
Region C Water Planning 
Group

September 22, 2008



Action Items

A. Request for Consistency Waiver
B. Updates to FAQ’s on Web Site
C. Conservation Memos (3)
D. Parker-Wise County Report
E. County-Wide Meetings Memo
F. Response to TWDB Request for Information
G. Authorization for NTMWD to negotiate and execute 

contracts



Request for Consistency 
Waiver by Parker County SUD

Stephanie Griffin



Consistency Waiver

� What is a consistency waiver?
� §357.13. Consistency with Regional Water Plan.

(c) For purposes of the Texas Water Code, §16.053(k), 
the board may consider, among other factors, changed 
conditions if a political subdivision requests a waiver of 
the Texas Water Code, §16.053(j) for a project 
proposed to the board for funding to meet a need in a 
manner that is not consistent with the manner the need 
is addressed in an approved regional water plan. The 
board shall request the members of any affected 
regional water planning group to provide input on the 
request for waiver of the Texas Water Code, 
§16.053(j).



Consistency Waiver

� What does a consistency waiver do (in 
layman’s terms)?
� Provides a mechanism by which an entity, 

under certain circumstances, may receive 
TWDB funding for a project if the project is not 
consistent with a regional water plan 

� Does not amend the regional water plan



Consistency Waiver Process

� Entity seeking consistency waiver contacts 
appropriate RWPG

� RWPG includes the request in its posted 
agenda

� RWPG takes action on the request and 
submits it decision to the TWDB



Consistency Waiver Process

� If the RWPG supports the consistency 
request, then the requesting entity submits a 
formal consistency waiver request to the 
TWDB

� The TWDB takes the request to the Board for 
the final decision



Background Information

� Parker County SUD (previously known as 
Parker WSC) is part of Parker County-Other

� Parker County SUD was not directly 
contacted through Region C surveys 

� West side of Parker County
� Currently obtains water from Mineral Wells 

(Lake Palo Pinto)

� 2006 Plan recommended additional supply 
from Mineral Wells



Current Situation 

� Mineral Wells is limited on its available supply 
to sell to Parker County SUD

� 2006 Plan did not show the BRA water as an 
alternative for Parker County-Other 

� Parker County SUD has signed a contract to 
purchase water from Brazos River Authority

� Parker County SUD is seeking TWDB funding 
to construct a pipeline and water treatment 
plant to use the BRA water



Consistency Waiver

� Are there any questions?

� What is the desire of the RCWPG regarding 
this request?



Frequently Asked Questions 
for Region C Web Site

Colby Walton



FAQs for Region C Website

� Document included in your meeting packets
� Based on key messages previously 

developed and approved by the Planning 
Group

� FAQs are designed to address the most 
commonly asked questions about Region C 
Water Planning, or other questions we can 
reasonably anticipate, to better educate the 
public about relevant issues

� Once approved, FAQs will be added to the 
website by Freese & Nichols



FAQs Review

� Issues addressed in the FAQs
� What is the RCWPG?
� What is Region C?
� What are the RCWPG’s powers?
� What is the Planning Group doing during this 

round of planning?
� What are some of the Region’s water planning 

accomplishments since 1997?
� When was the current Regional Water Plan 

adopted, and what type of strategies are in the 
Plan?



FAQs Review

� Issues addressed in the FAQs
� Why is Regional Water Planning important to 

the region?
� Why plan for a surplus supply?
� Are we planning for enough conservation and 

reuse?
� Where will the Region’s future water supply 

come from?



FAQs Review

� Other issues addressed in the FAQs
� Marvin Nichols Reservoir
� Lake Fastrill
� Lake Ralph Hall
� Lower Bois d’Arc Creek Reservoir
� Oklahoma water
� Why other potentially feasible strategies aren’t 

currently recommended in the Regional Water Plan
� GPCD comparisons with other regions/cities
� Likelihood of drought, comparison to Atlanta
� How interested citizens and groups can get more info 

or request presentations about Region C Water 
Planning



Memo: Water Loss, Leak 
Detection and Water Audits

Brian McDonald



Water Loss Prevention

� Reviewed procedures used by 24 selected 
WUGS and WWPs to address water loss, 
leakage, and leak detection
� Allen
� Arlington
� Aubrey
� Azle
� Carrollton
� Chico
� Dallas
� Denton

� Fort Worth
� Frisco
� Lewisville
� Mansfield
� McKinney
� North Richland Hills
� NTMWD
� Plano

� Rockett SUD
� Terrell
� TRA
� TRWD
� UTRWD
� Waxahachie
� Weatherford
� Wylie



Water Loss Prevention

� Leak Detection and Repair
� Preventive maintenance
� Routine inspection
� Pipeline integrity testing
� Replacement of aging water mains
� Active and passive listening devices

� Two utilities reported regulating system 
pressure to limit water loss

� Most utilities have meter replacement 
programs



Water Loss Prevention

� Recommendations:
� Utilities should attempt to better quantify the water 

savings from leak detection and repair programs
� Solicit updated water system audit data for use in 

evaluating strategies for the 2011 Region C Water 
Plan



Water Loss Prevention

� Memo presented in draft form at June 2 
RCWPG meeting

� This memo will be included in the 
Conservation and Reuse report

� Are there any questions?
� Consultants are seeking approval of this 

memo.



Memo: Costs Associated with 
Implementation of BMPs

Brian McDonald



Water Conservation BMP 
Implementation Costs

� Gathered cost information associated with 
BMP implementation from 24 selected WUGs
and WWPs

� Findings:
� Many cities have implemented recommended 

water conservation strategies
� Some have implemented additional strategies
� Limited BMP cost data reported

� Will use the results to refine costs in the 2011 
Region C Water Plan



Water Conservation BMP 
Implementation Costs
� Memo presented in draft form at June 2 

RCWPG meeting
� This memo will be included in the 

Conservation and Reuse report

� Are there any questions?
� Consultants are seeking approval of this 

memo.



Memo: Conservation 
Education

Brian McDonald



Public Education Approaches

� Reviewed public education approaches for 24 
selected WUGs and WWPs

� Conclusions:
� Most of the water providers are actively 

pursuing public education programs
� No single, regional program. However, major 

independent programs (NTMWD, DWU, 
TRWD) target a majority of the region



Public Education Approaches

� Recommendations:
� Continue water education coordinator 

meetings to share ideas, coordinate messages
� Continue communication among major public 

education programs to assure that messages 
are as “regional” as is practical



Public Education Memo

� Memo presented in draft form at June 2 
RCWPG meeting

� This memo will be included in the 
Conservation and Reuse report

� Are there any questions?
� Consultants are seeking approval of this 

memo.



Report on Parker-Wise County 
Study

Rachel Ickert



Parker-Wise 
County 
Study Area



Parker-Wise County Study
Basic Steps Taken for the Study
� Met with or Surveyed Water User Groups (WUGs) 

and Wholesale Water Providers (WWPs) in the Study 
Area

� Reviewed Recent Population and Water Use Data
� Developed Population Projections, Per Capita Water 

Use, and Demand Values
� Revised Water Management Strategies to Meet 

Projected Demands
� Updated Cost Estimates for Water Management 

Strategies



Parker-Wise County Study
Draft Report
� 9 WUGs with Increased Population 

Projections
� 3 WUGs with Decreased Population 

Projections

� 14 WUGs with No Changes



Study 4 – Parker-Wise County Study
Draft Report
� Conclusion

� Population and demand growing faster than 
projected in 2006 Region C Plan

� County total population growing slower than 
projected by NCTCOG



Population Projections for Study Area
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Demand Projections for Study Area
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Parker-Wise County Study  
Water Management Strategies
� Most of the recommended Water Management 

Strategies are in line with the 2006 Plan
� Recommended Changes

� Increase Supply from TRWD (Several Water 
User Groups)

� Parker County SUD – Today’s action will be 
reflected in this report.

� Parker County - Mining – Gas industry will 
purchase 90% of Weatherford reuse water.



Parker-Wise County Study  
Water Management Strategies
� Requested Changes – Not Recommended

� Aurora wants to discontinue all surface water 
and rely on groundwater

� Willow Park indicated they may not be ready to 
connect to surface water before 2020



Parker-Wise County Study  
Wholesale Water Providers
� Tarrant Regional Water District

� Walnut Creek SUD
� City of Weatherford



Demands and Supplies for Study Area
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Demands and Supplies for Walnut 
Creek SUD
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Demands and Supplies for City of 
Weatherford and Customers
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Parker-Wise County Study  
Projected Costs
� Supplemental Wells

� $35,400,000

� New Water Treatment Plants
� $86,900,000

� Water Treatment Plant Expansions
� $41,600,000



Parker-Wise County Study  
Projected Costs

� Walnut Creek Parallel Pipeline to Boyd 
and Rhome 

� East Parker County System - Pipeline 
from Weatherford to Annetta, Annetta
South, and Willow Park

� Decatur Parallel Pipeline to Bridgeport
� Other Projects

� Total Capital Costs for Transmission 
Facilities

� $28,400,000

� $13,700,000

� $15,000,000
� $18,200,000

� $75,300,000

� Water Transmission Facilities (Capital Costs)



Parker-Wise County Study  
Projected Costs

� Total Capital Costs for Study Area
� $239,200,000



Parker-Wise County Study  

� Questions?

� Seeking approval of the report to submit in 
final form to TWDB.



Memo: Summary of County-
Wide Meetings

Stephanie Griffin



Memo Summarizing County-Wide 
Meetings
� Held 7 meetings in 6 counties with water 

suppliers and cities
� Cooke County
� Fannin County
� Freestone County
� Grayson County 
� Kaufman County (2 meetings)
� Navarro County 



Memo Summarizing County-Wide 
Meetings
� Presented information from 2006 Region C 

Water Plan
� Population projections for county
� Demand projections for county
� Recommended water management strategies 

� Obtain input on recent growth and changed 
conditions



Key Findings

� Concerns with groundwater drilling 
associated with the development of the 
Barnett Shale

� Concern regarding the potential new 
groundwater conservation district

� Disagreement with the idea that the aquifers 
are being overdrafted



Key Findings

� Concerns with increased construction of stock 
ponds

� Concerns with the proposed percentage of 
Lake Ralph Hall for export out of Fannin
County

� Increased interest in reuse



Key Findings

� Increased interest in Oklahoma water

� Corsicana is connecting to Richland-
Chambers Reservoir earlier than what was 
recommended in 2006 Plan

� Growth in some areas may create additional 
water user groups



Updates to Memo Since June RCWPG 
Meeting
� Contracted amount of TRWD water for 

Fairfield has been corrected



Memo Summarizing County-Wide 
Meetings
� Memo presented in draft form at June 2 

RCWPG meeting
� This memo is a stand-alone memo that will 

be sent to the TWDB upon RCWPG approval

� Are there any questions?
� Consultants are seeking approval of this 

memo to finalize and submit to the TWDB



Response to TWDB’s Letter 
Requesting Additional 
Information

Stephanie Griffin



Update on 2009-2011 Grant Request

� Region C submitted grant application before 
June 13 deadline

� August 18 - TWDB staff submitted request to 
TWDB Board of Directors to allow staff to 
negotiate and execute contracts

� August 25 – TWDB Board of Directors 
authorized the staff to negotiate and execute 
contracts up to the amounts specified in the 
request

� September 12 – TWDB sent letter to RCWPG 
requesting additional information



What did TWDB Recommend 
Funding in Region C?
� All of Task 1: Planning Area Description

� Task 2: Population and Water Demand 
Projections
� Basic required tasks, except Task 2.a

(population and demand surveys)
� Additional tasks to review mining, 

manufacturing, irrigation, and livestock data, 
Tasks 2.k and 2.l



What did TWDB Recommend 
Funding in Region C?
� Task 3: Evaluation of Existing Water Supply 

� All basic required tasks
� Additional Task 3.k to gather and review water 

supply contracts
� Additional Tasks 3.l and 3.m, pending 

response to request for additional information



What did TWDB Recommend 
Funding in Region C?
� Task 4: Water Management Strategies 

� All basic required tasks, pending response to 
request for additional information

� Additional Task 4.m to coordinate with 
neighboring regions

� Additional Task 4.o to survey WUGs and 
WWPs regarding proposed strategies, 
pending response to request for additional 
information

� Additional Task 4.r to study the use of saline 
water and refine costs



What did TWDB Recommend 
Funding in Region C?
� Task 4: Water Management Strategies 

� Additional Task 4.s – 4.w County-wide studies, 
pending response to request for additional 
information

� Cooke-Grayson Counties
� Fannin County
� Freestone County 
� Kaufman County
� Navarro County



What did TWDB Recommend 
Funding in Region C?
� All of Task 5: Water Quality 

� All of Task 6: Conservation and Drought 
Management

� All of Task 7: Long-Term Protection of Natural 
Resources

� All of Task 8: Unique Reservoir Sites and 
Stream Segments, except for meetings with 
TPWD



What did TWDB Recommend 
Funding in Region C?
� All of Task 9: Infrastructure Financing Report

� Task 10: Adoption of Plan and Public 
Participation
� All basic required tasks, except Task 10.b 

Media Relations Campaign



What does this mean?

� Best Case Scenario:  TWDB agrees with our 
response with additional information, looking 
at $1.9 million

� Worst Case Scenario:  TWDB does not agree 
with our response and chooses not to fund 
these tasks, looking at $1 million 



TWDB Request for Additional 
Information
� Sept 12 – TWDB sends electronic copy of 

letter requesting additional information
� Sept 22 – TWDB requests responses to be 

submitted 



Additional Information Requested

� Task 3.l: Meetings with WWPs
� Breakdown of hours to complete work
� Explanation of time involved in preparing for, 

hosting, and summarizing these meetings

� Task 3.m: Review and Update Data
� No additional information is needed



Additional Information Requested

� Tasks 4.a – 4.l Water Management Strategies
� Breakdown of hours to complete work
� Additional explanation as to what needs to be 

updated (what we know as of now)
� Include results of current special studies
� Detailed review of cost estimates



Additional Information Requested

� Task 4.o: Survey WUGs Regarding Proposed 
Strategies
� Breakdown of hours to complete work
� Explanation as to what specific information is 

being sought through survey



Additional Information Requested

� Tasks 4.s – 4.w: County-Wide Studies 
� Breakdown of hours to complete work
� Explanation as to how these studies differ 

from the county-wide meeting held in the 
Spring 2008



Additional Information Requested

� Task 10: Public Participation Process
� Task 10.b Media Relations was not funded
� TWDB has since determined that elements 

from 10.b may be funded as long as the total 
budget for Task 10 does not exceed the 
current amount approved by the TWDB Board

� All remaining tasks are needed to complete 
basic TWDB requirements

� Should we seek alternative funding for Task 
10.b? 



Next Steps

� Consider approving response to TWDB 
request for additional information

� Consider seeking alternative funding for Task 
10.b Media Relations Campaign



Authorization for Region C 
Contract (NTMWD) with 
TWDB

Jim Parks



Authorization for Region C 
Contract (NTMWD) with 
Freese and Nichols

Jim Parks



Discussion Items

A. Updates on Special Studies

B. Schedule Updates



Upcoming Newsletter

Colby Walton



Proposed Fall 2008 Newsletter Topics

� Feature Article on Major Conservation and Reuse 
Projects Underway in Region C

� Update on State Water Plan Funding Project 
Prioritization and Projects Awarded in Region C

� Updates on the Water Conservation Advisory 
Council and the Study Commission on Region C

� Brief Overview of Environmental/Instream Flows



Proposed Fall 2008 Newsletter Topics

� Conservation Corner – Brief on Special Studies, 
Challenges of Quantifying Water Conservation 
Programs’ Effectiveness

� Box Highlighting Water Supply Projects Coming 
Online Soon (Dallas’ Lake Fork, NTMWD’s Lake 
Tawakoni, etc.)

� Schedule of Upcoming Meetings



Study 1
Conservation and Reuse 
Study

Stephanie Griffin

Rick Shaffer
Ellen McDonald



Recent TWDB GPCD Analysis

� TWDB recently published municipal per 
capita water use figures for all 16 regions

� Municipal per capital water use includes 
residential and commercial water use divided 
by the city’s population



Recent TWDB GPCD Analysis

� In 2000, Region C had the 3rd highest 
municipal gpcd

� In 2006, Region C had the 6th highest 
municipal gpcd

� Year 2000 and 2006 show Region C has 
having the lowest total gpcd across the state



Municipal Per Capita Water Use (Year 2000)
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Municipal Per Capita Water Use by Region in 2006
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Total Per Capita Water Use (Year 2000)
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Conservation and Reuse Study

� Slightly behind schedule

� Difficulties quantifying effectiveness of water 
conservation measures

� Analyzing and requesting additional 
information to develop conclusions



Vision North Texas - Objectives

� Collaborative effort between the Urban Land 
Institute, NCTCOG, UTA and other volunteers

� Successful and sustainable growth in the 
North Central Texas region
� Increase awareness of projected growth
� Inform leaders and public of implications
� Understand options for growth
� Create a forum for discussion

� North Texas 2050



Vision North Texas -
Developments 
� Regional Visioning Workshop – April 2005

� 4 Subregional Workshops – January 2007 
through May 2008

� 4 categorical scenarios for future growth:
� NCTCOG 2030 Forecast
� Rail (more efficient use of rail systems)
� Infill (increase development in already-

developed areas) 
� Polycentric (hybrid scenario) 



Vision North Texas – Focus Area

Source: VNT Presentation to Region C, June 2008



Vision North Texas – Phase 3 (Oct 
2007 – Dec 2009)
� Examine regional development alternatives 

and prepare a Regional Choices Report 
(progress meeting on Sept 16, 2008)

� Subregional meetings (Nov 2008)

� Regional Summit meeting (Dec 2008)
� North Texas 2050 draft report (Fall 2009)

� Vision Statement for a preferred regional 
pattern of growth

� Action Package of tools, techniques and 
incentives



Vision North Texas - Coordination

� VNT is eager for Region C to become more 
involved now to provide additional support 
and knowledge
� Effects of each scenario on water supply and 

demand have not been fully identified
� Bill Lewis has volunteered to be the Region C 

liaison to VNT
� Region C attended the Regional Choices 

Report progress meeting on Sept 16th

� Membership is on a voluntary basis



Study 1 – Reuse (APAI)

� Reviewing draft memoranda to summarize 
reuse projects and their potential impacts on 
the Region C Water Plan
� Up to 5 indirect reuse projects
� Up to 5 direct reuse projects

� Summarizing how reclaimed water is 
currently used in Region C 
� Purpose of use
� Replacement of treated water
� Seasonality



Study 1 – Impact of Reuse in Region C

� Purpose of study:
� Provide update on status of direct and indirect 

reuse projects since 2006 Plan
� Identify implementation challenges 



Study 1 – Impact of Direct Reuse

� Direct reuse projects:
� City of Dallas
� City of Fort Worth
� City of Denton
� City of Frisco

� These projects will provide up to 59,010 acre-
feet/year of reclaimed water. 

� Direct reuse projects are projected to provide 
208,958 acre-feet/year of 2060 Region C 
water demand.  



Study 1 – Impact of Direct Reuse

City of Dallas
� 21,017 acre-feet/year of direct reuse by the year 

2060 in 2006 Plan. 
� Existing projects: Cedar Crest Golf Course
� Planned projects: extension of Cedar Crest pipeline 

to Dallas Zoo and Rock-Tenn and White Rock 
pipeline to serve new customers

� Implementation Issues
� Funding
� New policies and procedures
� Marketing reuse water



Study 1 – Impact of Direct Reuse

City of Fort Worth

� 11,787 acre-feet/year of direct reuse by the 
year 2060 in 2006 Plan. 

� Planned projects: Four projects in various 
service areas

� Implementation Issues
� Infrastructure
� Marketing and public education programs
� Funding



Study 1 – Impact of Direct Reuse

City of Denton

� 4,708 acre-feet/year of direct reuse by the 
year 2060 in 2006 Plan. 

� Existing projects: Provided to eight retail 
customers

� Planned projects: Robson Ranch reuse 

� Implementation Issues
� Funding
� Identifying new customers



Study 1 – Impact of Direct Reuse

City of Frisco
� 307 acre-feet/year of direct reuse by the year 

2060 in 2006 Plan. 
� Provided by NTMWD treatment plants.
� Existing projects: Trails at Frisco, irrigation at 

WWTP 
� Planned projects: Second phase will include 

more customers 
� Implementation Issues

� Identifying new customers



Study 1 – Impact of Indirect Reuse

� Indirect reuse projects:
� North Texas Municipal Water District
� Tarrant Regional Water District
� Trinity River Authority
� Upper Trinity Regional Water District
� City of Athens

� These projects will provide up to 430,683 acre-
feet/year of reclaimed water. 

� Indirect reuse projects are projected to provide 
665,459 acre-feet/year of 2060 Region C water 
demand.  



Study 1 – Impact of Indirect Reuse

North Texas Municipal Water District
� 173,882 acre-feet/year of indirect reuse by 

the year 2060 in 2006 Plan. 
� Existing projects: East Fork Raw Water 

Supply Project and Lake Lavon (Wilson 
Creek) Reuse Project

� Implementation Issues
� Cooperation with TCEQ and stakeholders
� USACE permit
� Fast-track schedule



Study 1 – Impact of Indirect Reuse

Tarrant Regional Water District
� 188,765 acre-feet/year of indirect reuse by the year 

2060 in 2006 Plan.
� Existing projects: George W. Shannon wetlands at 

Richland Chamber Reservoir
� Planned projects: wetlands at Cedar Creek Reservoir
� Implementation Issues

� USACE permitting for Cedar Creek not commenced 
� Development of conveyance systems



Study 1 – Impact of Indirect Reuse

Trinity River Authority
� 185,259 acre-feet/year of indirect and direct reuse 

by the year 2060 in 2006 Plan.
� Will provide reuse water for steam electric power.
� Existing projects: Waxahachie indirect reuse
� Planned projects: Dallas, Ellis, Freestone, and 

Kaufman county steam electric power indirect and 
direct reuse projects

� Implementation Issues
� Identification of customers
� Permitting issues with blowdown water 



Study 1 – Impact of Indirect Reuse

Upper Trinity Regional Water District

� 25,503 acre-feet/year of indirect reuse by the 
year 2060 in 2006 Plan. 

� Existing projects: Chapman Water Reuse 
System

� Implementation Issues
� Detailed accounting system development
� Collaboration with other entities



Study 1 – Impact of Indirect Reuse

City of Athens

� 2,677 acre-feet/year of indirect reuse by the 
year 2060 in 2006 Plan. 

� Planned projects: Lake Athens Reuse Project
� Implementation Issues

� Funding sources
� Permits
� Design and construction of conveyance and 

treatment facilities



Study 1 – Impact of Reuse

� Conclusions
� Challenges for Region C reuse programs:

� Global
� Public Education
� Science and Technology
� Financing

� Individual Projects
� Lack of funding
� Infrastructure requirements
� Identifying new customers



Study 2
Toledo Bend Study

Stephanie Griffin



Study 2 – Toledo Bend Study

� Concluded initial meetings with potential 
participants

� Revising cost estimates for potential routes

� Writing draft report summarizing this work
� Next steps

� Review Region I memo/report on potential 
impacts to receiving reservoirs

� Review Region I memo/report on potential 
impacts to bays and estuaries



Study 3
Athens and Fort Worth 
Reuse Studies

Brian McDonald



Study 3 – Athens Pilot Project

� Examining feasibility of augmenting water 
supply in Lake Athens with reclaimed water

� Recent work:
� Identified potential treatment wetlands 

locations
� Evaluated potential pipeline routes for 

conveying reclaimed water from the WWTPs
to Lake Athens

� Developed conceptual designs for polishing 
treatment



Study 3 – Athens Pilot Project

� Next steps:
� Finish cost estimates
� Develop recommended actions
� Meet with AMWA
� Draft report (November 2008)



Study 3 – Fort Worth Pilot Project

� Refining conceptual plans for direct reuse 
projects

� Recent work:
� Identified potential satellite WWTP sites
� Refined water demands
� Refined distribution system concept

� Next steps:
� Continue to refine cost-benefit analysis
� Develop recommended actions
� Meet with City of Fort Worth
� Draft report (December 2008)



Study 4
Four County Study

Stephanie Griffin



Study 4 – Four County Study

� Completed additional cost estimates

� Sought input from TRWD and TRA
� Working with HDR (consultant for Brazos G)

� Preliminary draft report will be sent to 
regional water providers in study area this 
week



Study 4 – Four County Study

� Next steps
� Meeting with regional providers in study area
� Prepare draft report
� Send draft report to study area WUGs and 

WWPs, RCWPG, and Brazos G WPG
� Present draft report at a group-wide meeting 

with study area participants
� Present draft report to RCWPG and Brazos G 

WPG
� Incorporate comments and finalize report



Schedule Update

Stephanie Griffin



Updated Schedule

� December 2008
� Present draft report for Conservation/Reuse 

study
� Present draft report for Athens Reuse study
� Present draft report for Fort Worth Reuse 

study
� Update on Fort Worth reuse study
� Present draft report for Four County study
� Update TWDB scope of work and contract 

status for 2009-2011 work



Updated Schedule

� February 2009
� Present final report on Conservation and 

Reuse study
� Present final report on Athens Reuse study
� Present final report for Fort Worth Reuse 

study
� Present final report for the Four County Study
� Update 2009-2011 work progress



Other Discussion

Jim Parks



Other Discussion

� Updates from the Chair
� Report from Regional Liaisons
� Report from GMA8 Liaisons
� Report from Texas Water Development Board
� Report from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
� Report from Texas Department of Agriculture
� Confirmation Date and Location of Next Meeting
� Other Discussion
� Acknowledgement of Guests
� Public Comments



Thank you for attending.

Materials are available at 
www.regioncwater.org


