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Saratoga UW(D future hinges on funding

BY ERICK MITCHELL
DISPATCH RECORD

Saratoga Underground
Water Conservation Dis-
trict’s future lies in the
hands of the Lampasas
County Commissioners
Court.

On Monday,
commissioners held a
joint workshop with the
Saratoga UWCD board to
understand the district’s
funding needs. Currently,
Lampasas County provides
a $12,500 annual donation
to the district, but Saratoga
UWCD directors believe
more is needed to ensure
the district can abide with
state law.

Since Saratoga UWCD
lost its part-time general
manager in December,
directors have been
voluntarily administering
the district. To fill the void
after the departure of the
only paid employee, at-
large director Mike Watson
told commissioners the
water district has secured
a contract with Ardurra
Group.

“They are a consulting
firm that specializes in
water,” Watson said. “James
[Bronikowski] has extensive
experience, and he is the
project lead for that. We
have begun using Ardurra,
and we think that is the
right solution going forward
for both an expertise and
cost approach.”

Watson added that the
district is funding Ardurra
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Saratoga Underground Water Conservation District Precinct 1 Director Stan Wilson, left, and
Precinct 2 Director Reuben Martinez look on during Monday’s workshop with the Lampasas

County Ci s Court.

UWCD is ki

funding from the county

to ensure the district is fulfilling its duties as required by state law.

Group through the end
of the current fiscal year,
which comes in September,
to do the bare minimum
required by law. However,
that does not include
accurate driller logs,
working with landowners
and promoting responsible
water use.

Watson told the Commis-
sioners Court the Saratoga

UWCD faces three options:
dissolve, consolidate with
another nearby district, or
continue operating, but at
what level.

OPTIONS FOR SARATOGA’S FUTURE
Bronikowski, a water
group leader with Ardurra
and former project
manager with the Texas
‘Water Development Board,

was at Monday’s meeting
to unveil three possible
funding options.

In “Alternative A,”
Ardurra would carry
out the district’s general
manager duties and meet
state legal requirements.
Also, the consulting
firm would advise board
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members on policy
decisions, help build outside
relationships, provide more
accurate water consumption
data and strengthen
enforcement.

“What this is really
about is enforcing the
district’s rules as it relates
to permit requirements
such as registering any
new wells, applying for an
operating permit for all non-
exempt wells, well-spacing
requirements, reporting
requirements, such as well
registration and permits,”
Bronikowski said.

Alternative A is the most
cost-effective option, with a
budget totaling $67,500.

Under Alternative B,
Ardurra would perform
all the duties listed in
Alternative A along with
updating rules with
evolving legislation. The
cost would be $94,500.
Additionally, the firm would
assist with public outreach
programs and help address
community concerns.

The most extensive option,
Alternative C, would help
the district operate closer to
its peers and prepare for the
future of Lampasas County.

Totaling $170,000, Alter-
native C aims to develop a
groundwater management
plan to inform Saratoga
UWCD directors of the dis-
trict’s long-term health and
provide more information
on aquifer levels. Also, the
option allows for deeper
cooperation with Ground-
water Management Area 8,
the regional water planning
district that assists Saratoga
UWCD, to better set the de-
sired future condition.

Although Saratoga UWCD
is involved with GMA 8’s De-
sired Future Conditions Ex-
planatory Report, Director
Stan Wilson believes more
infrastructure is needed to
produce better data.

“We pay into that. Itisa
big study, it is a heavy-duty
deal,” Wilson said. “We do
participate, but we don’t
contribute a lot of data be-
cause we don’'t have the data
density here in our county to
understand what our aquifer
levels are doing and to draw
out a recharge zone.”

FUNDING DISCUSSION

The options provided by
Bronikowski would require
additional funds from the
county.

At a Commissioners Court
meeting May 11, Watson
and fellow Saratoga UWCD
directors recommended
$50,000 from the county
-- $37,500 more than the
current funding level.
Another revenue stream
factoring into the budget
would be well applications.

The district receives
$500 for each exempt well

application. An exempt well
must be on land 10 acres or
more, produce no more than
25,000 gallons per day, and
is exclusive for a homestead
(for drinking or washing) or
for livestock.

Wells on tracts of land
10 acres or fewer that use
less than 25,000 gallons of
water for domestic/livestock
use are classified as non-
exempt wells. Along with a
$500 application fee, a $500
permit fee and annual $500
permit are required.

Bronikowski noted a third
revenue stream for the dis-
trict could be yearly collec-
tions from non-exempt wells.

“There are several
existing non-exempt
permits that are not paying
their annual permit renewal
fees,” he said. “There
is a potential source of
additional revenue that is
currently sitting there that
is not being collected by the
lack of resources.”

Commissioners had plenty
of thoughts to share after
Bronikowski’s presentation.
Precinct 2 Commissioner
Jamie Smart asked what
the repercussions would be
if the county didn’t kick in
extra funding for the water
district.

Wilson and Watson said a
landowner could file a com-
plaint with the Texas Com-
mission on Environmental
Quality, triggering an audit
of the district. The state
would allow the Saratoga
the opportunity to correct
the issue and, if not remedi-
ated, require a new election
of directors or dissolve the
district.

“Under the way we have
been operating, we are
probably not meeting those
requirements, or barely,”
Wilson said, hinting the
district could be in a
challenging position if an
audit were initiated.

Precinct 4 Commissioner
Bobby Carroll said the Sara-
toga district is faced with
two options: either “gamble”
that a complaint is not made
to the state or spend an ex-
cessive amount of money.

Watson said the biggest
gamble would be the district
being in the dark on the
county’s underground water
source.

“We aren’t keeping the
records, we don’t know what
the water use is, we don’t
have a good understanding
of what our future desired
future condition is,” Watson
said. “If a large industry
or somebody came in and
wanted to apply for a permit
for a well today, we couldn’t
argue with science whether
that would affect the other
residents or not.”

Saratoga UWCD Board
President Paul Cline, who
has served on the board for
three years, said the district
is pointless if it doesn’t have
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County Judge Randy Hoyer, standing, asks that residents contact him or their county commissioners with input on how the
Saratoga water district should be funded. Seated, from left to right, are commissioners Shad Hill, Jamie Smart, Bobby Carroll and
Mark Rainwater, who also said they would seek constituent input on the funding decision.

adequate funding to perform
duties as the law instructs.

“If we don’t have teeth to
enforce this, then why are
we driving to town today
when I need to be at work,”
Cline said.

Carroll questioned wheth-
er the Saratoga district
actually has any “teeth in
the game.”

Bronikowski told the
commissioner it very well
does if it has science-backed
data.

“The State Supreme Court
has said they will allow the
enforcement of science-
backed and data-backed lim-
its on production to meet the
desired future condition,”
the consultant said.

Although Saratoga UWCD
is eligible to be a taxing
entity, that is not an option
directors are seeking.
Nonetheless, Smart felt it
could be an option for the
district.

“If you are asking us for
$50,000, we are the taxing
entity that comes up with
that, and we get the mud
thrown on us, not y’all,”
Smart said. “This is only
four guys, but if put to a
vote, that lets the people
have a voice.”

Precinct 4 Commissioner
Mark Rainwater felt that
option would be unrealistic.

“I have been wrong a lot
in my life, but I don’t see
people voting for that,”
Rainwater said of allowing
Saratoga UWCD to become
a taxing entity. “It is going
to be up to us.”

He encouraged county res-
idents to provide feedback
on how the court should
fund the water district.

PUBLIC INPUT
Approximately two dozen

community members were
at Monday’s workshop
session. One of those who
offered his thoughts was
Tom Casbeer. He said the
county should fully back
Saratoga UWCD.

“The key is control, and
right now the Commission-
ers Court has no control.
The control is vested with
you [Saratoga],” Casbeer
said. “The Commissioners
Court has a responsibility

to make sure that you have
an enforcement capability
should the need arise.”

After discussion, County
Judge Randy Hoyer asked
residents to reach out
to commissioners or the
judge’s office to offer their
thoughts on funding options
for Saratoga.

The Commissioners Court
will make a formal decision
during the budgeting
process this summer.



