











Appendix C
Report of the Environmental Assessment
Committee of the South Central Texas
Regional Water Planning Group (Region L)



(This page intentionally left blank)



Report of the Environmental Assessment Committee
of the South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group (Region L)
January 28, 2008

Pursuant to the first meeting of this committee on December 19, 2007, the committee reconvened
January 18, 2008, to review key issues and make recommendations to the Planning Group for the next
biennium’s environmental assessment of water management strategies, as well as additional
considerations, financial constraints, and priorities.

The following were members of the committee:
Donna Balin (Region L) (attended second meeting only)
Evelyn Bonavita (Region L)

Norman Boyd (TPWD)

Tyson Broad (Sierra)

Mike Gonzalez (SARA)

Pat Guzman (TCEQ) (not attending)

Myron Hess (NWF) (not attending)

Susan Hughes (X&A)

Norman Johns (NWF)

Cindy Loeffler (TPWD)

Gary Middleton (Region L)

Con Mims (Region L)

Matt Nelson (TWDB)

Dan Opdyke (TPWD)

Iliana Pena (Region L) (attended first meeting only)
Bob Perez (SARA)

Brian Perkins (HDR)

Sam Vaugh (HDR)

Models

The decision on which Edwards Aquifer model to use is fundamental to moving forward. HDR will
present a matrix to assist the Planning Group in making that decision.

Regarding the Carrizo/Wilcox model, TWDB is OK with either model. Developing new overlay maps
(drawdown isoplats) and incorporating new gains/losses data might be a special project at the end of the
biennium.

In the past we have looked at maximum impact — drawdown over 50 years or maximum transient
drawdown — and plan to continue. It is possible to look at regional effects on surface water resources.
Such regional fluxes are valid in terms of supply and effects on streamflow. Groundwater Management
Areas (GMA) may provide additional, finer data.

Groundwater Management Areas — Desired Future Conditions (DFC)
HDR will bring information regarding choosing a cutoff date for GMA’s DFCs to be submitted in order

to be considered in this round of planning. The impacts of not using a GMA’s DFCs is the potential for
inconsistencies between the regions and GMAs, however, regions have deadlines to meet.
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Streamflow

The Planning Group uses something close to Run 1 now. Run 3 provides only for return flows explicitly
identified in surface water rights and would require additional water management strategies, including
new reuse commitments. Some water rights in the Guadalupe - San Antonio River Basin were granted
on the basis of historically discharged effluent. Any changes would have to be incorporated in the scope
of work and approved by the TWDB. None are recommended by this committee. As has been the case
in the past, TWDB approval of Region L’s accounting for treated effluent in calculating surface water
supplies, evaluating water management strategies, and assessing environmental effects will be required.

In the last planning cycle the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) funded a supplemental, ecologically-
based assessment of changes in freshwater inflows to the Guadalupe Estuary associated with
implementation of the regional plan. If we are to continue doing this element of work in the future,
funding must be identified. It is considered both valuable and informative, so the committee
recommends keeping it in the scope of work, perhaps at a second priority level.

Improving natural flow projections to account for zero Edwards pumping would be desirable, however
this activity should be part of the much larger task of updating all Guadalupe — San Antonio River Basin
natural streamflow data (which now ends in 1989). One consequence of such natural streamflow updates
would be changes in the consensus criteria for environmental flow needs resulting in reduced surface
water availability and increased unit cost of surface water management strategies. The criteria are
supposed to be based on daily naturalized flows. Changes would have to be approved by TCEQ and the
TWDB. This is a component of a much bigger process that would not be funded by TWDB, but should
be funded in the future by TCEQ. No changes are called for now, but this should be a recommendation
to TCEQ and the legislature. Also recommend to TCEQ updating their models to incorporate SB3 EAA
critical period rules and pumping limits.

Ecologically Significant Stream Segment Designation

The committee recommends Region L discuss designating these — especially in the upper Uvalde and
Medina County area. The legislature provided a better explanation of this designation, i.e., the state can’t
fund a reservoir on a designated segment. Clarifying legislation has passed, and it’s in the water code, so
we should take action. For scoping purposes, a process for doing this must be determined, starting with
evaluating the TPWD-identified segments, possibly refining the parts of the segments to be examined,
looking at resources, etc. It’s up to the Planning Group to nominate the segments and the legislature to
designate them. Regarding whether designating a segment would preclude a recharge dam being built
there, it is felt the Planning Group could be very explicit in its definitions, i.e., long-term impoundment
(reservoir) vs. recharge structure. Availability of state funding to support the designation process will be
key.

Uncertainty and Risk

Climate Change — TWDB sponsored a discussion on integration of climate change in the state water
planning process recently, however there is no summary or decision of the Board available to date. The
consensus of TWDB staff and participants in the discussion was to put a full chapter on the topic in the
state water plan. TWDB staff said they might support an example WUG-based evaluation on climate
change. The committee suggests the Planning Group consider approaching the TWDB for funding to
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examine potential effects of climate change on supplies for one or more WUGs in Region L. CH2MHill
has been doing a study in association with the LCRA-SAWS project on which the Group might invite a
report. Further, if money is available, pursue relevant studies, e.g., a sensitivity analysis, on climate
change as an element of considering regional water supplies and the environment.

Water Management Strategy Environmental Impact Assessment

Environment as a Water User Group — Treating the environment as a WUG was discussed, because
until a group is identified as a WUG, the level of quantification needed to fully develop needs, etc., is
not available. Results from ongoing work outlined in SB2 and SB3 of successive legislative sessions
will help with this issue. The committee recommends the Planning Group keep this in mind as a future
activity and observe what’s going on elsewhere, including in other states.

Power Cost Adjustments — In order to appropriately reflect the economics of power-intensive WMSs
(desal, pumping over long distances, etc.), the committee suggested using a unit cost greater than
6¢/kWh for power, since current prices are likely higher than that. Mike Fields and/or a website would
have these. No change in power costs over time is required, due to TWDB constraints and the fact that
all such costs are standardized on current dollars. The cost of power, per se, is not an environmental
consideration except as it affects resource consumption.

TXblend analysis/salinity modeling — TXblend predicts salinity in bays and estuaries by modeling
mixing of fresh and saline waters. Impacts on estuarine habitat and species of interest can be inferred
from the results of model application. The supplemental work funded by NWF, including examination
of pulses, during the previous study period provide complementary insights. TWDB may be taking the
WMSs of the regions and plugging them into the WAMs. HDR can provide the hydrologic part of this to
the TWDB.

Biologically significant flow statistics — More effort needs to be devoted to looking at daily numbers of
biological relevance for assessment of changes in instream flows. TPWD may be able to help with using
new software packages. It may be too early to consider, but bay/basin stakeholder committees will be
meeting in the future. The Guadalupe Estuary is second tier and won’t be appointed until this fall.
Without these data the region will be out of synch with the Senate Bill 3 process. On the other hand,
Region L could be perceived as moving out ahead of the comprehensive science-based process
involving bay-basin stakeholder groups as defined in SB3. It may or may not be appropriate for Region
L to use available funds to advance this process. HDR could provide hydrology data to apply for this
region. Recommendation: Advise that Region L will provide data to TPWD to do evaluation of
additional instream flow statistics for use in the quantitative environmental assessment, subject to
TPWD funding and staff availability, TWDB approval, and coordination with the bay-basin group for
the Guadalupe Estuary. Integration of results in the Region L plan will be at the discretion of the
regional water planning group and subject to both availability of funding and TWDB approval.

Updates on projects moving toward implementation — Funding is needed to update water management
strategies to reflect any changed conditions. The Planning Group’s goal is to ID major categories of

things agencies will be concerned with as projects go to permitting, as well as public “hot buttons.”

Cumulative effects analysis — Region L has been analyzing cumulative effects and should continue, in
addition to individual strategy analyses.
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Land stewardship and riparian protection — The committee recommends a discussion be included in
the regional plan.

Interregional Issues of Importance to the Legislature

Given the difficulty in getting a surface-water permit, some water marketers are going to groundwater
districts for permits to drill wells in the alluvium of streams and rivers. This will impact future
streamflows. Is there a provision in water law to prevent the long-term deleterious impacts of such
projects, which are “off the radar” because they need neither a TCEQ permit nor TWDB funding? Some
of this water is to be exported from Region L.

Submitted by Susan K. Hughes, facilitation consultant

HHEH
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ATTACHMENT 1
TWDB Contract No. 0704830697
Region L, Region-Specific Studies 1-5:

TWDB Comments on Draft Final Region-Specific Study Reports:
1) Lower Guadalupe Water Supply Project for GBRA Needs
2) Brackish Groundwater Supply Evaluation
3) Enhanced Water Conservation, Drought Management and Land
Stewardship
4) Environmental Studies
5) Environmental Evaluations of Water Management Strategies

Region-Specific Study 5: Environmental Evaluations of Water Management Strategies

Please include a list of the names of the attendees of the December 19“‘, 2007 and January 18“‘,
2008 meetings described in Appendix C.

Response — Names of the committee members along with notes regarding meeting
attendance are listed in Appendix C.
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