
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 
TARRANT COUNTY WATER CONTROL AND IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NUMBER ONE 

HELD ON THE 28TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1981 AT 9:30 A. M. 

The c a l l of the r o l l d i s c l o s e d the presence or absence 

of D i r e c t o r s as f o l l o w s : 

PRESENT ABSENT 

Wayne E. Newton Preston M. Geren, J r . 
C. V i c t o r Thornton 
Robert D. Alexander 
Burford I. King 

A l s o present were Messrs. R. M. Doby, Manager of F i s c a l 

A f f a i r s ; B i l l H i l l i a r d , A s s i s t a n t General Manager; Ray Mason; 

James N i c h o l s and Robert Thompson, C o n s u l t i n g Engineers and Ben 

Hickey, General Manager. 

D i r e c t o r Newton acted i n h i s c a p a c i t y as P r e s i d e n t and 

D i r e c t o r Alexander acted i n h i s c a p a c i t y as Se c r e t a r y , whereupon 

proceedings were had and done as f o l l o w s : 

1. 

On motion duly made and seconded, and with assurance 

from management that a l l requirements of law r e l a t i n g to the "open 

meeting" law had been met, the minutes of the meeting held 

September 15th and October 2, 1981 were read and approved by the 

D i r e c t o r s and i t was a c c o r d i n g l y ordered that such minutes be 

placed i n the permanent f i l e s of the D i s t r i c t . 

2. 

D i r e c t o r Thornton moved and the motion was seconded by 

D i r e c t o r Alexander and unanimously approved that the f o l l o w i n g 

vouchers be approved and p a i d . 
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GENERAL FUND: Voucher-checks #26303 thru #26350; 

computer s t a r t e d #102 thru #325 i n c l u s i v e , i n the amount of 

$2,096,085.51. 

CEDAR CREEK PROJECT - CONSTRUCTION FUND: Voucher-checks 

#4784 thru #4800 i n c l u s i v e : computer s t a r t e d #101 thru #103 

i n c l u s i v e , i n the amount of $50,403.65. 

REVENUE FUND: Voucher-checks #137 thru #263 i n c l u s i v e , 

i n the amount of $3,256,007.23. 

RICHLAND-CHAMBERS PROJECT - CONSTRUCTION FUND: 

Voucher-check #380 thru #481 i n c l u s i v e , i n the amoutn of 

$22,727,929.51. 

DEBT SERVICE: Voucher-checks #110 thru #113 i n c l u s i v e , 

i n the amount of $479,755.78. 

CEDAR CREEk PROJECT - INTEREST AND REDEMPTION FUND; 

Voucher-checks #102 thru #105 i n c l u s i v e , i n the amount of 

$25,020,828.65. 

CAPITAL PROJECTS: Voucher-check #3723, i n the amount of 

$119,161.00. 

3. 

Management of the D i s t r i c t presented Mr. Ray Mason, 

Chairman of the Board of Mason-Johnson & A s s o c i a t e s , Inc. 

Geo t e c h n i c a l C o n s u l t a n t s , who presented the f o l l o w i n g summary for 

v a r i a t i o n s between the estimated and a c t u a l c o s t s involved to date 

f o r the Richland P r o j e c t ; to wit: 

RICHLAND CREEK SUMMARY 
1. "The p r o j e c t i s one of the longest dams in the United S t a t e s 

and w i l l have one of the longest s p i l l w a y s i n the world. 
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2. The o r i g i n a l plan of e x p l o r a t i o n was based on c o n d i t i o n s 
b e l i e v e d accurate and, as i n a l l e x p l o r a t o r y i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , 
was known to r e q u i r e m o d i f i c a t i o n as information became 
a v a i l a b l e . M o d i f i c a t i o n s of the plan were made so as to 
provide adequate information f o r design d e c i s i o n s t h a t , q u i t e 
a c c u r a e l y , i n v o l v e m i l l i o n s of c o n s t r u c t i o n d o l l a r s . These 
m o d i f i c a t i o n s came about as a r e s u l t of two b a s i c f a t o r s ; 
f i r s t (and r e l a t i v e l y minor) was changes in scope, second, 
(and r e l a t i v e l y major) was h u d r a u l i c and g e o t e c h n i c a l s t u d i e s 
a s s o c i a t e d with the s p i l l w a y , 

3. The m o d i f i c a t i o n s under the f i r s t f a c t o r , changes in scope, 
i n c l u d e : 

(1) Re-alignment of c e n t e r l i n e of Dam, s t a t i o n -10+00 to 
s t a t i o n 17+21 and from s t a t i o n 218+50 to s t a t i o n 
334+16. 

(2) Increase length of dam by 1000 f e e t 

(3) E x p l o r a t i o n f o r Highway Bridge over S p i l l w a y discharge 
channel 

(4) SMU - Archeology borings 

The t o t a l of these changes in e x p l o r a t i o n amounts to 
approximately 6000 f e e t of c o r i n g 

4. The m o d i f i c a t i o n s under the second f a c t o r , h y d r a u l i c and 
g e o t e c h n i c a l s t u d i e s l a r g e l y a s s o c i a t e d with the s p i l l w a y , 
i n c l u d e : 

(1) A d d i t i o n a l borings at spacings l e s s than 200 f e e t on 
center ( o r i g i n a l estimate was f o r 40 borings) to 
determine p e r m e a b i l i t i e s and provide l a r g e diameter 
samples f o r u l t r a - s l o w d i r e c t shear t e s t i n g have been 
made, A t o t a l of 43 a d d i t i o n a l core borings, 9 
a d d i t i o n a l l a r g e diameter b o r i n g s , and some 10 
a d d i t i o n a l piezometers, a l l over o r i g i n a l estiamtes, 
have been made or i n s t a l l e d so as to provide d e t a i l e d 
i n f o r m a t i o n f o r design in t h i s c r i t i c a l area. 

(2) D i r e c t shear t e s t s , and other t e s t s , over the o r i g i n a l 
estimated amount, have been made to evaluate as 
a c c u r a t e l y as p r a c t i c a l h y d r a u l i c and s t r e n g t h 
p r o p e r t i e s having a very d i r e c t impact on the s a f e t y 
f a c t o r of the s t r u c t u r e . 

(3) A d d i t i o n a l engineering s t u d i e s , i n c l u d i n g more than 20 
models of seepage c o n d i t i o n s have been made f o r the 
s p i l l w a y s t r u c t u r e which have l e d to engineering 
drawings of a s t r u c t u r e with adequate u p l i f t r e s i s t a n c e 
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and with an adequate s a f e t y f a c t o r . 

(4) S i t e and o f f - s i t e e x p l o r a t i o n f o r s u i t a b l e s l u r r y trench 
b a c k f i l l m a t e r i a l have exceeded the o r i g i n a l estimate by 
some 2000 l i n e a r f e e t of boring of which one-half was on 
the K e i t h F i e l d s property ( o f f - s i t e ) . 

5. These f a c t o r s have c o n t r i b u t e d to the overrun of work r e q u i r e d 
when compared to both the o r i g i n a l estimate and to t h i e 
r e v i s e d estimate made by t h i s f i r m i n January 1981. 

6. No item of work has been done that was not necessary. U n i t 
c o s t s f o r work items performed are comp e t i t i v e with, or l e s s 
than work of a s i m i l a r nature by e q u a l l y q u a l i f i e d f i r m s . 

ESTIMATE OF WORK REMAINING 

Based on our data base of today, 28 October 1981, the known items 
of f i e l d work remaining are: 

Embankment Re-alignment: 
21 C e n t e r l i n e b o r i n g s , 
12 O f f - s e t b o r i n g s , or 2640 f e e t 

S p i l l w a y Discharge Channel: 
8 C e n t e r l i n e b o r i n g s , 
2 O f f - s e t b o r i n g s , or 800 f e e t 

S l u r r y Trench B a c k f i l l E x p l o r a t i o n : 
L o c a t i o n not known, 
allowance of 50 borings 
20 fe e t deep, or 1000 

Estimated T o t a l 4440 f e e t 

A summary of estimated core d r i l l i n g q u a n t i t i e s presents the 
problems we have encountered: 

O r i g i n a l Estimate 18,625 
A c t u a l Amount th r u December 1980 22,385 
Estimated to Complete, January 1981 (5,420) 

A c t u a l Amount thru August 1981 32,326 
Estimated to Complete, October 1981 (4,440) 

The c o s t of completing the i n v e s t i g a t i o n , i n c l u d i n g f i e l d , 
l a b o r a t o r y and remaining engineering s t u d i e s i s c u r r e n t l y 
estiamted to be $185,000 which i n c l u d e s $7,417.16 p r e v i o u s l y 
i n v o i c e d that exceeded the aut h o r i z e d amount and $21,926.10 of 
work completed i n September 1981 and awaiting s u b m i t t a l . " 

Following the above summary and d i s c u s s i o n , and with the 
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recommendation of management and D i s t r i c t C o n s u l t i n g Engineers 

Freese and N i c h o l s , D i r e c t o r Alexander moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r 

King and unanimously approved, that the h e r e t o f o r e agreement with 

Mason-Johnson f o r g e o t e c h n i c a l engineering work f o r the Richland 

p r o j e c t be now amended as hereinabove l i s t e d . 

4. 

P r e s i d e n t Newton s t a t e d that the D i r e c t o r s had 

h e r e t o f o r e been f u r n i s h e d a copy of a Report on the "Richland 

R e s e r v o i r C l e a r i n g P r o j e c t " , prepared by Freese and N i c h o l s , 

D i s t r i c t ' s C o n s u l t i n g Engineers; and f o l l o w i n g a d e t a i l e d review 

of the Report by Messrs. Thompson and N i c h o l s , a general 

d i s c u s s i o n was held during which management of the D i s t r i c t 

recommended that D i s t r i c t personnel and equipment be used because 

of the saving, as shown i n the engineer's recommended r e p o r t , and 

the experience gained by D i s t r i c t i n the C l e a r i n g of the Cedar 

Creek P r o j e c t ; whereon D i r e c t o r Thornton moved, seconded by 

D i r e c t o r Alexander and unanimously approved, that the Report and 

recommendations of management and c o n s u l t i n g engineers be now 

accepted, 

5. 

Mr. B i l l H i l l i a r d reviewed to the D i r e c t o r s h i s 

conferences with r e p r e s e n a t i v e s of the Texas Highway Department 

r e l a t i n g to the r e l o c a t i o n of a s e c t i o n of State Highway 488, 

l o c a t e d adjacent to the Richland Dam and S p i l l w a y , and e s p e c i a l l y 

t h a t of the c o n s t r u c t i o n of a bridge on State Highway 488 i n the 

near center of the dam and s p i l l w a y c o n s t r u c t i o n area, s t a t i n g 

that i t was the op i n i o n of the engineers f o r the highway 
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engineers that a more e c o n i m i c a l , p r a c t i c a l and b e t t e r o p e r a t i o n 

of a l l p a r t i e s would be to have j u s t one c o n t r a c t o r i n the area -

that i s to add the 488 b r i d g e to the dam and s p i l l w a y c o n t r a c t ; 

t h i s was the o p i n i o n of Messrs. N i c h o l s and Thompson, Con s u l t i n g 

Engineers for the D i s t r i c t who a l s o s t a t e d the Highway Department 

had agreed to c o - i n s p e c t i o n during c o n s t r u c t i o n and f u l l future 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r maintenance. 

Follow i n g a more d e t a i l e d d i s c u s s i o n . D i r e c t o r Thornton 

moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r King and unanimously approved, that 

with recommendation of management and engineers of the D i s t r i c t , 

the D i s t r i c t continue n e g o t i a t i o n s toward a c o n t r a c t to be 

presented the Board of D i r e c t o r s f o r t h e i r c o n s i d e r a t i o n along the 

manner and terms as d i s c u s s e d , 

w 6, 

Management presented the matter concerning the design 

and c o n s t r u c t i o n of an embankment f o r the F o r t Worth and Denver 

R a i l r o a d r e l o c a t i o n across Richland Creek. Mr. H i l l i a r d s t a t e d 

that r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the R a i l r o a d s t a t e d that they (R.R.) were 

not i n the embankment b u i l d i n g b u s i n e s s , whereon the D i s t r i c t was 

and would be by v i r t u e of other c o n t r a c t s to be awarded by 

D i s t r i c t , Mr. H i l l i a r d f u r t h e r s t a t e d that the R a i l r o a d would agrefl 

to acceptance of the f i n i s h e d p r o j e c t and the assumption of 

l i a b i l i t i e s and maintenance with only the Industry Standard f i v e 

year e x t r a o r d i n a r y maintenance agreement to be r e q u i r e d . 

Following a general d i s c u s s i o n . D i r e c t o r King moved, 

^ seconded by D i r e c t o r Thornton and unanimously approved, that with 

recommendations of engineers fo r the D i s t r i c t , n e g o t i a t i o n s be 
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continued with the F o r t Worth and Denver R a i l r o a d towards a 

c o n t r a c t to be presented the D i r e c t o r s f o r t h e i r c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 

7. 

There was submitted f o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n by the Board the 

budgets f o r the General Fund and Debt S e r v i c e Fund f o r the p e r i o d 

October 1, 1981 thru September 30, 1982. The budgets presented 

were the same as those d i s c u s s e d at the meeting of the Board on 

J u l y 29, 1981 The Board was advised that no changes were made as 

the Revenues from Taxes and other sources and expenses would 

remain at approximately the same amount. A f t e r d i s c u s s i o n of the 

budgets. D i r e c t o r King moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r Thornton and 

unanimously approved that the budgets as submitted be adopted f o r 

the f i s c a l year 1982. Copies of the budgets are attached. 

In a d d i t i o n to the above a r e v i s e d budget was submitted f o r the 

Revenue Fund f o r the f i s c a l year October 1, 1981 thru September 

30, 1982. The Board was advised that due to the recent r a i n f a l l 

which f i l l e d a l l the r e s e r v o i r s on the West Fork System that i t 

would not be necessary to pump as much water from the Cedar Creek 

R e s e r v o i r as was p r o j e c t e d in the o r i g i n a l budget which was 

presented to the Baord on June 24, 1981. The D i r e c t o r s were 

advised that the budget was reduced by approximately $4,400,000 

from the o r i g i n a l e stimate. A f t e r c o n s i d e r a b l e d i s c u s s i o n . 

D i r e c t o r King moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r Thornton and unanimously 

approved that the Revised Budget f o r the Revenue Fund as submitted 

be adopted f o r the coming f i s c a l year. Copies of the Revised 

budget i s attached. 
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The f o l l o w i n g b i d proposals r e c e i v e d by the D i s t r i c t f o r 

the purchase of a new 1982 Fordor Sedan were submitted; to w i t : 

Century Ch e v r o l e t $8,539.49 

Ryan Olds 9,577.86 

Meador Olds 9,550.00 

Tyson Buick 9,978.75 

Following a d i s c u s s i o n , and recommendation by 

management. D i r e c t o r Thornton moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r King and 

unanimously approved, that the D i s t r i c t accept the b i d of Century 

Chevrolet Co. i n the amount of $8,539.49. 

9. 

Management presented the f o l l o w i n g recommendation, to 

w i t : 

TARRANT COUNTY WATER CONTROL AND IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NUMBER ONE 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: October 27, 1981 

TO: Ben Hickey 

FROM: Les Brammer 

SUBJECT; Recommendation regarding b i d s f o r heavy equipment haul 
Truck. 

The D i s t r i c t has accepted b i d s from l o c a l d e a l e r s f o r a 
heavy duty t r a c t o r truck to be used f o r h a u l i n g heavy equipment to 
and from v a r i o u s job s i t e s . The s p e c i f i c a t i o n s were w r i t t e n to 
s u i t the many needs of the D i s t r i c t . 

As the D i s t r i c t and the s c a l e of o p e r a t i o n s grows many 
f a c t o r s are involved i n determining the s i z e of truck needed to 
keep pace with t h i s growth. I t i s important that some of these 
f a c t o r s be pointed out i n the beginning. F i r s t , the D i s t r i c t 
o p e r a t i o n s extend from B r i d g e p o r t R e s e r v o i r i n wise County to our 
new lake p r o j e c t o u t s i d e of C o r s i c a n a i n Freestone County, some 
180 m i l e s . C o n s i d e r i n g the d i s t a n c e i t i s apparent the s t r e s s the 
truck w i l l be under. Next, the type of t e r r a i n we must cross 
v a r i e s from highways and small levee roads to undeveloped 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s i t e s . As the s i z e and weight of c o n s t r u c t i o n 
equipment grows so must the truck that hausl t h i s equipment. 
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D u r a b i l i t y of a truck t h i s s i z e i s important when schedules 
between jobs must be maintained. Downtime i s c r i t i c a l and can s e t 
schedules back i f the truck can't be r e p a i r e d q u i c k l y or p a r t s 
aren't a v a i l a b l e when needed. But probably the one most important 
f a c t o r to be considered i s the d e p e n d a b i l i t y of t h i s machine to 
d e l i v e r i n times of an emergency. 

The b i d s were analyzed and an assessment f o l l o w s 
i n d i c a t i n g the low b i d through the high b i d . 

#1 - Mack Trucks: $55,136.20 f o r Model RWS754LST - T h i s v e h i c l e 
was presented to the D i s t r i c t as meeting or beating the 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s s e t . The D i s t r i c t asked f o r a maximum of 80" cab 
to a x l e but t h i s truck i s 92" cab to a x l e . This f a c t o r r e s t r i c t s 
the t u r n i n g r a d i u s to below accepted standards. The back of cab 
to rear axle d i s t a n c e i s not enough to allow mounting of a winch, 
f i f t h wheel, e t c . that the D i s t r i c t t ruck w i l l need. A l s o , there 
i s no s l i d i n g rear window to allow winch o p e r a t i o n . 

#2 - G.M.C: $55,621.30 f o r Model N9F064 - T h i s v e h i c l e was a l s o 
presented to the D i s t r i c t with over the maximum cab to axle 
d i s t a n c e s p e c i f i e d r e s t r i c t i n g the t u r n i n g r a d i u s c o n s i d e r b l y . 
And once again, the s l i d i n g r e a r window i s not a v a i l a b l e . These 
and other f a c t o r s make t h i s v e h i c l e out of specs. 

#3 - Ford: $56,942.78 f o r Model LTS-9000 - This v e h i c l e was 
presented to the D i s t r i c t as meeting our needs. I t s side r a i l and 
frame st r e n g t h aren't s u f f i c i e n t . The engine horsepower i s too 
low and the cost to being i t w i t h i n s p e c i f i c a t i o n s w i l l run 
$600.00 more. The power s t e e r i n g , f r o n t wheels, b a t t e r i e s and 
f u e l tank are out of specs and don't meet our needs. 

#4 - I.B.C.: $57,738.50 f o r Model F2574 - This truck i s considered 
as a l a r g e dump truck body. A p o r t i o n of the motor i s i n the 
d r i v e r s compartment making s e r v i c i n g d i f f i c u l t . The f r o n t brakes, 
P.T.O. and f u e l tank are out of specs. 

I t should be p o i n t e d out that the preceeding trucks are 
considered medium s i z e d v e h i c l e s . They are not heavy duty enough 
to perform f o r an extended p e r i o d of time in s t r e s s f u l s i t u a t i o n s . 
T h e i r t u r n i n g r a d i u s , cab p o s i t i o n i n g and engine placement are 
u n d e s i r a b l e and b l a t a n t l y out of s p e c i f i c a t i o n s . 

#5 - P e t e r b i l t - $65,202.80 f o r model #359 Conventional - T h i s 
t r u c k meets the s p e c i f i c a t i o n s 100%. The one d e t r i m e n t a l f a c t o r 
i s that moving the f r o n t axle to the s p e c i f i e d l o c a t i o n would 
lower the f r o n t s p r i n g r a t i n g . But at a c o s t of approximately 
$200.00 ex t r a leaves could be added to b r i n g the r a t i n g back into 
spec, A good p o i n t f o r t h i s truck i s the f a c t that the severe 
s e r v i c e c o n v e n t i o n a l cab i s standard equipment, P e t e r b i l t has 
o f f e r e d us a t r a d e - i n p r i c e of $3,500.00 f o r the used C h e v r o l e t . 

#6 - Kenworth: $66,221,00 f o r Model #C-500 - T h i s truck a l s o 
meets the specs 100%. I t i s designed f o r the type of heavy duty 
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on-off road work we demand from a v e h i c l e of t h i s type. I t should 
^ be p o i n t e d out t h a t the $1,000.00 d i f f e r e n c e between t h i s t ruck 

and the P e t e r b i l t i s n e g o t i a b l e . The Kenworth has s e v e r a l 
standard f e a t u r e s not o f f e r e d by the P e t e r b i l t that w i l l e a s i l y 
consume that amount. I t i s equipped with an o i l pan p r o t e c t i o n 
p l a t e and f r o n t frame mounted cast tow hooks that are together i n 
excess of $1,000.00. A l s o , parts are r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e from a 
l o c a l sourse. Kenworth has o f f e r e d us $2,100.00 f o r the used 
C h e v r o l e t . 

I t i s in the best i n t e r e s t of the D i s t r i c t , and the 
o p i n i o n of the Operations D i v i s i o n , that the Kenworth i s the best 
buy f o r the money and maintains an umblemished r e p u t a t i o n . 

Following a d e t a i l e d review and with recommendation of 

Management of the D i s t r i c t , D i r e c t o r King moved, seconded by 

D i r e c t o r Thornton and unanimously approved, that the D i s t r i c t 

accept the b i d proposal submitted by the Kenworth Truck Co. in the 

amount o f $66,221.00 as per D i s t r i c t s p e c i f i c a t i o n s . 

10. 

Management of the D i s t r i c t requested a u t h o r i t y f o r the 

D i s t r i c t to enter i n t o Contract f o r the purchase of the f o l l o w i n g 

d e s c r i b e d t r a c t s of land r e q u i r e d f o r Program E - Richland Creek 

P r o j e c t , on the f o l l o w n i g b a s i s f o r payment, to w i t : 

I. T r a c t No. 163 - Approximately 10 acres i n fee @ $650.00 
per acre from Edward R. Grantham and w i f e , Navarro 
County, Texas. 

I I . T r a c t No. 105 - 151.56 acres i n fee @ $653.00 per acre; 
3.58 acres i n easement @ $325.50 per acre from R. E. 
Bush, Navarro County, Texas. 

I I I . T r a c t No. 164 - Approximately 80 acres i n fee @ $650.00 
per acre from Dora Lee Grantham, Feme S o l e , Navarro 
County, Texas. 

IV. T r a c t No. 58 - 367.24 acres i n fee @ $675.00; 29-04 
acres i n easement @ $450-00 from E r i c L. Jones, et a l , 
Navarro County, Texas. 

V. T r a c t No. 162 - 116.2 acres i n fee @ $675-00 per acre; 
*^ 25.31 acres i n easement @ $450.00 per a c r e ; and the 

r e l o c a t i o n of 1 metal c l a d pole barn from Ann 

Weatherford Pevehouse, Navarro County, Texas. 
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VI. T r a c t No. 35 - 8/9 undivided i n t e r e s t of 86.20 acres i n 
fee @ $625.00 per acre; 6.89 i n easement @ $312.50 per 
acre from Paul L- VanDyke, et a l , Freestone County, 
Texas. 

V I I . T r a c t No. 45 - 541.15 acres i n fee @ $650.00; 
$130,540.00 f o r e x i s t i n g improvements from Robert N. 
McGehee, M.D., et ux, Navarro County, Texas. 

V I I I . T r a c t No. 97 - 99.87 acres i n fee @ $675.00 per acre ; 
9.21 i n easement @ $337.50 per acre; necessary R.O.W. 
fo r r e l o c a t e d U.S. 287 @ $657.00 per acre from M a r s h a l l 
McCaslin, J r . , et a l , Navarro County, Texas. 

IX. T r a c t No. 165 - 75 acres i n fee f o r 75 acres of s u r p l u s 
land i n the E. G. Senter t r a c t No. 64 from Arthur 
Bancroft and Royce Banc r o f t , Navarro County. 

Follo w i n g a d e t a i l e d p r e s e n t a t i o n of the t r a c t s , and 

upon recommendation of management of the D i s t r i c t , D i r e c t o r 

Thornton moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r Alexander, that the D i s t r i c t 

be now aut h o r i z e d to enter i n t o c o n t r a c t f o r the purchase of the 

above descr i b e d t r a c t s and on the b a s i s as shown. Th i s meeting 

with the approval of a l l D i r e c t o r s i t was so ordered. 

11. 

The matter of windstorm and h a i l insurance coverage f o r 

the pump s t a t i o n b u i l d i n g s l o c a t e d at Cedar Creek Lake, Ennis and 

Waxahachie was d i s c u s s e d and f o l l o w i n g a review of the coverage 

now e x i s t i n g of the three s t a t i o n s ^ by Mr. Doby, i t was the 

concensus of the D i r e c t o r s and t h e i r order that the pump s t a t i o n 

b u i l d i n g s not be covered by an a d d i t i o n a l commercial damage 

p o l i c y . 

12. 

The matter of payment to the T a r r a n t County Tax A p p r a i s a l 

D i s t r i c t , i e , the amount now assessed the T a r r a n t County Water 

C o n t r o l and Improvement D i s t r i c t Number One i n the amount of 

$16,703.00, was d i s c u s s e d at l e n g t h ; whereon D i r e c t o r Alexander 
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moved, seconded by D i r e c t o r Thornton and unanimously approved, 

that with recommendation of management, and the statement from 

counsel f o r the D i s t r i c t " i t i s c l e a r that we are now going to 

have a Tax A p p r a i s a l D i s t r i c t f o r T a r r a n t County and that the 

Ta r r a n t County Water C o n t r o l and Improvement D i s t r i c t Number One 

w i l l owe same amount of money f o r i t s p o r t i o n of the o p e r a t i n g 

c o s t s , past, present and f u t u r e " ; that the D i s t r i c t now issue a 

check i n the amount of $16,703.00 as now assessed by the Tarr a n t 

County Tax A p p r a i s a l D i s t r i c t . 

13. 

There being no f u r t h e r business before the Board of 

D i r e c t o r s , the meeting adjourned. 

S e c r e t a r y P r e s i d e n 
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