
    

 

      

2022 EAHCP Budget Work Group 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, June 30, 2022 

 

Members of this Work Group include Tom Taggart (Chair - City of San Marcos), Brock 
Curry (Edwards Aquifer Authority), Adam Yablonski (Medina County Farm Bureau), 
Myron Hess (Texas Living Waters Project), and Cecilia Vasquez (SAWS). 
 

1. Confirm attendance. 
Tom Taggart called the meeting to order at 10:01 a.m. Tom called roll for the 

Work Group. All Work Group members were present.   

 

2. Public comment. 

 There were no comments from the public.  

 

**NOTE: Tom Taggart requested for agenda items# 3 and 4 to be switched in order 

of discussion** 

 

3. Discussion of economic analysis report from TXP, Inc. 

  
Brock Curry summarized the major findings of the economic analysis report 

that TXP, Inc. provided to the EAA Board at their meeting on 5-10-22. Stated the 

major findings of the report, notably that To increase revenues that are not 

keeping up with expenses, TXP proposed a gradual increase in AMF rates and 

how that effects municipal and industrial payment holders. Advocated that a 

gradual increase in rates be absorbed over time to avoid cost spikes. The report 

provided two new concepts to consider: 

• Insurance product (similar to crop insurance) – resembles the concept of 

how federal crop insurance works with farmers nationally in which subsides 

are received from the federal government.  There currently is no known off-

the-shelf product that exists right now but the EAA may contemplate having 

conversations with insurance carriers about the prospect of creating 

something that fits our needs.  

• Implement a debt instrument (such as a line of credit) – would be used to 

issue debit to absorb costs, which you can manage over time as opposed to 

being subjected to a big spike in interest rates. This would essentially 

augment operating revenues. 

 

Both concepts help spread costs over time and would free up current reserves 

to offset projected short falls. TXP recommended a portfolio approach to 

manage future increasing costs. 

 



    

 

      

Brock stated that the EAA’s 2023-2027 financial forecast will be presented to 

EAA Board on 7-12-22 and the Board has already directed staff to review the 

report and to explore the TXP recommendations. If the debt instrument 

approach proves to be viable, the EAA may consider a gradual reduction in 

reserves in conjunction with gradual AMF rate increases. 

 

Tom sought clarification on how these proposed concepts fit within the 

guidelines of the Funding/Management Agreement (FMA) and how they may 

affect how we govern the HCP since the EAHCP reserves are restricted to the 

HCP and cannot be used to offset EAA reserves. Brock clarified that it is not 

proposed to eliminate the reserve entirely.  EAA GM Roland Ruiz added that he 

suggested years back to toggle the AMF rate to offset rising operational costs 

and that he is open to additional tools for safety net reasons.  Reminded us that 

we are considering all options to apply towards the budget with the current HCP 

but also as a template in the next HCP.  Myron commented the original intent of 

the fee increases was to flatten those expenses and is interested in seeing how 

this will be contemplated after the HCP is renewed in 2028.  Roland asserted the 

EAA has done a good job of absorbing inflation over the last 10 years in our 

rates.   

 

Adam asked if the current Cash Reserve model that we follow will be useful 

going ahead. Brock referenced back to Roland’s comments of the use of 

additional tools in our toolbox to aid in both the current HCP as well as the next 

HCP. Dianne Wassenich (San Marcos River Foundation) added that we will need 

to make certain that we have to consider all financial considerations that U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service will ask of the EAHCP.  

 

Myron remarked that he felt that TXP analysis might be a bit of an over-sell and 

was curious to know how this will influence the Board’s future decisions.  

Expressed worry that it may give a too rosy outlook on our financial predictors. 

Tom opined that we need to consider inflationary factors for conservation 

measure expenses in the Springs Communities, not just with the EAA 

operational items. Brock said that he felt that the Budget Work Group should be 

primarily focused on the funding of EAHCP programs and not on how the fund 

reserve is ultimately managed.  Proposed that it should convene on an ad-hoc 

basis. Tom pointed out that the original goal of the Work Group has been met 

but still sees the need for its continuation and still serves as a necessary 

function, for the notion of maintaining and monitoring a reserve floor is still 

needed. Cecilia added that she too sees the value in the continued oversight of 

the Work Group, whether on an ad-hoc basis or not.  Adam agreed with this 

sentiment as well. 

 

Brock concluded that the next step is for the 5-year forecast to be presented to 

the Board in July but explained that is unlikely to discuss debt concerns in any 

detail. However, the EAA Finance/Administrative Committee will meet to 



    

 

      

discuss the forecast and explore initial findings and recommendations based on 

the TXP report. 

 

4. Receive presentation and consider possible action associated with the EAHCP 

Table 7.1A Analysis and Forecast 

 

Shelly Hendrix, EAA Director/Controller Financial Services, presented an 

overview of EAHCP Table 7.1 and Table 7.1A.  The information presented are the 

same projections provided in the previous Budget Work Group meeting on 9-29-

22, with revisions that include the 2021 Actuals and any 2022 budget 

amendments.  Overall, Table 7.1 is budgeted at $261,907,955 for EAHCP 

activities from 2013-2027.  Ms. Hendrix also presented Table 7.1A, which 

illustrates the actual amounts spent per conservation measure per year through 

2021 and forecasts expenses through the end of the Incidental Take Permit 

(2028). A comparative look at the projections between Table 7.1 and Table 7.1A 

indicates expenditures at $54.4 million below Table 7.1 values, assuming no 

additional triggering of VISPO or ASR.   

 

Brock Curry asked if any inflationary costs are considered when forecasting.  

Shelly replied that it indeed considered for the EAA budget and those costs are 

assumed when receiving budget amounts from the City of New Braunfels and 

City of San Marcos/TX State. Tom added that the 7.1 Budget did not factor in 

inflationary costs when created and Shelly contended that 7.1 is a ‘guiding 

budget’ but there are no consequences to exceeding the annual amounts 

prescribed in the 7.1 table.  Tom stated the annual Work Plans do indeed 

include inflation considerations.  Shelly remarked that inflationary costs are not 

considered on a formulaic basis but rather on an annual forecasting basis.   

 

Tom inquired about the current $90 AMF rate projection for 2023 but Brock 
cautioned that the Board has yet to discuss this year’s 5-year forecast and this is 
subject to change.  Tom and Cecilia requested clarity on EAA’s budget process 
timeline each year.  Brock explained the current 5-year forecast is presented to 
the Board each July and then the proposed budget will be provided to the Board 
each September, which will result in further discussions in the EAA 
Finance/Administrative Committee each September and October.  This 
culminates in the final budget being submitted to the Board for approval each 
November. Tom requested if we could have a meeting soon after the initial 5-
year forecast is released in July.   

 

5. Public comment 

There were no comments from the public.  

 

6. Future meetings 

Will schedule another Work Group meeting in late July 2022.  

 

7. Adjourn – 11:50 a.m.  


