructure Fund. The CWSRF and the SPP provide assistance for
development of wastewater recycling and reuse projects. With the exception of livestock
water use, the non-municipal water uses are well suited for wastewater reuse projects. In
particular, the Region C Water Plan' recommended nine reuse strategies to supply water

for steam electric power generation in eight counties.

Each of these TWDB programs is discussed below.

Drinkine Water State Revolving Loan Fund

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

water system or state agency.

The loans can be used for planning, design and construction of projects to upgrade
or replace water infrastructure, purchase additional capacity, and/or purchase land
integral to the project. This land could be for the construction of the project or to protect
the source water from potential contamination, such as nitrate contamination of a

municipal well field.

Applicants to the DWSRF program must submit an information form to the
TWDB each year for inclusion in the TWDB’s intended use plan for the year. The
TNRCC prioritizes potential DWSRF projects and funding is distributed based on the
priority rating and applicant’s readiness to proceed. The interest rate 1s 1.2 percent below
open market and the maximum repayment period is 20 years after completion of

construction. The DWSRF program has a budget of approximately $606 million in 2002.
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Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program

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

construct the project.

Applicants to the CSWRF program must submit an information form to the
TWDB each year for inclusion in the TWDB’s intended use plan for the year. The
TWDB identifies priority projects and requests funding applications for these projects.
Depending on the source of funds, interest rates vary from 0.7 percent to 1.7 percent
below market interest rates. The maximum repayment period is 20 years after completion
of construction. The CWSRF program has a budget of approximately $400 million in
2002.

State Participation Program

Deferred interest loans from the TWDB’s State Participation Program may be
used for regional systems where the project sponsors are unable to assume debt for an
optimally sized facility’. In return for state participation, the TWDB may acquire
ownership interest in the project. The benefits of assistance from the State Participation
Program include deferred payments until the customer base grows into the project
capacity and no interest on the deferred payments. TWDB participation is limited to the
maximum of the excess project capacity or 50 percent of the project. Remaining costs

may be eligible for funding from other TWDB programs.

Applicants must be political subdivisions or water supply corporations that are
sponsoring construction of a regional project, which may include new water supplies,
reuse or transmission from a developed supply. In Region C, this program may be
applicable to new reservoir projects, regional projects in Cooke, Grayson and Collin
Counties and regional reuse projects. For non-municipal users, a political subdivision

must take the lead. Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-served basis. An
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application must consist of an engineering feasibility report and environmental

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

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

participation projects.

Texas Water Development Fund 11

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

corporations with applicable projects.

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

are typically required to secure the loans.

Agriculture Water Conservation Loans

Under this program, the TWDB loans money to borrower and lender districts,
such as soil and water conservation districts, irrigation districts and underground water
conservation districts. In turn, these districts make loans to individual borrowers to
purchase and install more efficient irrigation equipment on private property for
agricultural water conservation purposes®. Eligible applicants include soil and water
conservation districts, underground water conservation districts or districts authorized to
supply water for irrigation. Although only these public entities may apply for funding
under this program, the purpose is to encourage lending to individual borrowers.

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

Funds may be used for the following purposes: capital equipment or materials,
labor, preparation costs and installation costs to improve water-use efficiency in existing

irrigation systems; preparing irrigated land to be converted to dryland conditions;
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preparing dryland for more efficient use of natural precipitation; brush control; and

precipitation enhancement programs.

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

across the state.

Water Infrastructure Fund

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

political subdivision must lead the project.

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

or for the benefit of the state.””

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

Rural Water Assistance Fund

Using the Rural Water Assistance Fund, the TWDB will provide low-interest
loans for development of rural water supplies or for regionalization of rural water
supplies. Eligible applicants are rural political subdivisions, defined as a “nonprofit water
supply or sewer service corporation, district, or municipality with a service area of 10,000

or less in population or that otherwise qualifies for financing from a federal agency or a
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county in which no urban area exceeds 50,000 in population.®”

Non-municipal water
users are not eligible for this program, but these users may be able to work with eligible
rural political subdivisions to obtain funding for water supply infrastructure projects.
Joint applications between a rural political subdivision and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, the Texas Department of Agriculture, or the Texas Department of Housing

and Community Affairs are permitted.

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

life of the project.

The Rural Water Assistance Fund is a new program and has recently been funded

with an initial $25 million.

3.0 U.S. Department of Agriculture Programs

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

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

Farm Ownership Program

The Farm Ownership program provides direct loans or loan guarantees to be used
for purchase of farmland, construction or repair of buildings or other facilities,
development of farmland to promote soil and water conservation, or refinancing of debt.
Eligible applicants must be U.S. citizens; must have sufficient education, training, or

experience in managing or operating a farm or ranch; must be unable to get credit
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elsewhere; must not have received debt forgiveness from the Farm Service Agency (with
some exceptions);, must not be delinquent on any federal debt; and must be the owner or

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

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

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

Rural Utilities Service Water and Waste Disposal Loans and Grants

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

obtain funding for water supply infrastructure projects.

Direct loans and grants have been set aside for communities along the U.S.-
Mexico border designated as ‘"colonias;" areas designated Empowerment
Zones/Enterprise Communities and Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones; certain
projects where at least 50 percent of the users of the facility/project are Native

Americans; rural Alaskan villages; and water emergencies and disaster relief®.

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

when necessary to develop the facilities®.

Grants may be made for up to 75 percent of eligible project costs. The maximum

term of a loan is the lesser of 40 years or the useful life of the facilities being financed.
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The interest rate may be a poverty rate of 4.5 percent, a market rate, or an intermediate

rate, depending on the project.

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

guaranteed loans, and $564 million in grants.

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Program

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

governmental subunits. Projects are limited to watersheds containing no more than
250,000 acres'’.

Although only governmental subunits may apply for funding, projects funded
under this program are targeted at private land and can be used for rural and industrial

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

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

million to $5 million in federal assistance’’.

In Fiscal Year 2000, the funding available from the Watershed Protection and

Flood Prevention Program was an estimated $99.4 million nationwide.
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4.0 Texas Department of Agriculture Programs

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

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

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

these programs is reviewed below.

Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program

The Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program provides grants to
non-entitlement communities to assist in economic development. Eligible applicants
include incorporated city or county governments that are not entitled to receive
Community Development funding from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development. In addition, eligible cities must have a population of less than 50,000
people. Non-municipal water users are not eligible for this program, but these users may
be able to work with eligible city or county governments to obtain funding for water

supply infrastructure projects.

Funds from the Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program may be
used for public infrastructure to assist a business that commits to create and/or retain
permanent jobs, primarily for low- and moderate-income persons. Funding may be used

for the following public infrastructure improvements: water and sewer; road/street

C-9



improvements; natural gas lines; electric, telephone, & fiber optic lines; harbor/channel
dredging; purchase of real estate related to infrastructure; drainage channels and ponds;

pre-treatment facilities; traffic signals and signs; and raiiroad spurs'’.

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

may not exceed 50 percent of the total project costs.

Linked Deposit Program

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

providing nonagricultural goods or services in a rural area.

Eligible water conservation equipment includes: underground pipe; in-line valves;
pipe increasers/reducers; gate valves; fittings and bushings; flow meters and accessories;
complete circular watering systems; drip irrigation systems complete with installation;
and any other equipment which can be identified and verified as water conservation
equipment for use within the state'”. Eligible water conservation projects include: brush
control projects, stock tank renovation or construction, dam renovation or construction;

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

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

biennium (August 31 of each odd numbered year).” 12



Rural Development Finance Program

The TAFA Rural Development Finance Program provides loans and loan
guarantees to municipalities, water supply corporations and non-agricultural businesses
located 1n rural Texas. Eligible applicants must be located within Texas and must
“provide significant benefits for rural areas, show evidence of creation or retention of
employment, and prove evidence of reasonable equity in the project.”’” Eligible political
subdivisions include a non-metropolitan statistical area, unincorporated area, or city with
a population under 20,000 that does not adjoin a city or group of cities with an aggregate

population of 50,000 or more'*.

Funds may be used for purchase of land, improvements, equipment, water and
wastewater systems, municipal infrastructure projects, and other projects that can be
identified to improve or assist in the economic development of rural areas. Loan amounts
range from $100,000 to an amount determined by the lender and the TAFA. The
Authority Board approves the interest rate, and the terms of the loan are determined on a
case-by-case basis. Projects financed with anticipation notes have a maximum maturation

of 30 years from the issuance of the notes.

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

the Texas Department of Agriculture.

Loan Guaranty Program

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

purchase of real estate, improvements, equipment and working capital. Loan guarantee

amounts range from $30,000 to $5 million. The typical interest rate for this program is
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the Wall Street Journal Southwest Edition prime rate plus 2 percent. The maximum term

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

Young Farmer Loan Guarantee Program

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

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

5.0 U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration

Public Works Program

Through 1its Economic Development Administration (EDA) Public Works
Program, the U.S. Department of Commerce provides “direct grants, on a cost-share
basis, for projects that will create and retain private-sector jobs and leverage public and
private investment in distressed areas.'”” Funds may be used for public works and
development facilities to support industrial, commercial, and technology-based
employment. In particular, water and sewer systems for industrial use are eligible for
funding. Eligible applicants include units of state and local government, Indian tribes,
economic development districts, public and private non-profit organizations, universities,

and other institutions of higher learning.

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

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

indirectly applicable to non-municipal users.

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

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

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

and private contributions'®.

6.0 U.S. Small Business Administration Programs

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

water users to shift funds from other uses to water supply infrastructure projects.

Each of the SBA programs is reviewed below.

7a Loan Guaranty Program

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

but are not limited to, retail and service businesses with annual receipts of $3.5 million to
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$13.5 million, construction businesses with annual receipts of $7 million to $17 million,
agricultural businesses with annual receipts of $0.5 million to $3.5 million, wholesale
businesses with no more than 100 employees, and manufacturers with 500 to 1,500

employees.

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

more.

Certified Development Company (504) Program

The Certified Development Company (CDC) Program offers businesses long-
term, fixed-rate financing for major fixed assets, such as land and buildings'9. ACDCisa
non-profit corporation formed for the purpose of economic development. There are
approximately 270 CDCs nationwide, each covering a specific geographic area. CDCs
that serve portions of Region C include the Central Texas Certified Development
Company, the Dallas Business Finance Corporation, the East Texas Regional
Development Company, Inc., the Fort Worth Economic Development Corporation, the
East Texas Certified Development Company, and the North Texas Certified

Development Corporation™.

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

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



A typical project includes “‘a loan secured with a senior lien from a private-sector
lender covering up to 50 percent of the project cost, a loan secured with a junior lien from
the CDC (backed by a 100 percent SBA-guaranteed debenture) covering up to 40 percent
of the cost, and a contribution of at least 10 percent equity from the small business being
helped.'®” Loan maturities of 10 and 20 years are available. Interest rates are pegged to

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

7.0 Texas Department of Economic Development Programs

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

reviewed below.

Texas Capital Access Fund

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

the combined contribution of the borrower and the lender, depending on the project.
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Texas Industrial Revenue Bond Program

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

eligible projects in their jurisdictions™.

Texas Enterprise Zone Program

The Texas Enterprise Zone Program encourages job creation and capital
investment in areas of economic distress using state and local incentives. With the
exception of Wise and Jack Counties, enterprise zones have been created in every county
in Region C. Qualified businesses must be nominated for the program by a city or county
that governs the enterprise zone. A qualified business must be active within an enterprise
zone, and 25 percent of its new employees must live in the jurisdiction of the governing
body or be economically disadvantagedm. State incentives may include refunds of state
sales taxes or use taxes, franchise tax benefits, or franchise tax economic development
credits. The Enterprise Zone program also requires that the governing body offer at least

.o .22
one local financial incentive™.

8.0 Corps of Engineers Assistance

The Corps of Engineers has traditional been involved in large-scale flood damage
reduction projects through the construction of reservoirs. In Region C, there are nine
Corps-operated reservoirs. The Corps of Engineers offers federal financing oppottunities
through partnering and constructing projects with a federal purpose. Examples of such
projects include new reservoir construction and wastewater reuse projects. The Corps can
participate in multipurpose reservoir projects through their existing flood damage
reduction, ecosystem restoration and water supply authorities. The cost sharing
agreements for reservoir projects may vary with the local sponsor and ability to pay.
Generally, under current policies the total non-federal interest should be a minimum of 35

percent of the project for flood control, 35 percent for the ecosystem restoration portion
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of the project and 100 percent for water supply. Reservoir projects that are primarily for

water supply would not benefit from Corps assistance.

Water supply through reuse could be sponsored with the Corps through the
ecosystem restoration authority. The purpose of this authority is to improve ecosystem
functions to produce environmental benefits. The proposed reuse projects in Region C
that utilize constructed wetlands could potentially qualify under this authority. For
ecosystem restoration projects, the federal contribution is 65 percent for that portion of

the project.

9.0 Local Economic Development Incentives

More than 20 local economic development agencies in Region C offer incentives
for businesses to locate in certain areas. Incentives may include tax abatements, electric
rate discounts, economic development grants, sales tax rebates, permit/development fee
waivers, and infrastructure cost participation. The level of the incentives is generally
predicated on the number of jobs that the business will create, the average wage and the
gross payroll generated, the amount of capital investment, and the new taxes generated by
the project. Economic development incentives that are not specifically targeted toward
water supply infrastructure projects may still allow a potential water user to shift other

funds to water supply infrastructure projects.

' Region C Water Plan, prepared for the Region C Water Planning Group by Freese and Nichols,

Inc., Alan Plummer Associates, Inc., and Chiang, Patel & Yerby, inc., Fort Worth, January 2001.

? “Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program,” Texas Water Development Board, available
online at http://www .twdb state tx usfassistance/financial/fin_infrastructure/cwsrffund htm, Austin, March

2002.

’ “State Participation Program,” Texas Water Development Board, available online at
http://www.twdb.state tx.us/assistance/financial/fin_infrastructure/StateParticipation.htm, Austin, March

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

* “Water Infrastructure Fund,” Texas Administrative Code, Title 31, Chapter 382, available online

at http://www twdb.state.tx us/publications/rules/Ch382 0102.pdf, March 2002.

% <“Rural Water Assistance Fund,” Texas Administrative Code, Title 3 1, Chapter 384, available

online at http://www twdb state.tx.us/pubiications/ruies/ch384 0102.pdf, March 2002.

7 “Farm Loan Programs,” Farm Service Agency, U.S. Department of Agriculture, available online

at http://www.fsa.usda. gov/dafl/default.htm, Washington, D.C., March 2002,

% “Water and Waste Disposal Programs Fiscal Year 2001,” Rural Utilities Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, available online at _http://www.usda.gov/rus/water/docs/wwfact.pdf,

Washington, D.C., March 2002,

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

¥ Federal Funding Sources for Watershed Protection, Second Edition, Office of Water, U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency, Publication EPA 841-B-99-003, Washington, D.C., December 1999.

Available online at http://www.epa.gcov/owow/watershed/wacademy/fund/wfund .pdf, March 2002.

"' “Texas Capital Fund Infrastructure Development Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture,
available online at http;//www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/rural_eco devo/capital fund/fin_infrastructure.htm,

Austin, March 2002.

2 «inked Deposit Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at

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

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

http://www.agr. state.tx.us/eco/finance ag development/tafa/fin_rdfp.htm, Austin, March 2002.

' “Rural Development Finance Program, Municipal Financing Options” Texas Department of

Agriculture, Fax received from Robert Kennedy (TAFA) to Simone Kiel (F&N), May 6, 2002.

' “Loan Guaranty Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at

http://www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/finance _ag_development/tafa/fin_loanguar.htm, Austin, March 2002.




'® “young Farmer Loan Guaranty Program,” Texas Department of Agriculture, available online at

http://www.agr.state.tx.us/eco/finance _ag_development/tafa/fin_ vfarmer.htm, Austin, March 2002.

"7 “EDA Preapplication Process,” Economic Development Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, available online at http://www doc.gov/eda/pdf/LH6_preappQ_Abroch.pdf, Washington, D.C.,
March 2002.

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

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

' “Financing Your Business — Loan Programs — CDC/504,” U.S. Small Business Administration,

available oniine at http://www.sba.gov/financing/frcdec504. htm!, Washington, D.C., March 2002.

2% “Certified Development Companies for SBA 504 Program — TX,” U.S. Small Business

Administration, Washington, D.C., March 2000. Available online at http://www.sba.gov/gopher/Local-

Information/Certified-Developiment-Companies/cdetx.txt, March 2002.

21 “Texag Capital Access Fund,” Texas Department of Economic Development, available online at

http://www.txed.state.tx.us/TexasCapital Access/, Austin, March 2002.

% “Industrial Revenue Bonds,” Texas Department of Economic Development, available online at

http://www.txed.state.tx.us/TexasiRBProgram/, Austin, March 2002,

# “Texas Enterprise Zone Program Application and Benefit Updates,” Texas Department of
Economic Development, Austin, January 2002. Available online at

http:/fwww txed.state tx.us/TexasEnterprise Zone/EZincentives. DOC, March 2002,
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Appendix D

Correspondence



Wales H. Madden. Ir., Chairman

william W. Meadows, Member Craig D. Pedersen Thomas Weir Labatt 111, Member
Dario Vidal Guerra, Jr., Member Executive Administrator E. G. Rod Pittman, Member
May 9, 2002

‘Mr. James M. Parks

North Texas Municipal Water District
P.0O. Box 2408

Wylie, Texas 75098-2408

RE: Regional Water Planning Grant Contract Between the North Texas Municipal Water Dist.
(NTMWD,) and the Texas Water Development Board (Board), Contract No. 2002-483-430,
Review of Draft Final Reports Entitied "North Texas Municipal Water District, Region C,
infrastructure Financing Survey Report”

Dear Mr. Parks:

Staff members of the Texas Water Development Board have completed a review of the draft

report under TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-430. As stated in the above referenced contract, »

the NTMWD will consider incorporating comments from the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR
shown in Attachment 1 and other commentors on the draft final report into a final report. The
NTMWD must include a copy of the EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATOR's comments in the final
report.

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.

Piease contact Ms. Virginia Towles at (512) 475-2056 if you have any questions about this
contract.

Sincerely,

(Sl te 3 INLL D
William F. Mullican, 111
Deputy Executive Administrator

Office of Planning

Cc:  Virginia Towles, TWDB

Qur Mission

Provide leadership. technical seivices and financial assistance 1o support planning. conservarion. and responsible development of water for Texas.

Jack Hunt, Vice Chairman -

© P.O. Box 13231 + 1700 N. Congress Avenue * Austin, Texas 78711-3231
Telephone (512) 463-7847  Fax (512) 475-2053
i-800-RELAYTX (for the hearing impaired)
URL Address: http://www.twdb.state.tx.us
E-Mail Address: info@twdb.state lx.us
TNRIS - The Texas Information Gateway » www.inris.state.tx.us
A Member of the Texas Gepgraphic informarion Council (TGIC)




ATTACHMENT 1
TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD
TWDB Contract No. 2002-483-430

REPORT COMMENTS

1. The first sentence of Section 3 of the Region C IFR states "Based on the survey responses,
the water users in Region C cannot afford to pay for approximately one-third of the capital
costs identified for water supply infrastructure.” This statement appears to be in conflict with
the data provided in Table 1 located on Page 3 of the body of the report. Please confirm the

correctness of this information or consider revising the report text to elaborate on how the
on-third estimate was obtained.

2. Piease submit a copy of the notice of the April 29, 2002 meeting approving the report.




RESPONSE TO TWDB COMMENTS

1. The wording was modified to reflect that the water user groups in Region C could
afford to pay for approximately two-thirds of the estimated capital improvements.
This estimate is based on the amount the respondents said they could afford plus

the additional amount with State participation.

2. A copy of the notice of the April 29, 2002 meeting follows this response. The
notice was filed with the 16 county clerks, posted on the Texas Register Open

Meetings site, sent to TWDB for posting, and posted at TRA Central.



REGION C WATER PLANNING GROUP

OPEN MEETING

MONDAY, APRIL 29, 2002 AT 1:30 P.M.
THE MEETING WILL BE HELD AT
CENTRAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
6500 W. SINGLETON BOULEVARD
GRAND PRAIRIE, TEXAS

AGENDA

I. ROLL CALL

1L APPROVAL OF MINUTES - MARCH 4, 2002

III. PRESENTATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING REPORT

IV. RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT ON INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING REPORT
V. APPROVAL OF INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING REPORT

VI REVIEW POPULATION PROJECTION INFORMATION FROM TEXAS WATER
DEVELOPMENT BOARD

VIL REVIEW STATUS OF APPLICATION FOR NEXT ROUND OF PLANNING
VIII. DISCUSSION
a. Confirm Date of Next Meeting

b. Other Discussion
c. Acknowledgement of Guests/Comments

IX. ADJOURNMENT

SUBMITTED BY:

TERRACE STEWART
Chairman
DATE: April 22, 2002

POSTED BY:
DATE:
TIME:
LOCATION:




