
CENTRAL OKLAHOMA MASTER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
 AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING 

Kyle Arthur, General Manager 
12500 Alameda Dr 
Norman, OK 73026 

TIME: 6:30 P.M.  
THURSDAY, September 2, 2021 

TO ACCOMMODATE THE PUBLIC, INCLUDING PRESENTERS OF AGENDA ITEMS, WHO WISH TO PARTICIPATE BUT 
NOT TO ATTEND THE MEETING IN PERSON, VIDEOCONFERENCE AND TELECONFERENCE CAPABILITY IS BEING 
MADE AVAILABLE.  ALTHOUGH THIS ACCOMMODATION IS PROVIDED, MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC INCLUDING 
PRESENTERS ARE WELCOME TO ATTEND THE MEETING IN-PERSON. 

TO PARTICIPATE AND LISTEN TO THE MEETING BY TELEPHONE, CALL TOLL FREE, 1-866-899-4679 ENTER ACCESS 
CODE: 292-176-757 

TO PARTICIPATE AND LISTEN VIA A COMPUTER, SMARTPHONE, OR TABLET, GO TO 
HTTPS://GLOBAL.GOTOMEETING.COM/JOIN/292176757   

BOARD MEETING PACKET CAN BE FOUND ON WEBSITE: COMCD.NET.  THIS AGENDA WAS POSTED IN THE NOTICE 
ENCLOSURE OUTSIDE THE COMCD OFFICE GATE AT 5:00 P.M. ON AUGUST 27,  2021. 

FOR ALL THOSE ATTENDING THE MEETING IN PERSON, FACE MASKS AND SOCIAL DISTANCING WILL BE 
REQUIRED TO PROTECT YOURSELF AND OTHERS ATTENDING. 

A. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

B. STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING ACT

C. ADMINISTRATIVE:

1. STATUS REPORT OF THE DEL CITY PIPELINE PROJECT FROM ALAN PLUMMER ASSOCIATES, INC

2. PRESENTATION OF INITIAL YIELD MODEL RESULTS AND NEXT STEPS FOR THE NORMAN PROJECT

3. REPORT OF FY 2021 BUDGET RESULTS AND PROJECTION FOR FY 2022

D. ACTION:  PURSUANT TO 82 OKLA. STATUTES, SECTION 541 (D) (10), THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS SHALL PERFORM
OFFICIAL ACTIONS BY RESOLUTION AND ALL OFFICIAL ACTIONS INCLUDING FINAL PASSAGE AND ENACTMENT OF
ALL RESOLUTIONS MUST BE APPROVED BY A MAJORITY OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS PRESENT, A QUORUM
BEING PRESENT, AT A REGULAR OR SPECIAL MEETING.THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MAY BE DISCUSSED, CONSIDERED
AND APPROVED, DISAPPROVED, AMENDED, TABLED OR OTHER ACTION TAKEN:

4. MINUTES OF THE REGULAR BOARD MEETING HELD ON THURSDAY, JULY 15, 2021, AND CORRESPONDING
RESOLUTION

5. FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR OPERATING ACCOUNT FOR JUNE 2021, AND CORRESPONDING RESOLUTION

6. FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR OPERATING ACCOUNT FOR JULY 2021, AND CORRESPONDING RESOLUTION

E. DISCUSSION:

7. LEGAL COUNSEL’S REPORT

8. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT

9. PRESIDENT’S REPORT



 
 
 

10. NEW BUSINESS (ANY MATTER NOT KNOWN PRIOR TO THE MEETING AND WHICH COULD NOT HAVE BEEN 
REASONABLY FORESEEN PRIOR TO THE POSTING OF THE AGENDA) 

F.  ADJOURN 
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Initial Yield 
Modeling Results 
and Next Steps
Norman Project, Oklahoma

COMCD Board

September 2nd, 2021
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Topics to be Addressed

• Where we stand currently with our understanding of the dependability of 
the reservoir to deliver water supply

• The next steps to better understand the dependability

• Being prepared to respond to inevitable weather and climate pattern
variability
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Presentation Overview

• Reservoir basics, definitions and historical perspective

• Role of the yield model in water supply management

• Yield model basics

• Modeling scenarios and corresponding results

• Summary, overall path forward and next steps
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Reservoir Basics
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Water Supply Source

Pumping Plant
Intake 1039’

1010’

“Temporary Water”



Definitions and Historical Perspective

•Firm Yield: the maximum volume of water supply that can be delivered 
each year during the drought of record without the reservoir going into 
the inactive pool (“dry”)

•Permit Availability: how often the full permit amount is available 
• Permit is for 21,600 ac-ft/year (AF)

•Firm Yield for the Norman Project historically characterized as a 
“conjunctive” yield
• It considered the reservoir, along with the 3 cities’ other sources of supply, as one 

source that would be managed together

• Actual reservoir firm yield was not documented

• Past firm yield studies have generated different results, but never 21,600 AF
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Yield Model & Water Supply Management

• The model is a tool to assist in understanding the dependability of the reservoir 
under various conditions to help inform water supply management

• The overarching goal is to maximize beneficial use of water while being prepared to 
manage through a severe drought

• In our case, managing water supply to permit availability, while understanding and being prepared 
for the implications

• Other factors that affect dependability: 

• Role of other supplies, if available

• Impact of water conservation/demand management (by cities)  

• Effect of curtailment of reservoir supply (by District)

• Variable climate and hydrology

6



Period of Record Precipitation – Central OK
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Reconstructed Drought Indices from Tree 
Rings
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Reservoir Yield Model Basics – Mass Balance

•Calculated using a Microsoft Excel model that simulates reservoir volume 
on a monthly time step comprised of inputs and losses to and from the 
reservoir utilizing historical data
• Does not directly predict future conditions, rather informs what the future dependability could be 

based upon past conditions 
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Reservoir Yield Model Basics - Capacity

• Over time, storage will decrease due to sediment accumulation

• Most recent sediment survey was completed in 2015  

• Results indicate a sedimentation rate of 307 acre-ft/yr below top of conservation storage since 
reservoir construction in 1965

• This is slightly below, the 1961 projection of 330 acre-ft/yr

• Sediment deposition to date has been 5% less than the original estimate
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Reservoir Yield Model Scenarios

1. Permit availability:  modeled delivery of 21,600 ac-ft/year from the 
reservoir over the model period, when available
• Reservoir will be unable to deliver full amount in some years

• How often is the amount deliverable? what is the duration and magnitude of shortages?

2. Firm yield: modeled maximum volume of water that can be delivered 
each year during the drought of record without the reservoir going into 
the inactive pool (“dry”)
• Once volume determined, it is the delivery value used in the model for each and every year

• Limits deliveries annually to that amount, regardless of how much water is actually available

• 100% dependable deliveries based upon 95-year period of record
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Permit Availability
•Simulates full permit delivery of 21,600 acre-ft/yr, when available, to solve 
for water availability over the model period
• Enough storage to deliver the full permit 89% of all years and 96% of all months
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Permit Availability – Years with Shortage
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10 years unable to deliver permit amount

Average Permit Availability = 20,900 ac-ft/year



Permit Availability – Shortage Years Detail
•Volume of permit shortages over the period of record (10 yrs/95 yrs)

• Equivalent to the volume of supplemental supply and/or demand management 
(conservation) needed
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Shortage 1965-1968 = 26,100 acre-ftShortage 1954-1957 = 27,700 acre-ftShortage 1937-1938 

= 9,100 acre-ft



Firm Yield
•The maximum volume of water that can be delivered each year during the 
drought of record without the reservoir going into the inactive pool 
• That volume is delivered from the reservoir each and every year over the model 

period

• No demand management or supply augmentation considered
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Firm Yield = 12,700 acre-ft  

Red is 

flood pool 

volume 

that is 

spilled

Firm Yield = 12,700 acre-ft/yr



Impact of Scenarios on Reservoir Elevation 
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Firm Yield (delivery of 12,700 acre-ft/yr)

Permit Availability (delivery of 21,600 acre-ft/yr, when available)



Maximum Beneficial Use of Available Water
•Firm Yield:  model delivers only the firm yield (12,700 acre-ft) over each 

model year
• While the model always delivers 12,700 acre-ft/yr, 8,900 acre-ft/yr was not put to 

beneficial use in 85 of 95 years
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Light blue = water not put to beneficial 

use under the firm yield scenario

Dark blue = firm water available



Summary of Findings

•Permit Availability:  21,600 ac-ft could have been delivered in 89% of 
years and 96% of months

•Firm Yield:  12,700 ac-ft

•Did not consider any mitigation measures such as demand 
management, curtailment or augmentation

•7-year drought of record drives the firm yield lower 

•Evaporation values used previously were overestimating reservoir 
yield

19



Overall Path Forward

• Continue to manage around the permit amount of 21,600 ac-ft/year

• Partner Advisory Group ongoing engagement 
• 3 cities

• Bureau of Reclamation

• District (staff and Board members)

• Stakeholder Outreach
• Tourism and Recreation

• Better understand, characterize and develop:
1. Risk exposure

2. Risk tolerance

3. Drought preparedness 

4. Drought response
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Risk Exposure

Understand paleo-historic droughts

Gather more hydrologic data

Develop enhanced model

Generate probability distribution of 
yields

Drought Response

Use enhanced model for real/near-time 
management of demand and supplies

Determine reservoir level triggers for 
supply and demand management

Risk Tolerance

Determine how reliable the reservoir 
supply needs to be

Amounts and types of users

Availability of existing supplemental 
supplies

Drought Preparedness

Evaluate existing and future 
opportunities for demand management

Investigate supply augmentation 
options

Informed Water 
Supply  

Management



Next Steps

•Continued engagement of stakeholder advisory group

•Competitive grant opportunities from BOR to fund the work 
necessary to create informed water supply management
• WaterSMART Applied Science Grant for developing risk exposure and 

collaboration on drought response
• Worked entirely funded by BOR, with District and stakeholders providing in-kind 

contributions

• Applications due by end of October

• Drought Contingency Planning Grant for risk tolerance, drought preparedness 
and response work 
• 50:50 cost-share 

• Likely utilize a 3rd party consulting firm to perform analysis
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Lake Thunderbird Yield Analysis  

Norman Project, Oklahoma  
Summary Sheet, May 2021  

 

Reclamation used an Excel-based model to simulate Lake Thunderbird storage and water 

deliveries on a monthly time step over a 95-year period.  Two operation scenarios were 

evaluated:  (1) “permit availability” and (2) “firm yield”.  The permit availability scenario 

appears to more closely align with the context and operations of Lake Thunderbird.  Data sources 

and model assumptions are provided in Tables 1-4 and Figures 3 and 4.   

 

Drought of Record 

Over the 95-year model period, three critical drought periods were observed: 1935 to 1938; 1951 

to 1957; and 1962 to 1973.  Climate and hydrology analyses show that the 1950s drought is 

considered the drought of record.   

 

Permit Availability Operation Scenario 

Under the permit availability operation scenario, the model simulates delivery of the maximum 

volume of water available from Lake Thunderbird, up to and including the permit of 

21,600 acre-feet per year.  Under this scenario, a “permit shortage” occurs and water deliveries 

temporarily cease during critical drought periods when reservoir levels drop below elevation 

1010 feet (e.g., bottom of Conservation Storage / top of Inactive Pool).   

 

Results show that the Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District’s permit volume of 

21,600 acre-feet per year is available 89 percent of all years and 96 percent of all months.  Of the 

three critical drought periods, the largest cumulative permit shortage is 27,700 acre-feet during 

the 1950s drought of record.  The largest single-year permit shortage is 11,400 acre-feet in the 

year 1966.  The average annual permit availability over the period of record is 20,900 acre-ft/yr.  

For comparison, the 1961 Definite Planning Report (DPR)1 estimated the average annual water 

available from the reservoir to be 21,400 acre-ft/yr.  This two percent difference is accounted for 

by changes in the period of record, the occurrence of additional droughts, improved evaporation 

data, updated sediment accumulation rate, and updated operational assumptions.  

 

Figure 1 illustrates modeled permit availability and permit shortages over the 95-year model 

period, and Figure 2 illustrates annual permit shortages and availability during the three critical 

drought periods when less than the full 21,600 acre-feet per year was available, including the 

1950s drought of record.  Permit shortages are assumed to be addressed through water strategies 

such as conservation, demand offsets from supplemental supplies, or supply augmentation.   

 
1 Table 9, Page 33 of the 1961 DPR provides an annual summary of the Reservoir Operation Study with 100-years sediment accumulation.  
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Figure 1.  Volume of modeled permit availability and permit shortages over the 95-year model period, 2065 sediment conditions.   

 

 
Figure 2.  Volume of permit water shortages (orange/red/brown) and availability (blue) during the ten years when permit 

shortages occurred over the 95-year model period, 2065 sediment conditions.   
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Firm Yield Operation Scenario 

For comparison purposes, a firm yield operation scenario was evaluated.  Under the firm yield 

scenario, the model solves for maximum annual deliveries that can be made 100 percent of the 

time, including during the drought of record, without Lake Thunderbird going into the inactive 

pool.  The maximum annual delivery volume is known as the “firm yield”.  Once this volume is 

known, it is delivered from the reservoir each and every year over the model period.  In effect, 

this scenario assumes that the 1950s drought of record is imminent every time Lake Thunderbird 

drops below the top of conservation pool, and thus eliminates the potential for the reservoir to 

drop into the inactive pool.  However, significantly less water is delivered from the reservoir 

compared to the permit availability scenario.  

 

Results show that the firm yield of Lake Thunderbird is 12,700 acre-feet per year.  As shown in 

Figure 3, the firm yield scenario results in 8,900 acre-feet per year less water being put to 

beneficial use than could have been delivered in 85 of the 95 years modeled if operating the 

reservoir to deliver the full permit volume of 21,600 acre-feet per year (e.g., permit availability 

scenario).   

 

 

 
Figure 3.  Firm water availability over the 95-year model period, 2065 sediment conditions.  While the model always delivers 

12,700 acre-ft/yr, 8,900 acre-ft/yr was not put to beneficial use in 85 of 95 years. 

 

  

Light blue = water not put to beneficial 

use under the firm yield scenario 

Dark blue = firm water availability 
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Table 1.  Summary of data sources and model assumptions for Inflow, Precipitation, and Evaporation.   

Inflow 

Date Range Selected Data Sources Adjustments/changes 

Jan 1926 to 

Sep 1952 

USGS Streamgage 07230500 Little 

River near Tecumseh, OK (Oct 1943 

to Dec 2020), and  

Norman 3SSE Precipitation Station 

(Oct 1895 to Dec 2020) 

1961 DPR estimated flow data using a regression using the 

downstream gage and precipitation between Oct 1943 and Sep 

1952.  Data also were adjusted to account for an estimated 

seepage loss of 1,500 acre-ft/yr.   

Oct 1952 to 

Aug 1964 

USGS Streamgage 07230000 Little 

River below Lake Thunderbird near 

Norman, OK (Oct 1952 to Dec 2020) 

Streamgage data were adjusted to account for an estimated 

seepage loss of 1,500 acre-ft/yr.   

Sep 1964 to 

Aug 1965 

USGS Streamgage 07230500 Little 

River near Tecumseh, OK (Oct 1943 

to Dec 2020), and  

USGS Streamgage 07230000 Little 

River below Lake Thunderbird near 

Norman, OK (Oct 1952 to Dec 2020) 

Streamgage data below the dam cannot be used directly for 

inflow into the reservoir since the diversion channel was closed 

in Sept 1964.  A linear regression was used to estimate flow 

between the gage below the dam and the downstream gage 

between Sep 1965 and Dec 2020.  Data also were adjusted to 

account for an estimated seepage loss of 1,500 acre-ft/yr.   

Sep 1965 to 

Dec 2020 

Reservoir elevation gage (Sep 1965 

to Dec 2020)  

Computed inflow based on change in storage, deliveries, 

releases, and evaporative and seepage losses as recorded in 

the monthly water supply report.   

Precipitation 

Date Range Selected Data Sources Adjustments/changes 

Jan 1926 to 

Aug 1964 

Norman 3SSE Precipitation Station 

(Oct 1895 to Dec 2020), and 

Lake Thunderbird Precipitation 

Station (Sep 1965 to Dec 2020) 

A linear regression was used to estimate adjusted precipitation 

at the reservoir using the Lake Thunderbird station and 

Norman 3SSE station between Feb 1965 and Dec 2020.   

Feb 1965 to 

Dec 2020 

Lake Thunderbird Precipitation 

Station (Sep 1965 to Dec 2020) 
No adjustment needed 
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Table 1.  Continued…  

Evaporation 

Date Range Selected Data Sources Adjustments/changes 

Jan 1926 to 

Dec 1951 

Lake Overholser Pan Evaporation 

(Apr 1952 to Oct 1979),  

Lake Overholser Precipitation 

Station (Aug 1942 to Aug 1979),  

Lake Thunderbird Pan Evaporation 

(Jun 1968 to Dec 2020),  

Lake Thunderbird Precipitation 

Station (Sep 1965 to Dec 2020), and  

Norman 3SSE Precipitation Station 

(Oct 1895 to Dec 2020) 

Monthly Lake Overholser and Thunderbird evaporation pan data 

were multiplied by a free surface coefficient of 0.7.  These data 

were then converted to pure evaporation based on respective 

precipitation rates at both reservoirs.  Lake Overholser’s average 

annual pure evaporation rate of 82.8 in/yr was then distributed 

based on average monthly pure evaporation measured at Lake 

Thunderbird, and then converted to net evaporation using 

monthly precipitation at Norman.  See annual data labeled as 

“Updated Assumptions” in Figure 4.  

Jan 1952 to 

May 1968 

Lake Overholser Pan Evaporation 

(Apr 1952 to Oct 1979),  

Lake Overholser Precipitation 

Station (Aug 1942 to Aug 1979),  

Lake Thunderbird Pan Evaporation 

(Jun 1968 to Dec 2020),  

Lake Thunderbird Precipitation 

Station (Sep 1965 to Dec 2020), and  

Norman 3SSE Precipitation Station 

(Oct 1895 to Dec 2020) 

A linear regression was performed using pure evaporation at 

Lake Thunderbird and Lake Overholser between 1969 and 1979 

(Figure 5).  The resulting multiplier was applied to Lake 

Overholser’s pure evaporation data to derive pure evaporation 

data at Lake Thunderbird between Jan 1952 and May 1968.  

These data were then converted to net evaporation using 

monthly precipitation at Norman/Thunderbird.  See annual data 

labeled as “Adjusted Lake Overholser” in Figure 4. 

June 1968 

to Dec 2020 

Lake Thunderbird Pan Evaporation 

(Jun 1968 to Dec 2020) 

Pan data were multiplied by a free surface coefficient of 0.7.  See 

annual data labeled as “Lake Thunderbird” in Figure 4.  
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Figure 4.  Illustration of the three adjusted evaporation data sets used in the updated firm yield analysis on Lake Thunderbird: 

“Updated Assumptions” (1926-1951); “Adjusted Lake Overholser” (1952-1968) and “Lake Thunderbird” (1968-2020).  “DPR 

Assumptions” on evaporation, displayed for comparative purposes, were on average 18 inches/year less than those measured at 

Lake Overholser during the same time period which includes the 1951-1957 drought of record.  Given this, a linear regression 

was performed using pure evaporation at Lake Overholser and Lake Thunderbird for the period from 1968 to 1979 when 

evaporation data was available from both reservoirs.  This updated evaporation dataset (“Adjusted Lake Overholser”) results in 

a minor reduction in average annual permit availability from 21,100 to 20,900 acre-ft/yr (e.g. less than 1% reduction) over the 

period of record.   

 

 
Figure 5.  Linear regression results showing the relationship between pure evaporation at Lake Overholser and pure evaporation 

at Lake Thunderbird between June 1968 and Dec 1979.  The relationship between Lake Overholser and Lake Thunderbird 

evaporation rates was good correlation and an R2 value of 0.9539. 
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Demand Distribution based on Historic Use  
Table 2.  Monthly demand distribution was based on average historic use from 2000 to 2020.    

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Average (2000-2020) 7% 6% 7% 7% 9% 10% 11% 11% 10% 9% 7% 6% 

 

Sediment Accumulation  
Table 3.  Comparison of original and updated sediment conditions.     

Reservoir Pool 

Reservoir 

Elevation  

(ft) 

1965 Survey 

Conditions 

2001 Survey 

Conditions 

2015 Survey  

Conditions 

Area 

(acres) 

Capacity 

(acre-ft) 

Area 

(acres) 

Capacity 

(acre-ft) 
Area (acres) 

Capacity 

(acre-ft) 

Conservation 1039 6,070 105,900 5,439 93,600 5,505 92,700 

Dead 1010 1,675 13,700 1,547 12,300 1,495 11,100 

Reservoir Storage Below 1039.0 - 119,600 - 105,900 - 103,800 

Storage Lost to Sediment 

Accumulation 
- - - - 13,700 - 15,800 

Sediment Accumulation 

Rate 
Below 1039.0 330 acre-ft/yra 380 acre-ft/yr 315 acre-ft/yrb 

a Projected rate calculated in 1961 DPR.   
b Survey selected for 2021 firm yield update.  

 
Table 4.  Comparison of recent survey condition and projected sediment conditions for this analysis.  

Reservoir Pool 

Reservoir 

Elevation  

(ft) 

2015 Survey Condition 
Projected Capacity based on  

Sediment Accumulation (acre-ft) 

Area (acres) 
Capacity 

(acre-ft) 
2025 2065 

Conservation 1039.0 5,505 92,700 90,100 79,600 

Dead 1010.0 1,495 11,100 10,600 8,500 

Reservoir Storage Below 1039.0 - 103,800 100,700 88,100 

Storage to be Lost to 

Sediment Accumulation 
- - - 3,100 15,700 
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FY 2021 Year-End 
Budget vs. Actual    

 Budget Actual Difference 

Personnel $643,865.00 $605,509.08 $38,355.92  

Maintenance $194,500.00 $76,191.92 $118,308.08  

Utilities $34,800.00 $37,239.11 ($2,439.11) 

Insurance $45,250.00 $72,998.77 ($27,748.77) 

Administrative $15,000.00 $10,511.60 $4,488.40  

Professional $124,550.00 $75,464.01 $49,085.99  

Water Quality $157,600.00 $76,213.76 $81,386.24  

Fixed Asset $43,000.00 $26,945.26 $16,054.74  

 $1,258,565.00 $981,073.51 $277,491.49 
 

 

 

Remainder of FY 22 as of 7/31/21  

  

Projected Expenses  

  

Budgeted Expenses $944,964 

Shoreline Stabilization $2,000 

Plummer DC Pipeline $9,840 

Generator Project $15,694 

DC Pipeline under Air Depot $500,000 

Additional DC Pipeline Costs $115,000 

DC Pipeline Loan  $440,000 

Retirement Contribution Adjust $20,500 

Trends $42,215 

Internal Loading $22,000 

Workers Comp Adjust $11,000 

Possible New Hire $35,000 

Total $2,158,213 

  
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
Projected Income 

  

BOR Grant Shoreline Stabil $6,000 

Assessments $1,122,095 

Loan Payment Income $330,423 

Boat Dock Rental $6,600 

Income from Investments $115,500 

 $1,580,618 

  

  

Balance in Op Account (7/31) $1,690,312 

Income $1,580,618 

Projected Expenses $2,158,213 

  

Surplus $1,112,717 

  

Special Projects  
New Building $60,000 
Drought Contingency Plan 
Development $150,000 

 $210,000 

  

Remainder $902,717 
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MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

CENTRAL OKLAHOMA MASTER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 

Thursday, July 15, 2021 

6:30 P.M. 

Location-12500 Alameda Dr, Norman, OK 73026 

 
A.  Call to Order  

President Amanda Nairn called the meeting to Order at 6:30 pm.  

Roll Call: 
Board Members Present: 
President Amanda Nairn  
Treasurer Jann Knotts 
Secretary Michael Dean  
Board Member William Janacek 
Board Member Kevin Anders 
 
Board Members Absent: 
Casey Hurt 
Roger Frech    
 
Staff Present:   
Kyle Arthur, General Manager 
Kelley Metcalf, Office Manager 
Tim Carr, Operations & Maintenance Supervisor 
 
Others Present: 
Paul Streets 
Don Maisch 
Alan Swartz 
Geri Wellborn 
Mark Roberts 
Beverly Palmer 
Cole Niblett 
Rob Lockard 
Elizabeth Baccus 
Annette Wood 
 

 
 

           
B.  Statement of compliance with Open Meeting Act  

Kelley Metcalf, Office Manager, stated the notice of the monthly board meeting had been posted in compliance 
with the Open Meeting Act. 
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  C.  Administrative 

C.1.  Status report of the Del City Pipeline Project from Alan Plummer Associates, Inc. (Alan Swartz, Oklahoma 
Area Leader) 

Alan Swartz reported: 
2 items remain on the punch list: 
  (1) lid on a vault and (2) a section of fence that BOR and the landowner negotiated  

The record drawings have been received from the contractor and those will be finished and submitted to DEQ. 
Member Janacek inquired about the status of the Tinker section.  Mr. Arthur reminded everyone that he and 
Mr. Swartz recommend replacement of the 2‐mile stretch due to the history of failure of the civil engineer C301 
pipe, and for the fact that it is under Air Depot, but the board would have to approve replacement.  OKC had a 
catastrophic failure and the pipe that failed is the same pipe and the same manufacturer.  Mr. Arthur stated the 
Corp of Engineers is drafting an RFP now.  One meeting has been held and the District, BOR, and Mr. Swartz 
provided input.  Another meeting is planned for October and construction could begin sometime next year.  
With the Corp of Engineers’ desire to build more hangers, to support growth on the base, they will pay for the 
relocation of the line, but not the portion off base and under Air Depot.  The 2 projects could be completed 
simultaneously, and the District would pay for our portion of the project.  Compressed fit liner was 
recommended to the Corp.  The line will have to remain inside the Tinker Airforce Base fence to qualify for the 
Corp to pay for the project.    

The Board thanked and praised Mr. Swartz and Tim Carr for their hard work and dedication on the pipeline 
project. 

 

   

C.2. Fiscal year‐end update on capital expenditure and emergency fund (CEEF) investment account from Robert 
Lockard, of LPL Financial 
President Nairn introduced Robert Lockard. Mr. Lockard gave a general overview of the investment portfolio.  
The portfolio’s value is 4.3 million.  The bulk of the portfolio is corporate bonds that generate semiannual 
interest, which represents, over 12 months approximately $113,000 cash flow coming in.  That interest is now 
going into the general Operating account.  In December, in accordance with the new investment policy, two 
mutual funds were purchased. The American Balance Fund, which is a bonds and equity balance fund is up 4.5% 
since purchase.  Additionally, a short‐term government security mutual fund was purchased which is generating 
approximately $335 a month, and that interest is  being reinvested back into the fund.  Mr. Lockard remarked 
that the investments over the life of the fund have done extremely well with a  $185,000 gain over what was 
paid for bonds, not counting all the interest earned over the years.  Mr. Lockard stated those are going to be 
maturing and it is going to be hard to replace 3‐4% bonds.  Mr. Lockard will get recommendations from the 
Treasurer and Mr. Arthur on $300,000 cash on a bond that got called.  Treasurer Knotts complimented Mr. 
Lockard.  Mr. Lockard recognized Mr. Arthur and Treasurer Knotts for implementing an investment policy.  Mr. 
Arthur reminded the board that the earnings are put towards the budget to offset assessments to the cities.  For 
this year’s budget the amount is $110,000.  

 

D.  Action: PURSUANT TO 82 OKLA. STATUTES, SECTION 541 (D) (10), THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS SHALL 
PERFORM OFFICIAL ACTIONS BY RESOLUTION AND ALL OFFICIAL ACTIONS INCLUDING FINAL PASSAGE AND 
ENACTMENT OF ALL RESOLUTIONS MUST BE APPROVED BY A MAJORITY OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
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PRESENT, A QUORUM BEING PRESENT, AT A REGULAR OR SPECIAL MEETING.  THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MAY BE 
DISCUSSED, CONSIDERED AND APPROVED, DISAPPROVED, AMENDED, TABLED OR OTHER ACTION TAKEN: 

D.3.  Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held on Thursday, June 3, 2021, and corresponding Resolution  
The minutes were reviewed and finding those in good order as presented, William Janacek made a motion 
seconded by Michael Dean to approve the Resolution.  

Roll call vote: 

President Amanda Nairn    Yes 
Vice President Casey Hurt    Absent 
Treasurer Jann Knotts    Yes 
Secretary Michael Dean    Yes 
Member William Janacek    Yes 
Member Roger Frech    Absent 
Member Kevin Anders    Yes 

Motion Passed 

                                                                  
D.4. Financial statements for operating accounts for May 2021, and corresponding Resolution  
Treasurer Knotts pointed out $85,905.00 gain from sale of equipment.  The cash position increased by $160,000 
for the month.  The Pipeline project expense increased by $20,000.  Ms. Knotts asked where the new storm 
shelter was installed.  Mr. Arthur stated right off the back patio, and he also stated it is a ten‐person shelter.  
Ms. Knotts noted several account items are below budget.  The maintenance budget is $125,000 less and 
employee salaries have decreased, due to one less employee.  Mr. Arthur will have a summary, at the next 
board meeting, detailing any carryovers and how it all reconciles. 

  Finding the financial statement in good order as presented, Jann Knotts made a motion seconded by Michael 
Dean to approve the Resolution. 

Roll call vote: 

President Amanda Nairn    Yes 
Vice President Casey Hurt    Absent 
Treasurer Jann Knotts    Yes 
Secretary Michael Dean    Yes 
Member William Janacek    Yes 
Member Roger Frech    Absent 
Member Kevin Anders    Yes 
 

  Motion Passed 

   

     

D.5. Amending an employee retirement system, defined benefit plan and joinder agreement and corresponding 
Resolution 
Mr. Arthur reminded the board in December this benefit was approved in the benefit package update.  This 
agreement will make it official to change the vesting period from 10 years to 7 years.  Mr. Arthur stated during 
executive session, in the June meeting, the board agreed to allow the General Manager to participate in the 
plan.  Mr. Dean asked for clarification on the 60 consecutive months clause on page 2 # 5 and page 3 # 7.  Mr. 
Arthur explained that is how one determines the salary benefit one will receive.  The benefit calculation is 3% X 
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average monthly compensation X years of service.  The compensation is calculated on last 60 months for a 
vested employee. 

 Kevin Anders made a motion seconded by William Janacek to approve the Resolution. 

Roll call vote: 

President Amanda Nairn    Yes 
Vice President Casey Hurt    Absent 
Treasurer Jann Knotts      Yes 
Secretary Michael Dean     Yes 
Member William Janacek    Yes 
Member Roger Frech      Absent 
Member Kevin Anders      Yes 

Motion Passed 

 

D.6.  Contract between the District and City of Norman and Norman Utilities Authority for temporary water 
supply and corresponding Resolution 
Mr. Arthur stated all contracts for the three cities read the same, unless otherwise requested he would not 
explain each one individually.  At the June board meeting a new contract was approved replacing the existing 
contract between the Bureau of Reclamation and the District to utilize temporary water when the elevation is 
greater than 1039’. One of the major changes, that Norman originally requested, that manifest in the new 
contract, was to allow only water that is  used above a city’s allocation to be considered temporary water for 
invoicing purposes.  During the process of getting Norman’s contract written, Midwest City and Del City 
expressed their desire to have a contract as well.  Mr. Arthur highlighted the substantive provisions starting on 
page 2 section 10 where the District is required to pay the United States for the amount of Temporary Water 
delivered that is in excess of Norman’s water supply allocation of 43.8 percent of  water available from Lake 
Thunderbird in any one water year.  Furthermore, the total amount of temporary water that can be taken in a 
year (10,000 ac‐ft in accordance with the contract with BOR) by any city will be based upon their normal 
allocation percentage.   Therefore, in the case of Norman, 43.8% of the 10,000 ac‐ft total would be the 
maximum allowed to be taken as temporary water in a given year, which would be 4,380 ac‐ft.   

Additionally, Mr. Arthur pointed out on the last page of the contract there is new language regarding a 25% 
surcharge, for additional wear and tear on equipment to pump the temporary water.  The O&M assessments, 
that the District bills the cities each year, is based on the normal water supply allocation. To arrive at the 25% 
surcharge, Mr. Arthur explained he took $127,500 that is allocated in the FY 2022 budget for plant, dam, 
pipeline repair and maintenance and looked at on a per thousand‐gallon basis.  As a District, O& M costs are 
approximately 1.8¢ per thousand gallons pumped or $5.90 per ac‐ft.  According to the District’s contract with 
the BOR for temporary water, the first‐year price is $22.95 per ac‐ft, so the $5.90 equates to approximately 25%.  
The 25% will remain constant throughout the contract term, but the price per acre‐foot of temporary water will 
fluctuate according to the terms of the District’s contract with BOR.   

Payment of the permit fee is not addressed in the 3 cities temporary water contracts.  Ms. Nairn stated she 
wants to be transparent. A decision will be forthcoming on procedure for payment of permits.  Mr. Arthur stated 
in the past City of Norman has reimbursed the District for payment of the temporary water permit fee.  The 
$250 permit expires in 90 days, or it expires when the elevation reaches 1039.  Ms. Nairn would like Mr. Arthur 
to investigate a term permit with OWRB versus the 90‐day permit.  
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Mr. Dean inquired about and expressed some concern regarding how much or if any additional work would have 
to be performed by the District employees in the event no surcharge was ever collected because a city did not 
exceed their normal allocation.  Mr. Arthur explained lake elevations are recorded every 6 hours and updated in 
the daily report accordingly, and additional administrative tasks are minimal.  

Michael Dean made a motion seconded by Kevin Anders to approve the Resolution. 

Roll call vote: 

President Amanda Nairn    Yes 
Vice President Casey Hurt    Absent 
Treasurer Jann Knotts      Yes 
Secretary Michael Dean     Yes 
Member William Janacek    Yes 
Member Roger Frech      Absent 
Member Kevin Anders      Yes 

Motion Passed 

 
 
D.7. Contract between the District and City of Midwest City and the Midwest City Municipal Authority for 
temporary water supply and corresponding Resolution 
Ms. Nairn stated the contract reads the same as the other 2 cities. 
Mr. Arthur stated Midwest City’s allocation is 40.4%. 
 
William Janacek made a motion seconded by Kevin Anders to approve the Resolution. 

 
Roll call vote: 
 
President Amanda Nairn    Yes 
Vice President Casey Hurt    Absent 
Treasurer Jann Knotts      Yes 
Secretary Michael Dean     Yes 
Member William Janacek    Yes 
Member Roger Frech      Absent 
Member Kevin Anders      Yes 

Motion Passed. 

 
D.8. Contract between the District and City of Del City and the Del City Municipal Authority for temporary water 
supply and corresponding Resolution 
Del City’s allocation is 15.8%. 
 
Michael Dean made a motion seconded by Kevin Anders to approve the Resolution. 

   
Roll call vote: 
 
President Amanda Nairn    Yes 
Vice President Casey Hurt    Absent 
Treasurer Jann Knotts    Yes 
Secretary Michael Dean    Yes 
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Member William Janacek    Yes 
Member Roger Frech    Absent 
Member Kevin Anders    Yes 
 
Motion Passed. 

 
 

  E.  Discussion 

E.9.  Legal Counsel’s Report 

June 3    prepared and filed Motion to Confirm Transfer of Surplus Property to Tourism Department and filed      
                same with Cleveland County District Court 

June 3   attended monthly board meeting at District offices at Lake Thunderbird                  

June 7   reviewed amended schedule of regular meetings of Board 

June 9   file stamped a copy of Order Confirming Transfer of Surplus Property and delivered copy to Kelley 
Metcalf at District offices  

July 6  finalized draft of temporary water contract for Del City and dispatched same to Beverly Palmer 

July 7  reviewed draft resolutions prepared by Kelley Metcalf 

July 9  prepared and dispatched copy of Legal Counsel report to Kelley Metcalf 
              

 

E.10.  General Manager’s Report 
Please see document titled “Manager’s Report” in the packet. 

Mr. Dean recommended checking with our bank to see if they offer a positive pay type system to help assist 
against fraud on handwritten checks.  Mr. Arthur stated he would inquire with BancFirst and report back. 

 
 
E.11.  New business (any matter not known prior to the meeting, and which could not have been reasonably 
foreseen prior to the posting of the agenda)  

Ms. Nairn announced the August Regular Board Meeting will be cancelled.  

At the September board meeting it is anticipated to have two presentations, the final presentation on the 
Floating Wetlands given by the University of Oklahoma Water Survey, and the Yield Study from BOR. 

 

  F.  Adjourn 

 
There being no further business, President Nairn adjourned the meeting at 7:51 P.M. 



Item D.5.
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Item E.7



LEGAL COUNSEL REPORT 
September 2, 2021 

 
 
July 15 Attend monthly meeting of COMCD board 
 
July 19 Confirm with Kyle that termination date for temporary water use contracts with member 

cities coincides with termination date of USBOR contract with COMCD  
 
July 27 Conference call with Alan Swartz, Amanda Nairn and Kyle Arthur about the Del City 

Pipeline Project additional costs claims from Aegion and Matthews 
 
July 27 Conference call with Kystina Phillips, attorney for Arbuckle Master Conservancy 

District (manager Steven Jolly) about position taken by Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board filed in a case involving stream water permits and interference 

 
July 28 Review copy of Matthews contract 
 
Aug 23 Confirm with Kyle that the COMCD can mandate masks for public meetings 
 
Aug 26 Draft resolution about change order for Del City Pipeline Project additional cost claims 
 
Aug 27 Draft Legal Counsel report 
 
 
 
 



Item E.8



Manager’s Report – August, 2021 

 
 Generator Replacement Project 

o Electrical Solutions finished install and testing of new generator sets 
o We will be scheduling, with Electrical Solutions, replacement of the ATS (automatic 

transfer switch) breaker   
 The breaker was malfunctioning and not automatically switching over as it 

should 
 The transfer switch can be activated manually, however 

 Budget and Financial 
o Worked with bookkeeper to close out FY 2021 budget 
o Held discussions with Rob Lockard of LPL Financial and Jann about investment options 

for cash balance in CEEF account 
 Decision to invest $250,000 of the approximately $315,000 cash balance in a 

suite of funds given that bond rates are so low 
 Raytheon bond called.  Currently discussing where to invest the $250,000 

generate by that call 
o Continued streamlining of internal financial processes 

 Now invoicing cities monthly for O&M, Power and  
 Number of checks written has decreased:  June=61 checks, July=34 and 

August=13 
 Every employee has a credit card with a $1500 limit; charging as many 

purchases as possible 
 At least 10 ACHs with recurring monthly charges has been set‐up 
 Currently investigating the need/appropriateness for the District to enroll in 

Positive Pay (fraud protection system) and for a higher yield investment option 
for a portion of the operating account balance 

 HMI Programming 
o Programming of new HMI software by Worth Hydrochem is complete 

 System now running on the new software, Ignition 
 Currently building out new report generator module 

 Shoreline Erosion/Floating wetlands project 
o Barge service was used to remove marked concrete anchors (approximately 900 lbs 

each) 
 13 total anchors are now on shore 
 Believe there are two or three more anchors remaining 
 OHP sonar found 1; OHP dive team will utilize a training exercise opportunity to 

look for any remaining anchors 
 Mowing on Tractors has continued.  (We are currently down two employees, so we are behind 

but making up ground consistently each week) 



 We were without A/C in the office for a little over a week. Culprit was a bad compressor.  That 
was replaced and Kelley is happy! 

 BOR completed the AFR 
o No significant findings at the time of inspection, with the exception of one mobile home 

that may be located in the easement 
 Will await BOR report to determine appropriate path forward 

 Held Staff Meeting Aug 9th to discuss remaining tasks for summer 
 Paoli High School had a Science Class field trip to the Norman Water Treatment Facility which 

concluded by a quick tour of The District’s intake facility 
 RFP for the Del City pipeline segment on Tinker property, as well as the unreplaced portion 

under Air Depot, has been finalized by the USACE. 
o Expect RPF to be advertised mid‐fall of this year 
o Funding arrangement and agreement between the District, BOR and USACE to fund the 

portion under Air Depot is still in progress; no issues 
 Attended the Red River Valley Association (RRVA) conference in Sulphur on August 26th   

o RRVA is a group of water stakeholders in the Red River Basin  
 We are not members of the group as we are not in that basin 
 Attended meeting for purposes of hearing pertinent presentations by agencies 

(BOR, USACE, OWRB, etc.) 
 Additionally, there were concurrent meetings of the Oklahoma Association of 

Reclamation Projects (OARP) at this conference 
 Met with Norman Chamber of Commerce sub‐group discussing enhancement opportunities at 

Lake Thunderbird 
o Had lunch with Scott Martin of the Norman Chamber 

 Held several calls with BOR to discuss yield model 
o Details of model runs, opportunities for grant monies and finalization of presentation at 

this meeting 
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