1.

      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      Thank you for your post. You may be aware that our planning reflects long-term, as well as short-term, needs. We have no indication that the forecasted growth of our three cities over the next 20 years will be smaller because of current economic conditions. However, the temporarily slowed pace of new water demand has allowed us to delay construction of Phase I of the project for six months to allow financial markets to settle.

      The most recent cost information and information on our cities’ conservation initiatives can found on the “project at a glance” page and on the “conservation” page of this website.

      We desire to be good neighbors. The fact is, without the cooperative effort of our three partner cities, one water supply project would most certainly have been three—with three lake intakes, three pipelines and three water treatment plants. Our project is an effort to streamline that effort and, in turn, to minimize costs and impacts on the environment and our neighbors. In addition, a due diligence study will be conducted to identify possible impacts and find ways to mitigate them accordingly. A report on the results of the study will be posted on this website when complete.

      Feb 27, 11:28 AM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Phase 1 – Raw Water Line on Trails End Road

   2.

      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      Costs have been estimated for all phases of the BCRUA Regional System. The costs presented here include estimated construction costs, land costs, and engineering costs.

      The total estimated cost of Phase 1 of the Regional Water Project is $183 million, and includes a water treatment plant capacity of 42 million gallons per day (mgd). The start-up phase of the project (Phase 1A) is estimated at $171 million and will result in an initial plant capacity of 17 mgd. Within the first four years of operation, incremental improvements (Phases 1B-1D) will add equipment to bring the plant capacity to 42 mgd, as needed and will cost an additional $12 million, bringing the total Phase 1 to $183 million.

      Phases 2 and 3 have not been estimated in as much detail as Phase 1, but earlier preliminary engineering estimates of the cost (based on 2008 dollars) to build the water treatment plant to the ultimate 105.8 mgd capacity are approximately $40.25 million for Phase 2, and $29.6 million for the final Phase 3, two decades from now.

      The deep-water intake and connecting pipeline have been estimated recently in the site study at $101 million. Thus the total ultimate project cost is estimated at $354 million in 2008 dollars.

      Re: Annual cost and cost per acre-foot:

      The annual costs of the regional plant will be similar to other existing plants in the area, but are projected to have cost saving advantages. There will be savings from the economies of scale of the operation of one plant rather than three separate plants. The regional approach at this location is expected to be more energy efficient and will certainly require lower staffing levels than multiple plants. The annual costs will depend on the exact number of O&M staff, variable costs such as energy, and other operating costs to be budgeted annually. The cost per gallon will then vary with the amount of water treated annually as required by the customers.

      The cost per acre-foot is based on the rate set by the LCRA. The current rate is $126 per acre-foot per year (ac-ft/yr) for the amount actually used. In addition, a reservation fee equal to half of that rate ($63 per ac-ft/yr) is charged for the amount of water that is reserved by contract but not actually used in a given year. Thus the cost per acre-foot will vary from year to year depending on the amount of usage. This usage varies greatly depending on annual weather patterns of rain, drought and temperatures, and on population growth over time.

      Feb 27, 11:05 AM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response

   3.

      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      It is not uncommon to find water intake facilities near homes. The building itself will look similar to a small home and utilize an architectural style consistent with other homes in the area. We will meet with neighbors and solicit neighborhood input prior to final design of the facility. To characterize BCRUA’s proposed intake as something that will convert the Village of Volente into “an industrial zone” is inaccurate and misleading.

      Feb 27, 11:03 AM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Phase 2A – Deep Water Intake

   4.

      Gay Klinger | gklinger@austin.rr.com | IP: 72.179.33.162

      Given the current economic crisis, that appears to be worsening daily how can the three cities-Round Rock, Leander and Cedar Park ethically burden their citizens with the enormous debt that this project will cost each city? Do the citizens of those cities really know how much more each of them will have to pay to fund this project? The rate of growth that the three cities origianally projected is certainly not accurate now. Have they reajusted their growth projections, considered alternative water sources, seriously considered the negative environmental impact for both the Trails End Vallley and the City of Volente? What is the current projected cost of the project? Do the cities really need the water ? Do the cities have water conservation plans in place? The two communities effected will not be able to secure water from the BCRUA Project. They will get noise, polution and a loss of many native trees and grasses. Where is the environmentalprotection for these communities?

      Feb 7, 12:32 AM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Phase 1 – Raw Water Line on Trails End Road

   5.

      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      One or more cities should not attempt to convert another city into an industrial zone for their own benefit without regard for the desires and property rights of the target city and its citizens. The Village of Volente would not attempt to condemn residential neighborhood property in Round Rock, Cedar Park, or Leander for an industrial facility. Those cities should not sponsor attempts to construct and operate an industrial facility in the heart of Volente’s residential neighborhoods. This battle of cities reflects a lack of respect for the Village of Volente.

      Jan 19, 1:13 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Phase 2A – Deep Water Intake

   6.

      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      Let’s keep it simple.

      What is the total current project cost, and cost per phase? Annual cost and cost per acre foot? BCRUA President Scott Rhode stated the total project cost at north of $400M with individual cities expenditures around $500M. The 2005 HDR study had the total project cost at $138M.

      Engineering firms should not be allowed to estimate projects their firms will profit on. BCRUA as a new utility should be required to use independent engineering peer reviews. This project refused to authorize an independent review of the Lake Travis and Simsboro Aquifer plans with a cost of about $7,000 per city.

      What percentage of your Lake Travis water supply contracts will be curtailed at 575msl for the BCRUA project? This is a water supply question. Can the existing treatment plants be back-feed by the deep water intake or not? How are your engineers not able to answer curtailment questions and why did this project proceed without them?

      Why has the project spent $25M+ without Leander’s increased water supply permit? Should the project spend anymore without it? The City of Austin, and Matagorda and Wharton Counties are included in the 65 requests for contested case hearings/public meetings. The City of Cedar Park, Leander’s partner in this project also is requesting a contested case hearing!

      Spending $500 million to go deeper into an over-stressed and over-promised, drought-prone Lake Travis for a single source of “reliable” water in not the answer.

      Jan 15, 5:43 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response

   7.

      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      Thank you for your post. It is difficult to draw comparisons between the groundwater cost per 1000-gallon rate and the cost for Lake Travis water. A number of variables would have to go into such a cost estimate, and without knowing what variables were factored into the equation, there can be no meaningful comparison.

      Project costs can be put into a “cost per gallon” of system capacity for comparison, but this is different than the cost per gallon of delivered water that is likely represented by the +/- $3 cost to which you refer. Since we have no “per gallon delivered” cost to compare, the best comparison would be on the capital costs of the two options. In a 2005 HDR study, the cost gap between groundwater from the east and a Lake Travis system was about $78 million. With inflation, that gap has gotten even bigger.

      In regard to your question about curtailment, each city has a drought management plan that must include increasingly strict conservation measures as any drought continues. The cities will, at the very least, meet the state and LCRA required curtailments as the lake level drops.

      The basic objective of the deep-water intake is to have an intake at a depth in Lake Travis that will still have water available at the end of LCRA’s predicted drought of record. Our intake will not be able to access water beyond that level.

      Jan 14, 6:36 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response
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      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      Thank you for your post. You will be pleased to know that the BCRUA project team is continuously monitoring the economic climate and local growth trends. In light of the current situation, the BCRUA board has decided to delay project construction by six months to give the volatile market time to settle. We appreciate your interest and assure you that we will continue to act responsibly and in the best interests of the community.

      Jan 14, 6:25 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Texas Water Development Board approves $309 million loan for project

   9.

      CW | hunsrugby@gmail.com | limecreekhoa.wordpress.com | IP: 24.173.33.146

      I have always felt that one of the often-overlooked challenges the BCRUA is going to have with their little adventure is how to pay for it. There are really 2 ways in which I can see how they will raise the money. First, and the most obvious are rate increases that will be passed onto existing customers. Leander has already put forward a 21% utility rate increase over the next three years with projected growth and 43% with lower. Basically, if Leander does not hit their growth targets they are going to dump their failings on existing residents. Secondly, they will have to raise municipal bonds – more than likely a revenue bond - to afford a project this size. Revenue bonds are paid back by income generated by the water utility from payments by customers.

      I know a little something about bonds and how they work as I sat on the bond oversight board for 4 years of the second largest bond city in the country. Leander has done some good things to get their junk bond status turned around, albeit mostly PR, but it is important to note that the BCRUA master agreement does not have joint and/or several liability, or bond insurance. If one city defaults, the others are not liable or responsible. Because Leander has agreed to take a majority of the cost for this project (47%) will their residents take on the expense if Cedar Park or Round Rock defaults? Leander’s 23, 000 residents are already overburdened with over a half a billion dollars in bonds. Leander’s current bond packages represent over $22,000 per resident – not a good position to be in and one that will certainly need to be taken into consideration when they submit their bond package for due diligence.

      The current economic downturn has caused the bond market to come to a standstill with most bond traders only purchasing secured bonds – i.e school bonds (Permanent School Fund (PSF) bonds). We can thank the sub-prime mortgage crisis for causing the monoline insurers (companies that guarantee the timely repayment of bond principal and interest when an issuer defaults) to incur heavy losses. This caused the Institutional investors — the biggest buyers of municipal bonds — to sell off the bonds they own, and aren’t interested in buying new bond issues. If there continues to be a lack of market liquidity and uncertainty I anticipate any new bond projects not being killed outright, but delayed and cost a lot more than anticipated. We will also see unprecedented scrutiny put on municipalities by the monoline insurers before they guarantee anything new.

      With a general slowdown of growth in the tri-cities and the fact that this project is still in the planning stages it will be difficult for the BCRUA to put together a bond package that will appeal to the market – especially if Leander does not hit its growth projections. Bond financing will be one of the BCRUA’s toughest challenges in the coming years, especially when there are other less expensive alternatives that do not put significant risk on their existing residents in a down economy.

      Check out - limecreekhoa.wordpress.com

      Dec 18, 2:43 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Texas Water Development Board approves $309 million loan for project

  10.

      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      1) Private aquifer companies can deliver water to your supply points for $3-$3.58 per thousand gallons. What is the cost of the Lake Travis water per thousand gallons to your supply points?

      2) Leander’s current contract for 6,400af is for their existing treatment plant which is not part of this project. Leander’s water for this BCRUA project is the increased 17,600af permit pending at TCEQ. Over 65 letters have requested contested case hearings/public meetings. This permit is needed for the funding of this project. Leander will need an additional water supply contract around 2025.

      3) Round Rock just approved a 5 month (peak usage) two-tier block water rate, with 18,000 gallons as the high tier. This targest consumption over 215gpcd.

      4) The BCRUA has justified the need for a deep-water intake, but has no answers on curtailment and water availabilty at this level? Who came up with the plan to back-feed the existing treatment plants with water from the deep-water intake? Shouldn’t there be modeling to show this water supply with $25M in engineering fees for just Phase 1?

      Dec 11, 3:37 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response

  11.

      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      The revised total project costs detailing Phases 1, 2 & 3 have not been released since May. What is there to hide?

      The cost of the Lake Travis option in the 2005 study was $138M now it’s over $400M? Have an independent engineering firm who is not profiting on this project compare the costs and benefits of Lake Travis and Simsboro water. HDR engineering just concluded that the Lake Travis water was another $50M cheaper! Where are those spreadsheets?

      I think Joe Beal knew the cities had drought conservation plans when he talked about the lake going dry since they are required in LCRA contracts. Have your cities done annual conservation reports? Do you know what percentage of the cities water supply contracts will be curtailed? Why can’t your engineering firms answer that?

      D-Fund is for uncomplicated projects with no significant permitting, social, environmental, engineering, or financial issues. That is why most of the projects are under $5M. How did this project qualify for D-Fund with inter-basin transfers, eminent domain, zoning, permitting, water rights, default litigation, and water rate concerns? Just Phase 1 has $22M in engineering costs. What does it take to be a complicated project?

      You made the statement that most D-Fund loans are not under $5M. Since 2005, the next highest D-Fund loan to the project’s $309M was $11M; and 70% have been under $5M.

      It’s amazing that economy of scale only works for the Lake Travis option estimated by conflicted engineering firms. This year, Round Rock’s utility director asked the engineering firm what happened to the economy of scale when looking at their current costs.

      Leander’s increased water supply permit #5677 needs TCEQ approval. How does the BCRUA have the water right certification to use this water?

      There were over 65 requests for contested hearings and public meetings on this permit.

      Leander’s City Council adjusted their water rates 21% over the next three years instead of the 43% increase for lower than expected growth. Who oversees that rates are sufficient to pay for this project? What are the steps in a default? What could the citizens of Leander be liable for? Is the Leander Council concerned about their constituents or future developers?

      Was the 2nd amendment to Leander’s Wholesale Potable Agreement changed so that Leander could pledge water revenues on parity for debt obligations to LCRA and BCRUA? Are the cities pledging gross or net revenues to the TWDB funding? How is the City of Leander planning on funding the costs above the $91M in contract revenue bonds since capitalized interest, additional engineering fees, etc… were not included?

      What impact is the current economy having on the project?

      Dec 2, 4:05 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response

  12.

      Amaranta | amaranta537@yahoo.com | templetoninsurance.blogspot.com | IP: 86.51.36.40

      You write very well.

      Oct 28, 10:48 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Texas Water Development Board approves $309 million loan for project
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      The revised total project costs detailing Phases 1, 2 & 3 have not been released since May, why? When will this information be available?

      The cost of the Lake Travis option in the 2005 study was $138M now it’s over $400M? Have an independent engineering firm who is not profiting on this project compare the costs and benefits of Lake Travis and Simsboro water.

      I think Joe Beal knew the cities had drought conservation plans when he talked about the lake going dry since they are required in LCRA contracts. Have your cities done annual conservation reports? Do you know what percentage of the cities water supply contracts will be curtailed? Why can’t your engineering firms answer that?

      D-Fund is for uncomplicated projects with no significant permitting, social, environmental, engineering, or financial issues. That is why most of the projects are under $5M. How did this project qualify for D-Fund with inter-basin transfers, eminent domain, zoning, permitting, water rights, default litigation, and water rate concerns? Just Phase 1 has $22M in engineering costs. What does it take to be a complicated project?

      You made the statement that most D-Fund loans are not under $5M. Since 2005, the next highest D-Fund loan to the project’s $309M was $11M; and 70% have been under $5M.

      It’s amazing that economy of scale only works for the Lake Travis option estimated by conflicted engineering firms. This year, Round Rock’s utility director asked the engineering firm what happened to the economy of scale when looking at their current costs.

      Leander’s increased water supply permit #5677 needs TCEQ approval. How does this project have the water right certification to use this water?

      Leander’s City Council adjusted their water rates 21% over the next three years instead of the 43% increase for lower than expected growth. Who oversees that rates are sufficient to pay for this project? What are the steps in a default? What could the citizens of Leander be liable for? Is the Leander Council concerned about their constituents or future developers?

      Was the 2nd amendment to Leander’s Wholesale Potable Agreement changed so that Leander could pledge water revenues on parity for debt obligations to LCRA and BCRUA? Are the cities pledging gross or net revenues to the TWDB funding? How is the City of Leander planning on funding the costs above the $91M in contract revenue bonds since capitalized interest, additional engineering fees, etc… were not included?

      What impact is the current economy having on the project?

      Oct 26, 5:29 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — LCRA Presentation to BCRUA

  14.

      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      “Last week, BCRUA President Scott Rhode said an aquifer study estimate would cost $40,000. Why isn’t this being done? What are the cities scared of, saving hundreds of millions of dollars? The Phase 1 engineering costs are $22M, but this $40,000 is not a wise investment?”

      As previously discussed, Ms. Graci, the City of Round Rock completed a study that looked at aquifer sources in 2005. A link to that study is included. The BCRUA determined, after reviewing all the options, that the least expensive aquifer option would (for Round Rock alone) cost $78 million more than the least expensive Lake Travis option. (The options considered the cost of the water, the cost of construction, the facilities that would be necessary, and operational costs, such as power to operate pumps, etc.) Some of the costs projected in 2005 were updated and presented to the BCRUA board at its meeting in August. Below please find a link to that presentation. The conclusion of the BCRUA was that, using current costs for pipeline and power, the least expensive aquifer option is now $130 million more expensive than the least expensive Lake Travis option.

      Study Link http://www.bcrua.org/wp-content/uploads/2007/12/lake-travis-raw-water-supply-system.pdf

      Presentation Link http://www.bcrua.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/09/bcrua-board-meeting-090208-hdr-water-supply-presentation.pdf

      We are not recommending a new study for all three cities because we believe it is an unnecessary and extra expense – if it cost Round Rock alone $130 million more to access aquifer water than Lake Travis water, it would cost the partner cities even more than that since water from the aquifer would have to be pumped approximately another 15 miles uphill to Leander and Cedar Park. It would be an additional 15 miles of pipeline to construct as well as additional power costs to pump the water.

      “In 2006, LCRA General Manager Joe Beal said, “This lake is going to go empty the night before it rains. If the lake going empty is going to have an impact on you, you better plan for it.” What’s the plan?”

      All three partner cities have drought contingency plans. In a nutshell, those plans require increasing measures of restrictions on uses of water as each city’s ability to treat and deliver water is diminished by a drought. All start with voluntary restrictions and ratchet up to mandatory restrictions as supplies and delivery capacities diminish. The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has approved each city’s plan, and each city is required annually to provide a water conservation report on the anniversary of the passage of its Water Conservation Plan and periodically to review and update its Water Conservation Plan.

      “Only Round Rock studied alternative water sources. The Lake Travis option was estimated sharing with Cedar Park or Austin. The aquifer water was priced for Round Rock alone, why?”

      It was Round Rock in 2005 studying its future alternative water sources. That study showed the best priced option was a partnership with Cedar Park for Lake Travis water. So it was Round Rock that approached Cedar Park and, later, Leander, with the regional concept. As already mentioned, if it cost Round Rock an additional $78 million to $130 million more for aquifer water, it would cost the partner cities even more.

      “How many of the loans are hundreds of millions; how many are under $5M?”

      We assume you are referring to D-fund loans from the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). We recommend you request that information from the TWDB, since it is the entity that makes those loans.

      “If one city defaults the other cities are not liable. What are the steps in a default?”

      The Brushy Creek Regional Utility Authority can take legal action to enforce the master agreement among the three cities, in which each city has agreed to set rates sufficient to pay the bonds that have been issued to fund the project.

      “Why is their no joint liability?”

      There is no joint liability because the Texas Constitution prohibits one city from guaranteeing the debts of another city. It was our choice to offer several liability, and not joint and several.

      “Why is there no bond insurance?”

      First, the TWDB does not afford a lower rate with an insured issue in the D Fund. Second, the TWDB does not accept any of the insurance companies currently participating in the bond market.

      “Why did Leander have to put up a one-year reserve fund?”

      Most contract revenue bond issues require a debt service reserve equal to one year’s debt service. Round Rock and Cedar Park were exempted from this requirement because of their higher bond rating. Leander was not exempted.

      “The LCRA has first dibs on Leander’s water revenues.”

      The statement is not correct. Leander entered into an agreement that said they could not do anything to subordinate LCRA’s rights. Leander’s responsibilities to BCRUA are not subordinated to LCRA, but neither is Leander’s responsibility to BCRUA subordinate to LCRA. The two organization’s rights are pari passu, e.g., of equal standing.

      “Over 1,200 letters in opposition to this water supply project have been sent to the elected officials of Round Rock, Leander and Cedar Park through www.draininglaketravis.org.“

      We always appreciate the comments of any citizen who has something relevant to add to the discussion of this project.

      The City Councils of Leander, Round Rock and Cedar Park voted to support the BCRUA. They collectively represent approximately 148,000 citizens.

      Oct 10, 5:03 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — LCRA Presentation to BCRUA
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      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 216.85.24.130

      “Your water contracts are inter-basin transfers. There is a drought-proof aquifer in your own basin with water available just east of Round Rock.”

      If you are referring to the Simsboro Aquifer, it is approximately 50 miles from the eastern edge of Round Rock. Conversely, Lake Travis is located approximately 5 ½ miles from the proposed BCRUA water treatment plant. Ground water aquifers are not drought proof, although the water levels typically vary less than surface water reservoirs. As highlighted in a previous response, the aquifer option (assuming that water was available to the municipalities) was projected to cost $78 million to $130 million more than water from Lake Travis.

      “Leander’s increased water supply permit has not been approved by TCEQ. The TCEQ has received many letters contesting this permit. The increased contract is from 6,400af to 24,000af. Leander will need another water supply contract around 2025. Another inter-basin transfer?”

      Leander has the right to divert and use 6,400 acre-feet in the Colorado River Basin. It is impossible to predict at this time what will be the best, most cost-effective source of water for Leander in 2025, although an inter-basin transfer could be an option at that time.

      “The Texas Water Development Board recommends a per person water usage of 140 gallons per day. Round Rock uses over 200. Conservation plans without enforcement are only plans. Why is the focus now on conservation when this huge infrastructure project is going out to bid?”

      Round Rock, Leander, and Cedar Park have focused on conservation for some time and have had active conservation programs since the early-to mid-1990’s. It is true, however, that conservation programs have become more stringent and aggressive over time. Among other requirements, for example, Leander is the first city in the state to require 1.3-gallon flush toilets. The city also requires 6” of soil for new lawns while no longer allowing St. Augustine grass.

      “How much will your water contracts be curtailed at 560msl? How much more water is left to sell in Lakes Travis and Buchanan?”

      Water demands during a drought will vary from city to city. However, long before Lake Travis reaches 560 msl, BCRUA member cities will have implemented very stringent, mandatory water conservation measures. Each city has developed a water conservation and drought management plan consistent with the requirements of LCRA and the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality.

      We are unable to answer your question about how much more water is left to sell in Lake Travis and Buchanan. We recommend that you contact LCRA regarding this information.

      Oct 10, 4:45 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      In 2007, Willaimson County’s Senator Ogden, Chair of the Senate Finance Committee, appropriated $365M to the TWDB. Three months later this project filed a funding application for $358M. The project applied under D-Fund because it does not require joint liability or bond insurance. Most D-

      Fund loans are under $5M.

      * Leander and Cedar Park considered no other alternative water source.

      These Brazos Basin cities have a drought-proof, prolific aquifer available just east of Round Rock. This would be a second source of water!

      * Leander’s increased water supply contract has not been approved by TCEQ. No economic or environmental studies are planned on the project’s effect on Lake Travis. Lake Travis is the single most important economic and environmental driving engine of Central Texas.

      * D-Fund can not be used for projects that result in the inter-basin transfer of surface water necessary to supply the 50-year water requirements of the river basin of origin.

      * BCRUA has no eminent domain power within the Village of Volente without its consent. The project’s recommended industrial intake site is in an existing residential neighborhood. How will the project follow Volente’s zoning restrictions?

      * Leander’s ability to afford this project is questionable. Leander has 47% of the project cost and 12% of the population. In 2008 the estimated project cost increased by $63M, delaying $20M to Phase 2. What is the current project cost and cost per acre foot?

      * The BCRUA Master Agreement does not have joint and/or several liability, or bond insurance. If one city defaults, the others are not liable or responsible. Has default been explained to the residents of Leander? Is the BCRUA lien subordinate to the LCRA?

      The BCRUA is going after the wrong source of water. Lake Travis is drought prone, over-stressed and over-promised. How is the TWDB allowing this huge financial and health risk?

      Sep 21, 8:14 AM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Texas Water Development Board approves $309 million loan for project
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      In the last legislature HB2910 passed that required the City of Austin to get Cedar Park’s permission to dump sludge in a quarry Austin owned. At the same time Cedar Park was planning this industrial facility for a Volente neighborhood without any contact to the Village of Volente. Representative Gattis stated, “Cities should have the right to control things that effect their citizens from a health and environmental standpoint.”

      Should the Village of Volente have this right?

      Impact studies requested a year ago have not been authorized.

      Sep 8, 5:33 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Phase 2A – Deep Water Intake
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      Your water contracts are inter-basin transfers. There is a drought-proof

      aquifer in your own basin with water available just east of Round Rock.

      Leander’s increased water supply permit has not been approved by TCEQ.

      The TCEQ has received many letters contesting this permit. The increased contract is from 6,400af to 24,000af. Leander will need another water supply contract around 2025. Another inter-basin transfer?

      The Texas Water Development Board recommends a per person water usage of 140 gallons per day. Round Rock uses over 200. Conservation plans without enforcement are only plans. Why is the focus now on conservation when this huge infrastructure project is going out to bid?

      How much will your water contracts be curtailed at 560msl? How much more water is left to sell in Lakes Travis and Buchanan?

      Sep 8, 5:05 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — Form Letter Response
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 66.25.136.203

      Last week, BCRUA President Scott Rhode said an aquifer estimate would cost $40,000. Why isn’t this being done? What are the cities scared of, saving hundreds of millions of dollars? The Phase 1 engineering costs are $22M, but this $40,000 is not a wise investment?

      In 2006, LCRA General Manager Joe Beal said, “This lake is going to go empty the night before it rains. If the lake going empty is going to have an impact on you, you better plan for it.” What’s the plan?

      Only Round Rock studied alternative water sources. The Lake Travis option was estimated sharing with Cedar Park or Austin. The aquifer water was priced for Round Rock alone, why?

      How many of the loans are hundreds of millions; how many are under $5M? If one city defaults the other cities are not liable. What are the steps in a default? Why is their no joint liability or bond insurance? Why did Leander have to put up a one-year reserve fund? The LCRA has first dibs on Leander’s water revenues.

      Over 1,200 letters in opposition to this water supply project have been sent to the elected officials of Round Rock, Leander and Cedar Park through www.draininglaketravis.org.

      Sep 8, 4:12 PM — [ Edit | Delete | Unapprove | Approve | Spam ] — LCRA Presentation to BCRUA
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      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 12.24.167.130

      It is not correct that most D-Fund loans are less than $5 million. In fact, the amount of these loans is quite varied, ranging from a couple hundred thousand dollars to hundreds of millions of dollars.

      The BCRUA member cities studied alternatives for supplying their current and projected citizens with a reliable, cost-effective source of water and determined the Lake Travis option to be the best. The BCRUA was qualified to seek a loan from the Texas Water Development Board, and the requested loan was approved ( http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/publications/press_releases/2008/01/BCRUA.asp ).

      The BCRUA lien is not subordinate to LCRA.
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      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 12.24.167.130

      To respond to the needs of its diverse customers and constituencies, LCRA manages Lake Travis water in strict accordance with a comprehensive water management plan required by the Texas Water Development Board. (For more information, visit: http://www.lcra.org/watersupply

      Round Rock, Leander, and Cedar Park hold water contracts to a fraction of the water in Lake Travis – about 13 percent when the BCRUA project is completed. As good stewards of this water, each City has implemented water conservation strategies, and has in place drought management plans that are updated regularly as required by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality. The BCRUA is responsible, like all other utilities on Lake Travis, to make good plans to remain in operation during times of drought. Thus, for the design of the intake, the BCRUA is placing inlets at varying depths, including 560 msl, to help ensure that municipal needs are met during periods of declining lake levels.
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      admin | info@bcrua.org | IP: 12.24.167.130

      Thank you for your input. All comments are reviewed and considered as part of the project’s due diligence.

      The BCRUA Board approved Site 4, located at the mouth of the Sandy Creek Arm of Lake Travis, as the recommended location of the deep-water intake. The recommended site has 23 acres and offers a buffer between a constructed intake facility and neighborhood residents. Additional environmental and other analyses are underway. Needed easements will be determined as part of this analysis.

      In constructing the facility, we will follow all applicable state laws. We will also be sensitive to the health and welfare of nearby residents. While all construction projects come with impacts, we will work to minimize the inconvenience of temporary impacts, such as dust, and seek to mitigate any identified long-term impacts.

      Meetings to solicit neighborhood input and provide information have been ongoing. A meeting between representatives of the Village of Volente and representatives of the cities of Round Rock, Leander, and Cedar Park is scheduled in the near future.
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 70.112.84.64

      The BCRUA was formed as a transportation district and does not have the power of eminent domain in the Village of Volente without its consent. The project’s recommended intake site is in an existing Volente residential neighborhood. The Village of Volente passed a resolution that opposes the construction and operation of the industrial deep-water intake facility, raw water pipelines, or related facilities within its municipal boundaries. The Village urges the BCRUA to respect the Village of Volente’s right and responsibility to control developments within its boundaries to protect the health and welfare of its citizens.

      The BCRUA needs 11 permits form the Village. How many permanent and temporary easements are required? The proposed 84″ pipeline is constructed by open-cut trenching through the neighborhood and down Lime Creek Road, the single access road for Volente. Considering eminent domain and Volente’s zoning restrictions, is Phase 1 constructing a pipeline to nowhere?
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 70.112.84.64

      The Highland Lakes Sytem has 445,000af of firm water. At your lowest intake depth, 560msl, water can be pulled from 575msl. At this level the Highland Lakes System has 200,000af (50% of firm water). Since these water supply contracts have no daily limit, twice the average daily consumption can be taken during the summer months for peak usage. How is this figured in? How fast will the Lakes be going down? Why is your intake on the bottom of Lake Travis if your not planning on getting every last drop? Why is this necessary for a “reliable” source of water?

      Remember LCRA General Manager Joe Beal’s statement, “This lake is going to go empty the night before it rains. I mean empty. If this will have an impact on you, you’d better plan for it.”

      The 2007 State Water Plan used a 1999 cost estimate of $202M for this project. It’s now over $400M. The Williamson County Water Supply Facilities Plan by your engineering firm recommended aquifer water as the least costly long-range water supply source for Williamson County.

      Spending over $400M to go deeper into an over-stressed, over-promised, drought-prone Lake Travis for a single source of water is not the answer.
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 70.112.84.64

      In 2007, Willaimson County’s Senator Ogden, Chair of the Senate Finance Committee, appropriated $365M to the TWDB. Three months later this project filed a funding application for $358M. The project applied under D-Fund because it does not require joint liability or bond insurance. Most D-

      Fund loans are under $5M.

      * Leander and Cedar Park considered no other alternative water source.

      These Brazos Basin cities have a drought-proof, prolific aquifer available just east of Round Rock. This would be a second source of water!

      * Leander’s increased water supply contract has not been approved by TCEQ. No economic or environmental studies are planned on the project’s effect on Lake Travis. Lake Travis is the single most important economic and environmental driving engine of Central Texas.

      * D-Fund can not be used for projects that result in the inter-basin transfer of surface water necessary to supply the 50-year water requirements of the river basin of origin.

      * BCRUA has no eminent domain power within the Village of Volente without its consent. The project’s recommended industrial intake site is in an existing residential neighborhood. How will the project follow Volente’s zoning restrictions?

      * Leander’s ability to afford this project is questionable. Leander has 47% of the project cost and 12% of the population. In 2008 the estimated project cost increased by $63M, delaying $20M to Phase 2. What is the current project cost and cost per acre foot?

      * The BCRUA Master Agreement does not have joint and/or several liability, or bond insurance. If one city defaults, the others are not liable or responsible. Has default been explained to the residents of Leander? Is the BCRUA lien subordinate to the LCRA?

      The BCRUA is going after the wrong source of water. Lake Travis is drought prone, over-stressed and over-promised. How is the TWDB allowing this huge financial and health risk?
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 70.112.84.64

      Through open records one aquifer company stated that’s its plan to Round Rock was over-estimated by $180M. Does that make it $120M less than Lake Travis water? Why wasn’t aquifer water estimated partnering with the other neighboring cities? Isn’t there an economy of scale savings? You have not thoroughly researched other water sources.

      This option would give Cedar Park and Leander a second source of water. The Carrizo or Simsboro aquifer is said to be drought-proof. The aquifer water also is in the State/Regional Plan as the best, long range water source for Williamson County.

      The 2007 State Plan used cost figures for this Project from 1999 at $202M. Is the Project double that now? Should it be in the State Plan? The region’s safety and economic health depends on your due diligence.
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      Judy Graci | judithgraci@yahoo.com | IP: 70.112.84.64

      How much more water is available to sell? Is it LCRA Board policy that it has to sell water to anyone outside its service area that asks?

      No economic or environmental studies are planned on the effects of these two, huge deep water intakes. These intakes are designed near the bottom of Lake Travis. If 643msl was scary, what would happen at 565msl almost 80′ lower? What’s left? These cities should secure a second source of water instead of investing incredible amounts of taxpayer dollars to go deeper in Lake Travis. Does the LCRA not control the depth, location, and size of these intakes? If these intakes will not drain the lake. get off the bottom! What are the adverse effects on the other water supply holders?

      What percentage of the BCRUA contracts will be curtailled at 595msl, 585msl, 575msl, and 565msl? Is the LCRA in the process of modeling the lake levels if all the current contracts were in full use in drought of 2006 and the flood of 2007? Can all the intakes take twice their average amounts in the summer months? Will this be reflected in the modeling?

      Joe Beal, LCRA General Manager on June 14, 2006, “If the lake going empty is going to have an impact on you, you better plan for it. It could be happening this year.”
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      Will Hampton, City of Round Rock | whampton@round-rock.tx.us | roundrocktexas.gov | IP: 12.24.167.130

      We’ve created a new post on the Texas Water Development Board action, since it looks like people want to comment on it. Please make further comments about that issue under that post.

      To correct Mr. Dahleen’s comment, and I assume it was a typo, the Phase 1 loan was for $170 million.

      The BCRUA has been seriously considering other intake sites and designs for months. In fact, we kicked off a study to do just that at a public meeting in Volente on Nov. 15. Our second public meeting on that study is scheduled for Feb. 21 at the Volente Fire Hall.

      We looked at the case for “aquifer water” in Round Rock as part of a study we conducted in 2005. The lowest-priced option for groundwater was $78 million more than partnering with our neighbors to access Lake Travis water. The study is available for review in our Documents section, titled “Lake Travis Raw Water Supply Study.”

      As TWDB staff noted at the meeting, the BCRUA partner cities meet the TWDB conservation requirements.

      The City of Round Rock currently uses reuse water to irrigate the city-owned Forest Creek Golf Course, and has plans to expand its reuse system to irrigate Old Settlers Park.
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      Bill Dahleen | bill.dahleen@gmail.com | IP: 70.112.246.251

      BREAKING NEWS:

      TWDB MEETING RESULTS:

      35 speakers spoke to an overflow crowd against the ill-conceived BCRUA water pipeline project at the TWDB meeting on January 28.

      The Board seemed to have serious reservations about the project, thanks to all the professionally prepared speakers! The Board members were hesitant to commit the total $309 million loan. Final decision was to commit $170,000 for Phase I and require BCRUA to request funds for Phase II at a later date after solid plans and studies are in place.

      Their decision forces BCRUA to seriously consider other intake sites and types as well as realize they are being closely watched by more than just DELTA. It also gives DELTA time to prepare an even better case for aquifer water, conservation and reuse.
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      Bill Dahleen | bill.dahleen@gmail.com | IP: 70.112.246.251

      good day , as most of you know the T.W.D.B voted to fund phase 1 of this massive project . sadly they had no other choice .
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