Minutes of the

South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

January 13, 2005
9:00 a.m.

The January 13, 2005 meeting of the South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group (SCTRWPG) was called to order by Chair Evelyn Bonavita at 9:05 a.m. in the San Antonio River Authority Board Room, 100 E. Guenther, San Antonio, Texas.

Roll was called with 16 voting members and 2 designated alternates present and 5 members absent.

Present:

Evelyn Bonavita 

Mike Mahoney

Richard Eppright

Susan Hughes
Darrell Brownlow
Greg Rothe
Bill West
Con Mims
Milton Stolte
Gloria Rivera
Ron Naumann
Mike Fields
Bill Jones

Jay Millikin
Gary Middleton

Doug Miller


Designated Alternates:
Robert Potts (for Greg Ellis)




Fred Arce (for Eugene Habiger)

Absent:


Mike Miller





Pete Nieto






Eugene Habiger





Greg Ellis





John Kight
Non-Voting Members Present:

Ernest Rebuck - Texas Water Development Board




Norman Boyd – Texas Department of Parks and Wildlife



Robert White – South Texas Water Master

Agenda Item No. 1:
Public Comment

Diane Savage of the Wilson County Water Action Project stated that for over three years her organization has expressed concern about the 11,000 acre feet of Carrizo Aquifer groundwater from Wilson County included in the 2001 Regional Water Plan.  She stated that she has consistently requested that the 11,000 acre feet of water be removed from the plan and have sited a number of credible reasons to support the concerns.  The Carrizo Aquifer is the only source of water for Wilson County.  It must support Wilson County’s continuous population growth and economic development.  The water in the Carrizo must also support Wilson County’s agriculture and livestock considering a decision by the planning group to allow fifty percent of livestock needs be meet by groundwater and no new supplies for agriculture.  In addition, the proposed location of the well fields in Wilson County and the affects on the proposed pumping on the springs in the Carrizo and stream flows in the Cibolo Creek, which is part of the San Antonio River Basin.  Mrs. Savage said that her organization has asked for more information from the Texas Parks and Wildlife on the effects of the proposed pumping on wildlife in Cibolo Creek.  She continued that Wilson County would experience about a 6,000 acre feet need or shortage that will come from the Carrizo.  Mrs. Savage asked if the 6,000 acre-feet has been calculated in the 11,000 acre-feet scheduled to meet needs elsewhere.  She continued that if not, then it should be subtracted from the 11,000 acre-feet because there is nowhere else to acquire the 6,000 acre-feet but Wilson County.  She urged the planning group to continue to seek alternative sources like brush control, Edwards Aquifer recharge, and desalination.  

Agenda Item No. 2:
Approval of Minutes

Richard Eppright moved and Con Mims seconded approval of the minutes as presented.  The minutes were approved by consensus.

Agenda Item No. 3:
Election of Officers and Designation of Executive Committee Members
Chair Evelyn Bonavita reported on a meeting of the regional chairs scheduled for January 26, 2005 in Austin at the Robert E. Johnson Conference Center.  Chair Bonavita also presented a letter by Region C about changes they are suggesting for the TWDB rules.  She then asked the members to review the letter and submit any suggestions or support of Region C’s request to her so that she could convey it at the Chairs’ meeting. 
Steve Raabe presented an excerpt of the SCTRWPG Bylaws explaining the selection process of the officers and the selection of the Executive Committee members. 

Gloria River moved and Bill West seconded to re-nominate Evelyn Bonavita as Chair, Richard Eppright as Vice-Chair, and Greg Rothe as Secretary.  The nominations were approved by consensus.  
Greg Rothe moved and Richard Eppright seconded to nominate Doug Miller and Mike Mahoney as members to the Executive Committee.  The nominations were approved by consensus. 


Agenda Item No. 4: 
Workshop on Policy Issues, Legislative Recommendations, and Unique Stream 




Segment /Reservoir Sites
Maggie Moorhouse reported that the workshop would require that the planning group review the materials mailed earlier and have the public participation consultant gain direction on policies the RWPG would like included in the regional water plan.  
Ms. Moorhouse introduced Ms. Leah Olivarri of Corpus Christi who has been involved in facilitation work for Texas Department of Transportation and on desalination projects.  

Ms. Moorhouse continued that she would like to conduct an overview of the material that was mailed out to all planning group members and on what the water policy issues survey has indicated.  She recommended that the RWPG look at what is in the current plan in order to discuss what the guidelines are regarding unique stream segments and reservoir sites and discuss the approach and methodology to revise the current plan.  
Ms. Olivarri stated that this would give the planning group an opportunity to determine whether these are issues, a subgroup or working group should take a closer look at in the coming months. She suggested that the workshop begin today’s discussions on the topic of agriculture to include issues raised in the different surveys as well as the current plan.  
Bill Mullican with the TWDB stated that approximately five months after the adoption of Region L’s water plan, Region L’s policy recommendations to some degree become law.  Mr. Mullican continued that TWDB is changing the process on how legislative recommendations are processed through the planning effort this time around.  After Region L submitted the 2001 regional water plan, the TWDB assembled a group of stakeholders to synthesize and to add/expand under the policy recommendations that the planning group made, which became what the TWDB staff employed to create the State Water Plan.  He continued that the TWDB would not have the stakeholder process in this round of planning.  Mr. Mullican explained that the structure the planning group is currently addressing is important to the TWDB during the its synthesizing process to adequately characterize those policy recommendations for the 2007 State Water Plan.  
Chair Bonavita suggested that a workshop/committee composed of SCTRWPG members and others interested in water planning meet to discuss and take action on the policy issues, legislative recommendations, and unique stream segment /reservoir sites. 
Greg Rothe suggested that planning group members gather five policy issues that are specifically important to him or her and submit them to the committee to determine what the commonality would be between all suggestions.  
Ms. Moorhouse suggested that the planning members submit their list of five policy issues by January 28, 2005.

The following persons volunteered to sit on the committee:

Mike Mahoney

Fred Arce

Con Mims

Steve Raabe

Evelyn Bonavita

Robert Potts

The planning group agreed to schedule the workshop on February 4, 2005 at 9:00 a.m. in San Antonio River Authority’s Boardroom.
Mr. Mullican reported that the regional planning process is on going very successful in Texas.  It is recognized as the model for the remaining states.  He continued that the TWDB is working on two categories of legislative initiatives of concern.  First, there were budget cuts in regional planning in the past and the TWDB is working on restoring those lost funds in the current legislative session. Secondly, the TWDB does look for opportunities to streamline and make the planning process more effective and efficient.  He continued that over the last eighteen months the TWDB has received feedback and concern about the amount of effort it takes to amend the regional water plan.  As a result, the TWDB has developed, through legislation, the ability to give TWDB Staff the authority to put into place and expedite an amendment notification process along with other important initiatives. 
Mike Mahoney explained that one concern the planning group has is the lack of flexibility of the regional water plan in this round of planning.  He continued that in the previous round of planning, the planning group was able to include alternate plans from which to choose.  He continued that smaller communities are not able to choose which options will meet their long range needs.  Mr. Mahoney said the State needs to provide those communities with the ability to choose which options would work for them. 

Mr. Mullican stated that there would be discussion at a Regional Chairs’ meeting next week on proposed alternatives that would go a long way in addressing Mr. Mahoney’s concern.  

Greg Rothe stated that the planning group is not vested with any real authority by the State to provide input on environmental flow.  He continued that this is an example of some shifting of emphasis that the regional planning process might look for in the next round of planning.  He continued that perhaps the TWDB could convene a Chairs’ meeting or a different forum that would include planning group representatives in the State to brainstorm on how to improve for the next round of planning.  
Agenda Item No. 5:
Discussion and Appropriate Action on Development of the 2006 Regional Water 



Plan
Sam Vaugh presented the following key SCTRWPG activities/actions leading to adoption of the 2006 initially prepared South Central Texas Regional Water Plan:

1) Workshop on policy issues and legislative recommendation.
2) Discussion unique stream segments and/or reservoir sites.

3) Identify potentially feasible Water Management Strategies (WMS)

4) Review WMS technical evaluations

Chair Bonavita suggested that the planning group discuss the highest practicable level of conservation for interbasin transfer recipients at the next Region L meeting in February.

Gloria Rivera presented a letter by the Schertz Seguin Local Government Corporation (SSLGC) requesting additional work on expanding current studies on the drawdown effect of the SSLGC operation and proposed SAWS well fields on the Carrizo Aquifer.  SSLGC is requesting that the additional data be included in a report to Region L by HDR Engineering as part of the Supplemental Funding Task A process.  
Mike Fields moved and Mike Mahoney seconded to approve the inclusion of the proposed additional work funded by SSLGC in a report by HDR for Region L through the Supplemental Funding Task A process. 
The discussion opened for Public Comment
Myron Hess of the National Wildlife Federation stated that the issue of the highest practicable level of conservation is important because there is a requirement in State Law that if there is an interbasin transfer, this level of water conservation is a prerequisite.  Mr. Hess said that the regional plan should reflect the reality of water conservation in an interbasin transfer.  He continued that water conservation for interbasin transfers negotiated on an individual bases would create problems.  Mr. Hess suggested that a baseline starting from a meaningful point should consider, for example, 140 gallon per capita per day (gpcd) for municipal use set by the Water Conservation Implementation Task Force.
End of Public Comment
Agenda Item No. 6:
Status Report on Technical Evaluation of Water Management Strategies
Mr. Vaugh presented a table that explains HDR’s tasks per scopes of work and technical consultant review process for each water management strategy for the planning group to consider.

Herb Grubb also presented the municipal and irrigation water conservation water management strategy.  He said that the point of focusing today’s discussion is to reach a conclusion and a decision about the highest practicable level of water conservation for interbasin transfer.  He continued that the municipal water demand projections that have been adopted based on the TWDB methodology and data have included the potential effects of the low flow plumbing fixtures conservation effect.  Mr. Grubb said that as new construction is done and low flow-plumbing fixtures are installed, the TWDB has estimated what the per capita effect of that would be for each of the Water User Groups (WUGs).  The water conservation task force and TWDB rules say that the regional planning groups shall use or consider the best management practices adopted by the task force in the water conservation water management strategy.  Mr. Grubb said that there are 130 municipal WUGs in Region L, which he has listed in the order of lowest to highest per capita water use in the year 2000 in tables included in the HDR report. Of the 130 WUGs in Region L, in year 2000, 73 had per capita water use rates that are higher than the 140 gallons per person per day goal established by the Water Conservation Implementation Task Force.  Mr. Grubb presented the following table to the planning group: 

Table 1.1-4.
Municipal Water User Groups

Number, Population and Water Use by Per Capita Water Use Levels
South Central Texas Water Planning Region

[image: image1.emf]Per Capita  Number  Percent

Water Use in 2000 of  of 2000 Percent 2000 Percent 

(gpcd) WUGs WUGs Number of  Total acft of  Total

Less than 100  10 7.69% 87,487 4.28% 8,716 2.56%

100 to 139 47 36.15% 390,193 19.11% 50,657 14.90%

140 to 159 18 13.85% 1,247,911 61.11% 205,542 60.45%

160 to 199 34 26.16% 200,001 9.79% 39,070 11.49%

200 & Above 21 16.15% 116,629 5.71% 36,039 10.60%

Totals 130 100.00% 2,042,221 100.00% 340,024 100.00%

Population  Water Use


Mr. Grubb said that the municipal water conservation water management strategy for the WUGs is presented below, and includes both indoor (plumbing fixtures and clothes washers) and outdoor (lawn watering and landscape irrigation) water conservation methods.   The underlying methods and assumptions are as follows:
1. Indoor plumbing fixture water conservation potentials apply to 75 gpcd of water use by WUGs having per capita water use greater than 140 gpcd and are: 

· 18 gallons per person per day for urban areas; and 

· 11 gallons per person per day for rural areas.

(Note:  A part of the plumbing fixtures potential has already been included in the per capita water use projections show in Table 1.1-3.)

2. Outdoor (lawn and landscape) water conservation potentials apply to water use greater than 75 gpcd and are:

· For those WUGs having year 2000 water use of 140 to 200 gpcd, lawn and landscape irrigation conservation potential is 15 percent of water use above 75 gpcd.   

· For those WUGs having year 2000 water use greater than 200 gpcd, lawn and landscape irrigation conservation potential is 30 percent of water use greater than 75 gpcd.

3. Costs of municipal water conservation are as follows:

· Plumbing fixture and clothes washer retrofit

1. Rural areas………………………………...$588 per acre-foot;

2. Suburban areas…………………………….$520 per acre-foot; and

3. Urban areas………………………………..$458 per acre-foot.

· Lawn watering and landscape water conservation… $400 per acre-foot.
Susan Hughes said that 15 to 30 percent seems like low figures to use as goals for conservation.  She continued that the planning group should have much more stringent goals for conservation for those user groups that are well above the 140 gpcd.
Fred Arce stated the planning group needs to keep in mind that SAWS has big commercial and industrial customers that generate high gpcd water use and small utilities that are strictly residential based. He continued that because of that, SAWS is unable to bring their gpcd figure number down because of the fact these small utilities do not have a large industrial use.

Chair Bonavita suggested that the planning group continue the discussion after it reconvenes from lunch. 

The SCTRWPG recessed at 12:10 p.m. and reconvened at 1:05 p.m.
Ken Kramer with the Sierra Club stated that he was one of the 32 members of the Water Conservation Task Force, which developed a list of recommendations.  He continued that the task force felt that it was not able to declare what is the highest practicable level of water conservation achievable for purposes of the interbasin transfer and that that should fall with TCEQ.  He continued that to some exten it would be decided on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Kramer said that he was not sure that Region L needs a definition of what that constitutes; however, the planning group could develop a working definition in dealing with interbasin transfers.  He continued that the Task Force developed a proposed goal of 140 gpcd for municipal water utilities and that could be a threshold for the definition of highest practicable conservation achievable.     

Mr. Kramer said that key legislation that passed at the last session of the legislature set additional requirements for water conservation planning for those entities that have been required under SB1 to do water conservation planning. One of the requirements is that RWPGs revise their plans to include numerical targets and goals expressed in such figures as gallons per capita per day including a goal for water loss.  He suggested that the planning group factor into the planning process information that will come about from the revised conservation plans for water suppliers in the area.  That would give the planning group a better sense of what the communities in the planning area, those having to do water conservation plans, needs in calculating achievable goals.  

Mr. Kramer said that another recommendation by the Task Force was to expand the universe regarding water suppliers that are required to do water conservation plans, specifically retail water suppliers serving a population of 300 or more.  He continued that over the next couple of years there would be additional water conservation planning requirements on other retail water suppliers.  
Mr. Kramer said that based on HDR’s figures on water per capita use by different entities and suppliers, if you use a flat rate of 15 or 30 percent over the planning period, without any consideration on where each WUGs gpcd starts, we will encounter a large gpcd figures for certain communities at the end of 50 years.  He continued that there might have to be individual adjustments for classes of communities.
Mr. Kramer stated that there are additional Best Management Practices in the BMPs guide other than those listed by Region L’s consultants. 
Susan Hughes suggested that the planning group adopt a target figure of 140 gpcd or less.  She continued that for any user group currently above 140 gpcd should be required, over period of years, to reduce their amount by certain percentage per year to reach a goal by the end of that period.

Greg Rothe stated that the planning group should not overstate what it think is a reasonable potential for reduction because then it would understate other supplies needed.  
Con Mims stated that the planning group should send a clear message to all water user groups that setting a goal is fair and accomplishable without undo hardship. 

Maggie Moorhouse read an excerpt from the Task Force recommendations explaining that target and goals established by an entity should also consider a minimum annual reduction of 1% in total gpcd based upon a rolling five-year average in such time the entity achieves a total gpcd of 140 or less.

Chair Bonavita asked that HDR draft language describing the planning group’s concerns about conservation levels and deferred the subject to the Staff Workgroup for further discussion. 
The planning group decided to take up Agenda Item No. 9: Discussion and Appropriate Action on Request by Canyon Regional Water Authority to Amend the Region L 2001 Regional Water Plan
Steve Raabe presented a letter by River City Engineering on behalf of Canyon Regional Water Authority (CRWA) requesting an amendment of the 2001 Regional Water Plan.  
Patrick Lackey stated that the letter represents a formal request to Region L to consider CRWA request to amend the Regional water plan.  He continued that CRWA was not treated fairly in the first round of planning.  Mr. Lackey said that CRWA has shown the need for water during its discussions with Region L’s consultants.  He continued that there are three management strategies in the original plan to address needs; however, CRWA is proposing fifteen projects that would provide CRWA the flexibility to address the growth of its member entities.  
Diane Savage asked Mr. Lackey why CRWA did not approach the planning group in the first round of planning about its needs.
Mr. Lackey responded that there was a significant amount of correspondence between Region L and CRWA.  He continued that Region L, for some reason, made recommendations in the final plan to not include all the CRWA strategies.
Gloria asked if the Administrator had sent letters to all entities in the region and if CRWA replied about its needs and projects.

Steve Raabe responded that information was received from CRWA in the first round of planning. He continued that the nature of the request in Mr. Lackey’s letter is addressing some characteristics of the 2001 regional water plan and the proposed 2006 water planning process. Mr. Raabe stated that in the 2001 planning cycle the breakdown of water user groups was not as detailed as we have it now and most of CRWA customers are in that category.  
Mike Fields asked that since we are considering amending the regional water plan there should be some engineering analysis by HDR and would there be a funding mechanism for that.
Mr. Raabe responded that CRWA has made a request and listed several water management strategies.  The TWDB has certain guidelines, which water management strategies have to be evaluated.  CRWA has also submitted supplementary information to the letter in the form of CRWA local plan.  Mr. Raabe continued that the planning group needs to review the information to meet the TWDB requirement for evaluation of water management strategies.  Mr. Raabe suggested that planning group’s Administrative staff and the technical consultant be allowed review CRWA information and develop an assessment and estimate the cost of the work to be funded by CRWA.  He continued that the staff would report to the planning group with the assessment of the request to receive further directions. 
Mr. Rothe said that in the first round of planning the planning group went through a process of shorting the list of strategies until the supplies met the demands.  He continued that there would be the need to do the same with CRWA current request.  Mr. Rothe said that some of the CRWA proposed projects might conflict with other projects that are already in process. He continued that the planning group should work with CRWA to narrow the field until a manageable number is achieved to include in the plan.

Ernest Rebuck presented a one-page guide on explaining the process for amending a regional water plan.  He continued that amendments need to be evaluated like any other water management strategy: quantity, quality, reliability and environmental impact.  Mr. Rebuck said that the TWDB has a rule change since the 2001 planning cycle for a quantitative environmental analysis.  
Richard Eppright moved and Mike Mahoney seconded to authorize staff and technical consultants to evaluate CRWA information and present an analysis to the planning group at a future meeting.  The motion was adopted by consensus. 

The planning group decieded to continue discussion on Agenda Item No. 6: Status Report on Technical Evaluation of Water Management Strategies
Mr. Vaugh reported on the following Water Management Strategies (WMS) summary sheets:
1) Wimberley and Woodcreek Water Supply for Canyon Reservoir

2) Local Carrizo

3) Edwards Aquifer Recharge

4) Simsboro Aquifer with Delivery to South Bexar County

5) Simsboro Aquifer with Delivery to Central Bexar County

6) Municipal Water Conservation 

7) Irrigation Water Conservation 

Con Mims requested that the consultants change the language to WMS number 3 to reflect that the planning group does not necessarily say to implement all recharge enhancement structures located atop the Edwards Aquifer recharge zone.
Agenda Item No. 7:
Identification of Additional Potentially Feasible Water Management Strategies
Mr. Vaugh reported on the process for identification of potentially feasible water management strategies.  He continued that HDR received responses based on a mail-out to all water user groups and wholesale providers.  Mr. Vaugh reported on updates to the table since the last Region L meeting in December of last year.    
The discussion opened for Public Comment
Mr. Kramer said that the Sierra Club has been looking at some potential WMS for Region L for alternative water supply strategies.  Mr. Kramer asked the planning group to consider the following three WMS as potentially feasible:  
1) The expansion of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) concept.

2) Improvements of the Bexar-Medina-Atascosa County Water Control Improvement District No. 1 irrigation canals.

3) The concept of using drought management as a WMS by including drought contingency plans and make them part of the WMS approach of the regional water planning process in order to have a realistic look at what is actually needed in terms of water supply.
Agenda Item No. 8:
Explanation of Application on Environmental Flows in Evaluation of Water 



Management Strategies
The planning group decided to defer this agenda item to the next regularly scheduled meeting in February.
Agenda Item No. 10:
Consultants’ Work Status and Schedule
There was no report on the Consultants’ work status and schedule
Agenda Item No. 11:
Possible Agenda Items for the Next South Central Texas RWPG Meeting
Mr. Hernandez presented the following agenda items for the planning group to consider:
1) Development of the 2006 Regional Water Plan 
2) Review Water Management Strategies Technical Evaluations
3) Water Management Strategies and Technical Assumptions for Assessment of Cumulative Effects
4) Replacement of SCTRWPG Members

The SCTRWPG agreed to add the following items to the next agenda:

1) Canyon Regional Water Authority Request for Amending the 2001 Regional Water Plan
2) Explanation of Application on Environmental Flows in Evaluation of Water Management Strategies
Agenda Item No. 12:
Public Comment

There was no public comment.
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 3:07 p.m.


Prepared and recommended for approval.

____________________________________

GREGORY E. ROTHE, SECRETARY

Approved by the South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group at the meeting held on February 3, 2005.

____________________________________

EVELYN BONAVITA, CHAIR
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