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1.0 Introduction

The South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group (SCTRWPG) has employed a
planning process (Figure 1-1) focused on the development of a Regional Water Plan to meet the
needs of every water user group in the region for a period of fifty years. Given the history of
sharp and divisive conflict concerning water planning in this region, the planning process has
provided extraordinary opportunities for participation by water user groups in providing input to
achieve the goal of a plan that will “provide for the orderly development, management, and
conservation of water resources...” 31 TAC 357.5(a). To build consensus among the
constituencies represented by the members of the SCTRWPG, the planning process has
emphasized the coordination and careful integration of technical information with information
provided through public participation.

Assessment of
Current
Supplies

Assessment of
Projected .
Demands 3

e 7 e

Assessment of
Projected Needs
{Shortages)

Evaluation of
Individual
Options :

Formulation and"
Evaluation of
Five Alternative Plans §

Public Participation

Formulation and
Evaluation of _
Regional Water Plan §

Figure 1-1. Planning Process

1-1



Conflict over the past several decades in this region has focused on how to manage the
Edwards Aquifer so as to meet the needs of many water user groups. Central to progress in
resolving this conflict, and thus in achieving the formulation of a water plan acceptable to all
constituencies represented in the SCTRWPG, is the assurance that all of the different competing
strategies for meeting water needé will be given consideration. It has thus been central to the
viability of the planning process itself that the evaluation of water supply options and
combinations of these options in the context of a regional plan receive extraordinary attention.

To this end, the SCTRWPG has employed a planning process that ensures evaluation of
virtually all the water supply options or management strategies that have been proposed or
discussed in the past, together with several new ones that have never before been subjected to
technical evaluation. To achieve conﬁdencé by all constituencies in the planning process, it has
been necessary to evaluate the options both on a stand-alone basis (Volume III — Technical
Evaluations of Water Supply Options) and in various combinations in the context of alternative
plans (Volume II — Technical Evaluations of Alternative Regional Water Plans). Given the fact
that some of the proposed strategies for regional management are at odds with one another, it has
been important to look at a series of alternative regional water-plans. By formulating five
alternative regional water plans, the SCTRWPG has carefully considered many diverse
management strategies. In keeping with logical and acceptable planning methods, the
SCTRWPG has taken the best components of these alternative plans and developed a Regional
Water Plan (Volume I — Executive Summary-and Regional Water Plan).

The alternative regional water plans formulated by the SCTRWPG are identified as

follows:

Planning Unit (PU) Alternative

Environmental/Conservation (EC) Alternative
Economic/Reliability/Environmental/Public Acceptance (EREPA) Alternative
Inter-Regional Cooperation (IRC) Alternative

Recharge & Recirculation (R&R) Alternative

Technical evaluations of these alternative regional water plans are summarized in Sections 2

through 6 of this volume. In order of presentation, the tabbed section for each alternative plan

includes:

e Location map
e Alternative plan description
e Summary of key information



Unit cost, annual cost, and additional water supply by decade

Projected drought water needs (shortages) and additional supplies by county
Edwards Aquifer technical information

Carrizo Aquifer technical information

Streamflow technical information

General graphical comparisons of the five alternative plans and the Regional Water Plan are
included in Section 7. Preliminary environmental assessments and comparisons considering
each of the five alternative plans and the Regional Water Plan are described and summarized in
Section 8.
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South Central Texas Region Alternative Water Plans

Alternative Name: Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan
Alternative ID: PU Approach (PUA)

Alternative Description: The Planning Unit Approach (PUA) includes water management
strategies (options) that have been identified by water supply entities as acceptable to meet
projected water needs. Major water providers and water supply entities providing documented
input into this alternative regional plan included the San Antonio Water System (SAWS), the
Bexar Metropolitan Water District (BMWD), the Edwards Aquifer Authority (EAA), the
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority (GBRA), and Canyon Regional Water Authority (CRWA).
Also, water plan information provided to the SCTRWPG by other water suppliers of the South
Central Texas Water Planning Region was included, as appropriate. From the lists of
options/strategies provided by the entities mentioned above, options/sirategies were selected
for inclusion in this alternative regional plan that would meet the projected needs in a timely
manner, and without duplication of options/strategies suggested by others. The PUA
options/strategies are organized by county. In cases of projected need where no local entily
has identified water management strategies, the nearest available option/strategy of the South
Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group (SCTRWPG) were selected for inclusion in the
Planning Unit Plan. The following water supply options/strategies are included in the Planning
Unit Plan (in no particular order):

Demand Reduction / Conservation (L-10)

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15)

Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery (SCTN-1a)

Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18a)

Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c)

Carrizo Aquifer — Wilson and Gonzales Counties (CZ-10C)
Carrizo Aquifer — Gonzales and Bastrop Counties (CZ-10D)
Carrizo Aquifer — Bexar County (BMWD)

. Lower Guadalupe River Diversions (SCTN-16b)

10. Cibolo Reservoir (S-15C)

11. Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a)

12. Trinity Aquifer — Bexar County (BMWD)

13. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

14. SAWS Recycled Water Program

15. Wimberley and Woodcreek - Canyon (G-24)

16. Lockhart Reservoir (G-21)

17. Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8)

18. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

19. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

20. Brush Management (SCTN-4)

CONOOA LN

2-3
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Summary of Key Information for
South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

Quantity, Reliability, and Cost

¢ Plan includes management supplies to meet projected needs, ensure reliability, and maintain
springflow, resulting in a quantity of additional water supplies sufficient to meet projected
needs for municipal, industrial, steam-electric power, and mining uses through the year 2050.

o Cost is greater than the average for the five alternative plans and the Regional Water Plan.

Environmental Factors

¢ Increased median annual streamflows in the San Antonio River.

e Most concerns with Vegetation & Wildlife Habitat among the five alternative plans under
consideration.

Impacts on Water Resources
¢ No unmitigated reductions in water available to existing water rights.

o Long-term reductions in water levels in the Carrizo Aquifer. Drawdown would be greater
than the average for the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

e Major commitment to municipal and irrigation water Demand Reduction (Conservation) (L-
10).
Includes Brush Management (SCTN-4) and Weather Modification (SCTN-5).
Inclusion of water supply options to meet projected irrigation needs in full is estimated to be
economically infeasible at this time. Weather Modification (SCTN-5) assists irrigation and
dry-land agriculture (crops and ranching).

e Includes maximum potential voluntary transfer of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permits to
municipal permits through lease or purchase.

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG
¢ Plan includes Cibolo Reservoir (S-15).

Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs
e Selection of water supply options comprising the altemnative plan based on preferences

expressed by planning units or on closest available supply.

Interbasin Transfer Issues
¢ Projected non-irrigation needs in basin(s) of origin are met throughout the planning period.



Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water h)
¢ Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).

~ o Lower water levels in some portions of the Carrizo Aquifer.

Regional Efficiency

o Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) require no new facilities. Transferred water would
likely be available at or very near locations having projected municipal, industrial, steam-
electric power, and mining needs in Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties.

o Balancing storage and regional water treatment facilities in Bexar County increase efficiency,
improve reliability, and reduce unit cost.

e San Antonio Water System Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery System (SCTN-la)
substantially reduces peak summer pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer.

o Consider reduced storage capacity for Cibolo Reservoir or include diversions from the San
Antonio River to increase supply and moderate unit cost.

Effect on Navigation
e Not applicable.




South Central Texas Region, Planning Unit Altc

rrnative — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary

Management Strategy Quantitv (acft/vr)' Reliability’ Cost (S/acft)’ Environmental Factors : Impact_s on‘water Resources : | _Impacts on Agricultural and Natural Resources Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG
Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) 44 566 Firm S173 None. Supply developed through demanc | +  Slight reductions in treated effluent discharge. «  Fewer water management strategies necessary Conservation is a central element of the Plan.
(L.’o Mun.) reduction. —_ . ’ - 10 meet pm_]mﬁ‘j needs
Edwinds Trigation Transters (15) 81,000 Fiom 380 None. Supply developed without new fac ilities. | Reductions in sprmgﬂ_ow due to relocation of *  Plan includes 100 percent of potential of max. Encourages beneficial use of available nghts.
pumpage closer to springs. voluntary transfer through lease or purchase.
Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18a) 21.577 Firmi $1,087 Concerns with endangered & threatened e Limited, as most projects are located on streams | o Typically higher well levels in Uvalde & Positive effects on discharges from Comal and
species, habitat, and TPWD Ecologically that are frequently dry. Medina Counties. San Marcos Springs.
Unique Stream Segments at some sites. ) *  Increased aquifer levels and springflows. Mitigation of impacts on firm yield of Choke
Enhanced springflows help endangered 57 €C1¢5. Canyon Res. / Lake Corpus Christi System.
Canyon Reservoir — River Diversion (G-15C) 15,000 Firm $794 Minimal. Canyon Reservoir is an existing ! *  Increased instream flows associated with »  Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
resource. downstream deliveries of water supply. Recreational benefits with downstream
delivery.
Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) 1,048 Firm $1,586 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter endan 2ered | ¢ Minimal, if any. =  Not applicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
or threatened species habitat.
Lower Guadalupe River Diversion (SCTN-16b) 63.117 Firm $1,033 Concerns with endangered & threatened = Some reductions in ﬁ-esht_lm.cr inflows to the =  Minimal, if any. Encourages beneficial use of available nghts.
species, habitat, cultural resources, and T ‘WD Guadalupe Estuary associated with greater Protects instream flows and recreational
Ecologically Unique Stream Segment. utilization of existing water rights and diversion opportunities through lower basin diversion.
of unapproprnated flow.
Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10C)" 75,000 Firm 3687 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter cultur e  Long-term reductions in well levels. s  Minimal, if any. Planned withdrawals in excess of that expressed
resource sites. ¢ Some reductions in instream flow at outcrop. in policies of underground water conservation
¢ Potential effects on discharge of small springs. districts,
Carrizo Aquifer — Gonzales & Bastrop (CZ-10D)° 58,500 Firm $1,066 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter cultur I *  Long-term reductions in well levels. s  Minimal, if any. Planned withdrawals in excess of that expressed
resource sites. «  Some reductions in instream flow at outcrop. in policies of underground water conservation
s Potential effects on discharge of small springs. districts,
Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a) 13,700 Firm $343 Minimal. if any. » __ Modest long-term reductions in aquifer levels. | »  Minimal. if any.
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3¢) 55,000 Firm $896 Concerns with endangered & threatened *  Long-term reductions in aguifer levels. ¢  Minimal, if any. Beneficial use of groundwater now unused. H
species, habitat, and cultural resources. *  Minimal reductions in instream flow at outcrop. Planned Bastrop Co. supply for Region L
¢ Potential effects on discharge of small springs. exceeds 2030 availability per Region K.
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) 52,215 Firm $395 None. Water supply derived from increas ‘d e Minimal, if any. = Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of available resource.
volumes of treated wastewater. :
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) 8,000 Firm Variable Minimal, if any. Supply developed as par ' 0f *  Minimal, if any. »  Notapplicable.
other water management strategies.
Cibolo Reservoir (S-15¢) 31,500 Firm $1,036 Concerns with habitat and cultural resourc . ¢ Reduced streamflow immediately below dam. e  Minimal. Substantial organized local opposition.
Lockhart Reservoir (G-21) 6,048 Firm 51,361 Concerns regarding habitat & cultural *  Reduced streamflow immediately below dam. ¢  Minimal Questions regarding economic feasibility.
Tesources. Strong local government support.
Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8) 390 Firm $1,885 Concerns with water quality & aquaticha’ 1at. | *  Minimal reductions in instream flow. *  Minimal, if any.
e Locally increased aquifer levels.
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-la) Unquantified Firm Unquantified Minimal. Pipeline could encounter impor 20t ¢  Reduced peak summer pumpage from Edw *  Notapplicable. SAWS South Bexar County ASR presently in
habitat or encounter cultural resource site; _ Aguifer increases aqui implementation phase.
Carrizo Aquifer — Bexar & Guadalupe (BMWD)* 3.000 Firm 3 s e Ll
Trinity Aquifer— Bexar (BMWD)* 1,000 Firm L i R e i ; M ) = i e
Brush Management (SCTN-4) Ungquantified Unknown Unguantified Concerns regarding endangered & threate =d . !’o:uma! benefit to Edwards Aquifer due to . Potential improvement of pasture for grazing. Additional studies needed to determine quantity
species, vegetation & wildlife habitat, and ncreased water for recharge. of dependable supply during drought.
cultural resources.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) Ungquantified Unknown Unquantified Potential increases in water supply for wil life | »  Potential increases in ranfall, runoff, and = Provides water for irmigated and dry-land Concems regarding increased flood potential.
habitat. aquifer recharge. agriculture (crops & ranching).
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Small potential effects on habitat. +  Potential increases in local aquifer levels, . Minimal, if any.
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) Unquantified Unknown Unguantified Minimal, if any. *  Minimal, if any. . Not applicable. Consistent with conservation focus of Plan.
Total of New Supplies’ 530,661
TWDB Criteria Summary (PU).doc 12/27/00
= —— e —— e e —




South Central Texas Region, Planning Unit Alternative — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary (Continued)

Carrizo Aquifer — Bexar & Guadalupe (BMWD)*

Trinity Aquifer — Bexar (BMWD)*

e from the Edwards Aquifer.

Insufﬁc:ent mformauon at thls time.

Not applicable.

Edwards

Management Strategy Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs Interbasin Transfer Issues Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Transfers Regional Efficiency Nmm on
avigation

Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) Low unit cost. Not applicable. Not applicable. Implementable throughout the region. «  None

(L-10 Mun.) [nherent environmental benefits.

Edwards Irmigation Transfers (L-15) Low unit cost. Not applicable. ! Maximum transfer may have potential socio- Regquires no new facilities. e  None

i economic impacts to third parties.

Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18a) Project unit costs range from low to high. Not applicable. Not applicable. Requires no new transmission and treatment * None
facilities.

Canyon Reservoir — River Diversion (G-15C) Moderate unit cost. Not applicable. Not applicable. Significant additional surface water supply e  None
without construction of a new reservoir.

Canyon Reservoir — Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) High unit cost, but options to meet needs are Not applicable. Not applicable. Additional surface water supply without . None

limited. construction of a new reservoir.
Lower Guadalupe River Diversion (SCTN-16b) Moderate to high unit cost. Not applicable with diversion facilities located in Not applicable. Shared pipeline alignment with other strategies. *  None
San Antonio River Basin. Shared water treatment and balancing storage

facilities in Bexar County,

Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10C)° Moderate unit cost. Not applicable. Transfer rate could have potential socio- New supply proximate to Bexar County. . None

economic impacts to third parties.
Carrizo Aquifer — Gonzales & Bastrop (CZ-10D)° Moderate to high unit cost. Not applicable. Transfer rate could have potential socio- New supply reasonably proximate to Comal, «  None
! economic impacts to third parties. Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.
Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a) Low unit cost. Not applicable. ' Not applicable. New supply proximate to points of need. s None
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c) Moderate unit cost. Not applicable. Limited transfer to avoid potential socio- Beneficial use of groundwater presently « None
economic impacis to third parties. produced. but unused.

SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) Low to moderate unit cost. Not applicable. | Not applicable. New supply proximate 1o points of need. « None

Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) Low to moderate unit cost. Not applicable. | Not applicable. Economy of participation in regional projects. e None

Cibolo Reservoir (S-15¢c) Moderate to high unit cost. Not applicable. Not applicable. Substantial storage capacity proximate to Bexar *  None
County.

Lockhart Reservoir (G-21) High unit cost. Not applicable. Not applicable Shared pipeline alignment with Lower Guadalupe | «  None
River Diversion (SCTN-16)

Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8) High unit cost. Not applicable. Implementable at various locations. *  None

| Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) — (SCTN-1a) Effective means of reducing peak summer Not applicable. Not applicable, Increases relmbt]:ty of current supply from the «  None

Brush Management (SCTN-4) Not applicable. May cunm‘bute posmvc!y 10 stor.agc and system -
management of supplies.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) Potentially feasible management strategy to meet Not applicable. | Not applicable. May contribute positively to storage and system | «  None
a portion of projected irrigation needs. management of supplies.
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams High unit cost. Not applicable. Not applicable. Implementable throughout the region. e None
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) High unit cost; comparable to domestic well. Not applicable. Not applicable. Implementable throughout the region. e None
Notes:

1) Quantity based on full implementation and utilization of new supplies in year 2050.

2) Firm reliability indicates that new supply is dependable in a drought of record with full implementation of the Alternative Plan.

3) Unit cost based on full utilization of supply at ultimate capacity of planned facilities and includes treatment and distribution facilities necessary to meet peak daily needs.

4) Management strategies are in implementation phase and have associated cost in plan.

5) Management strategies in the implementation phase include Schertz-Seguin Water Supply Project, Western Canyon Regional Water Supply Project, Hays/TH35 Water Supy’ Project.
Lake Dunlap WTP Expansion and Mid-Cities Project, and GBRA Canyon Reservoir Contract Renewals. Supplies associated with these management strategies were countd 1S current
supply in the technical evaluation of altenative regional water plans.

6) Subsequent to the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans, quantity associated with this management strategy was limited in the Regional Water Plan in vies of policies

of underground water conservation districts.

TWDB Criteria Summary (PU).doc

12/27/00
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Unit Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply

$1,000 : $3.07

Unit Cost ($/acft)

$900 . Average Unit Cost ||,
‘ $779 $635/acft or $1.95/kgal
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Annual Cost ($/yr)
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Additional Water Supply (acft/yr)
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Atascosa County

Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
Industdal, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only

Additional Supplies

L-10(Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased)
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers (Phased)

SCTN-2a Carriio Aquifer - Local Supply (Phased)

Nt

Drought Needs
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

€1-C

South Central Texas Region [ | | | | County = Atascosa
Coun“ Summai of ProIected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiemont Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
lUser Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 20590 Notes
|Municipal 325 388 401 488 530 587
|industsia 0 0 0 0 0 0
|Steam-Elgctric [1 0 0 0 1,504 8,504
[Mining [V 0 0 995 1,109 1,239
Imgation 38,416 36,718 35,170 43728]  42.180] 40,713
Total Needs 38,743 37,084 38,571 45,189 45,333] 51,043
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Needs 325 aas 401 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418| 36,718 42,190] 40,713
Water Management Strategles {acft/yr) Candidate
jio# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Conservation) 356 384 41 259 300 319 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000} 500 500 500 500 700 700 2.3, 4
SCTN-2a___|Carrizo Aquiler - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000, 5, 6]
SCTN-4 Brush Management 7
SCTN-5 Wealher Modification 7
SCTN-9___[Ralnwaler Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams . 7|
Dsmand Reduction (Conservation) 3.692 8
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,195] -32,508| -30,968| -39,738
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply /! 531 518 510 206 857 689
Deficit
irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,728| -33,028| -31,478] -40,034} -38,498! -37,021

Add dwards supply is for of Lytle.

l Candidale New Suppliss shown for %ear are identifiad for grioﬂné Implemeniallon, buf will not be avallabls Immedlaiely.
Demand Reduction (Conservalion) sirategies assumed lasqely reflected in projscted walar demands.

2 andldale New Supply To be shared amonp Uvelde, Medina, Alascosa, and Bexar Counfies. Supply may nof be rellable In drought.
k Pursuani {o drafi EAA Crilicel Period M [T didale New ¢ presenis approximately 85 parcent o
ihe estimated maximum potentlal annuaf transfer {05,430 acfi} based on Proposed Permlis proraled to 400,000 achifyr.

onal
5 Additlonal Carizo sug%¥ s Jor S{leam-Elecirdc and Minlna use. ] |
arly Implementatlon of lacififies assumad In cosl eslimation 1o ensure sulficient supply during droug
Opllon expected to provids addillonal waler supply In many years, but dependable su)

ly during drou

conservation a

g"h! Is pre

88!?

nlly unguaniiiied.
lpefcen o l

gation

Q| 0! % p 0N E% & ¥ y ) % E% y ]
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
' Bexar County '
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L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers (Phased)

SCTN-3c Simsboro Aquifer

CZ-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (Phased) -
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Note: Projected Needs are for Municlpal,
Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon | [ | | | ] County = Boxar|
County Summary of Projected Water Nesds (Shortages) and Water Manapemant Stra User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Nesds (acftlyr)
User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 122,867] 154,495} 198,301} 262,070] 315,633] 353,309
Ilndustrial 0 ( 0 1 430 4,759 8,192
Steam-Eleclric N 0 ( 0 0 g
|Mining 4,983 4936 5,201 5, 406 5,645 5,962
Ilmﬂgtkm 22,575 20,374 19,685 19,015 18,385 17,388
Tolal Needs 150,405] 179,808] 221,087] 287,921] 344,422) 384,831
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 127,830] 159,431] 201,502] 268,906] 326,037| 367,463
Irrigation Needs. 22,575 20,374 19,585 19,015 18,385 17,368
Wator Management Strategles (acftiyr) Candldate
ID# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notos
L-10 {(Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 33,528 42,509 41,210 36,533 38,84 40,934 1
L-16 __ |Edwards lrrigation Transfers 81,00( 50,000 55,000 60,00¢ 65,000 70,000 71,300 2, 3]
SCTN-3¢ __ |Simsboro Aquifer 55,00( 55,000 55,000 55,00( 5,000 55,000 65,000] 4
Icz-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 5,00( 40,000 50,000] - 60,000 70,000 75,000 75,000 4,5
Carrizo Aquifer (Bexar Co.) - BMWD 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,0 6
Trinity Aquifer (Bexar Co) - BMWD 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 ,000 00 6]
| SAWS Recycled Water Program 19,826| 26,73 35,824] 43,561 62, 7.8]
Edwards Recharge - Typs 2 Projects 21,577 21,877 21,577 21,577 21,577 24,87
Lower Guadalupa River Diversions 3,177 63,177 63,177, 63,177 63,177
Cibolo Reservoir 31,500 31,500 31,500
Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Reglonal 9
Brush Management 10}
Weather Modificalion 10}
Rainwater Hatvesting 10§
Smali Muifer Rechargs Dams 10
Demand Reducl!an (Conservation) 4,621 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 11
Total New Supplies 187,049] 252433] 236,222| 355,632 407,170] 419,224
Tota! System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 36,644 72,628] 115,135 67,711 62,748 34,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 54,698 88,481] 130,199 82,205 76,6121 47,240
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -18,054] -15853] -15,084] -14,494] -13.864] -12847
Notes:
¢ Candidato New Supplies shown for year 2000 ore Henlified lor prierly implementation, bul will not be avaflable immediately. -
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strat oassumed laraoly reflectod in projecied water demangs.
Candidate New to ba shared among Uvaide, Meding, Alsscosa, end Bexar Counties. may not be refiable in
ant to EAA Critical Perlod Managemenl rules, Candidate New Supply represents e%ﬁaiﬂy 85 percent of he estimaled maximum polentia) onnuai transler
95 430;%;@&_41&2%!0_4%
4 Effecis | aquifer [evels to be quanlifi
lndudes non-in} tibla su identifisd b BMWD in Weter ram of 1/31/2000.
Non-interruplible identifisd by BMWD in Wotsr ram of 1231 X
Current SAWS Ri Water rem I8 intluded In the 24,041 consumplive reuse) In estimated needs.
Future use of waler for non: bis uses and besed on qoe! of meeling 20 of SAWS ed woter d d .
SAWS ASR hmnhamsexnr(:amt Inaeaulreﬂa oiEmm'ds uifer wmm ifer demands.
0 Option expecied to ps deble supply during dro i is presently unguantified.
1 Esmnai:basedupmmol P B pmu e msav mﬂnconmhmaldﬂpem tmigsation appiication rate, but appticable 1o only 53|
____lpercenl of Edwards Aquiter inigation permitted quantities.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon [ [ | | County = Caldwell
Counﬁ Summai of ProIected Water Neads iShortaiesl and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Group(s) = all
|Projected Water Needs (acftiyr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Munici 0 188! 393 €68 714 737
Industrial g 0 [« 0 0 0
Steam-Electric [V 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 g
Irigation 0 0 ) 0 0 )
Total Neaeds 0 188 393 868 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neeads 0 188 393 668 714 737
[rrigation Needs .0 0 0 0 0 0
IWater Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
{io# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 {Mun.) Demand Reduclion {Conservalion) 195 208 218 82 93 104 1
G-21 Lockhart Reservols : 6,048 6,048 6,048 6,048 6,048 2
[Small Aquiler Recharge Dams ' 3
L-10(lr.) _ |Demand Reduclion (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 195 6,254 6,266 6,130 6,141 6,152
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 6,0686] . 5,873 5462 5427 5415
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 19§ 6,066 5,873 5462 5427 5,415
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
Demand Reduction (Conservation) stralegies assumed largely reflected in projacted water demands.
2 Water supply for City of Lockhart and/or other users downstream. | |
k Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, bul dependabte supply during drought is presently ungquantified.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Comal County
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | | County = Comal
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acftlyr) =
User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,289 5,049 10,487, 18,282 25,205 33,062
Industrial 1,388 1425 1,488 1,737 2,009 2,289
Steam-Eleclric 0 0} 0 0 0 [1
Mining 5,570 5,464 6,628| 5,798 3,580 2,224 o
Imigation 30 13 [ 0 0 0
Total Needs 9,277 11,952 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min Noads 9,247 11,838 17,801 25,818 30,804 37,575
Irrigation Needs 30 14 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strateqles (acft/yr) Candidate
|io# Dascription New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 {Mun.) Demand Reduclion (Conservation) 616 718 848 718 824 142
G-15C Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 p
CZ-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop 90,000 3,500 12,000 16,500 23 3,4,5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 6
L-10 irr. Demand Reduction {Conservation)
Total New Supplles 15,616 15,718 19,348 27,718 32,324 38,942
Total System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 6,339 3,768 1,747 1,903 1,520 1,367
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt, Supply / 6,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 1,367
Deficit .
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 -14 0 0 0 0
Notes:
- Candidate Naw Supplies shown for year 2000 are idenlified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands. | |
2 Portion of Ca: firm yield (witlh emendment) diveried below Seguin. i I | 1 |
k Candidate New Supply lo bs shared among Coma!, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
4 Portion of 90,000 acfiyr avallable from norlhern Gonzales and southern Bastrop Counties under CZ-10D.
5 Early implementalion of facillties assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. ]
6 Optlon expected to provide addiional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Dimmit County
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Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | I | I County = Dimmit
COUI\“ Summai of Prolected Water Needs ‘Shortaies‘ and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Groui'si = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 138 405 649 1,054 1,479 1,959
Industrial 0 0 ) 0 0 0
Steam-Electric ) [ 0 0 D
Mining ) 0 915 925 949
{Imigation 0 0 D 2,133 1,737 1,331
Total Needs 138 405 649 4,102 4,141 4,239
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 138 405 649 1,969 2,404 2,908
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 2,133 1,737 1,331
IWater Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate .
[iD# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 {(Mun.) Demand Reduction {Conservation) 131 144 156 104 118 133 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply i 500 1,000 1,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Managsment 1 4
SCTN-§ Weather Modification 4
SCTN-§ Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (Irr, Demand Reduction {Conservation)
Total New Supplies 631 1,144 1,156 2,604 3,118 3,633
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 -1,498 -1,023 -608
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 6835 714 728
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 -1,331
Notes:
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementalion, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduclion {Conservation) sirategles assumed largely refiected in projected water demands.
2 Additiona! well(s) for Carrizo Springs and Mining supply. | t
3 Early Implementation of facllities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Optlion expected to provids additional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Frio County
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[South Central Texas Region

Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

L.

_County = Frio

Cnunli Summai of Proiected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateﬁies ~ User Grouiisi = all

Projected Water Needs (acftlyr)

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 | 2030 2040 2050 | Notes
Municipal — B = - 0 0 =1} 0 0 |
3 lIndustrial - e 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~
|Stleam-Eleclric - B 0 0 0 0 0 0
[Mining i o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
- Total Needs| 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505| 73,519 70,662
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 a.- -0 ) 0 _
Irrigation Needs 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662

Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate [ -
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.)  |Demand Reduclion (Conservation) — 184 195] 205 116] 121 124 1
SCTN-4  |Brush Management i - - ) ':_ . - T____ o __ 2
SCTN 5 Wealher Madification B ” e ~Se—— 2
SCTN-9 |Rainwater Harvesling i} | PR 2|
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams — SRS _ - 2
L-10(rr.) _ |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 5,947 5,947 5,947 5,047 5,947 5,047 3

Total New Supplies

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit|

6,131

-64,995

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

184

6,142

6,152 6,063

~ -58,213

195

205 116

:Zg!f‘_d_z_

6,068

-67,451|

121

Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

-65,179

Demand Reduclion (Conservalion) slraleg'les assumad largely reflected in projected water demands.

-61,699

-58,418 -70,558

-67,572

Option expecled lo provide addilional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently unquantllled

Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservalion at 20 percent of irrigation

application rate.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Guadalupe County
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Guadalupe

Projected Water Needs {acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs {Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

|User Group({s) 2000 2010 2020 - 2030 2040 2050 Notes
i |Mun!cigl 29 23 30 71 87 3
Industria! 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,692 1,899
Steam-Electric 0 0 [( [1] 0 1]
Minin| 198 198 200 202 207 213
rrigation 985 879 779 684 594 508
Total Needs 2,195 2,304 2,359 2,444 2,580 3,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
|ip# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) __|Dsmand Reduction {(Conservalion) 235 236 236 §| 5 (] 1
CZ-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop 90,000 1,500 1,500 2,000 2,000 2,500 4,500 2,3,4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (lor. {Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 1,735 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,508
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -460 -568 -123 -439 =75 1,113
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 525 311 656 245 519 1,621
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficlt -985 -879 -779 -684 -594 -508
Notes:
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are Identified for priorily implementation, but will not be available Immediately.
1 Demand Reduction {Conssrvalion) stralegles assumed largely reflected in projected water demands. ]
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared emong Comal, Guadalups, and Hays Counties. Effects on reglonal aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Portion of 90,000 acfUyr available from northem Gonzates and southern Bastrop Counlies under CZ-10D. '
4 Early implementation of facilitiss assumed In cost eslimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
5 Oplion expected to provide additional water supply In many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Hays County
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | I 1 ] County = Hays
COuni Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaiasi and Water Manaiement Straleiles User Grouiisi = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) )
" |User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 4,325 7,609 10,980 18,349 22,696 29,059
(ndustrial 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Eleclric 0 0 0 0 0
Minlng 84 82 68 B! 37 28
Imgallon 0 0 0 0 0
Total Needs 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0
IWater Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate .
lio# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 20390 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.)  |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 647 747 873 699 906 1,174 1
C2-100 Carrizo Aquifer - Genzales & Bastrop 90,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22 31,000 2,3, 4
G-24 Canyon Reserveir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,04 1,048 S

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams

rY

Candldale New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for pribrity implsmentation, bul will not bs avaflable
Demand Reduclion (Conservation) siralegies assumed largely refiecled in projecied water demands.

IL-10{irr.} Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplles 5,895 8,795
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4135
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
. mmediately.

Candldate New Supply to be shared among Comal, Guadalups, and Hays Counlies. Effects on regional aquifer
Pogtion of 80,000 acit/yr available from nothem Gonzales and southern Bastrop Counties under C2-10D.

levels to be quantified.

Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient sgfgix during d%ht
Candidate New Supply for Wimberlsy and Woodcreek.

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Kendall County
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | l [ | County = Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs {Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) i
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 1,070 1,560 2,808 4.099 5578 7,51
Industrial 2 3 4 [ 5
Steam-Elaclric ( 0
Mining 0 [1 0
Inigation D 0 0 0 0
Total Needs 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,583 7,524
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,583 7,524
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strateglies (acft/yr) Candidate
lo# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 {(Mun.) Dasmand Reduction (Conservation) 87 . 71 11 1 11 1
Purchase Water from Major Provider 2,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 8,000 8,000 2,3
SCTN-8 Trinity Aquifer Optimization 390 380 390 390 390 390 380
SCTN-4 Brush Managemsnt . 4
SCTN-6 Waeather Modificalion 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting R 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (lrr. {Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 457 2,461 3,461 5,401 6,401 8,401
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,385 898 649 1,298 818 877
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,385 898 649 1,208 818 877
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identifisd for priority implementation, bul will not be avallabls immediately.
|Dsmand Reduclion (Conservation) strategias assumed largely reflected in projecied waler demands. |
2 Assumed purchase from Bexar County major provider, Kendall County water needs are not reflected In Bexar County lable.
K Eary implementation of facilities assumad in cost estimation o ensure sulficlent supply during drought.
4 Option expected fo pravide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Managemaent Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region l | | | County = Medina
Counti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaies‘ and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiisi = all
Projected Water Neads {acft/yr)
User Grot_le(s 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,018 2,11 2,208 2,427 2,682 2,750
Industrial 0 Q 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 [( 0 0
Mining 68 68 7 72 74 76|
Irgation 98,916 65,263 91,320 92,320 68,925 84,692
Total Needs 100,999 67,446 93,598 94,819 91,581 87,518
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,083] 2,178 2,276 2,499 2,656 2,826
Irrigation Needs 98,916 65,268 91,320 92,320 86,925 84,692
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
lipg Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 20590 Notes
lL-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 200] 205 211 73 78 78 1
L-15 Edwards Inigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Managemsnt 4
SCTN-§ Waeather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquiler Recharge Dams__ 4
[Demand Reduclion {Conservation) 11,867 11,867 11,867 5
15,087 15,072 15,078
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -85932] -52,374| -78,518 \ -76,638( -72,573
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Deficit
irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficlt -87,049| -53,401 -79,453 -80,453] -77,058 -72,825

N,
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are idenlified for priority imp!amentation, but will not be available lmmedlaley

1 Demand Reduction (Conservalion) strategies assumed largely refiected in projected water demands. i

2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in droz_:gm.‘
3 L
4

[

Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management nules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of

the estimated maximum potantial annual transfer (95,430 acft) based on Proposed Permits proraled to 400,000 acfiyr. |

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
Estimates based upon use of LEPA sysiems on 80 percent of acreages Irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irigation
application rate, but applicable lo only 60 percent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permiited quantities. | | B




76T

7,000

[H]
o
(=]
o
']

Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

o
(=
o
o

5,000 -

: B
4,000 - %

2,000 1

1,000 - /

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Uvalde County

Additional Supplies

¢

Projected Drought Needs

L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers (Phased)

L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased)

ote: Projected Needs are for Municipal,

52

dustrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only




£€€-C

Planning Unit Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Uvalde

acftiyr)

| |
00unti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement su’ateiles User Grouiisi = all

Projected Water Needs

[User Groupis 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notas
IMun!dm! 2,602 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Industrial [1] 0 0 0 0
|Steam-Eleciric 0 ( 0 1
|Mining 0 ( 0 D
Imigation 75,263 72,798 70,154 71,022| 68,880 65,676
Total Needs 77,945 75,964 73,647 75,263 73,760 71,285]
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 §,609

Irrigation Needs 75,263 72,798 70,154 71.022 68:880 85,6876
IWater Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate

Dascription

New Supply | 2000* 2020

2030

2040

Notes

Demand Reductisn (Conservation)

318 346 n

235

258

283

1

ID#
L-10 (Mun.)
L-15

Edwards lrrigation Transfers

81,000 3,000 4,000

5,000

5,000

6,000

2,3,4

Brush Management

Weather Modification

Rainwater Harvesting

Smal! Aquifer Recharge Dams

Demand Reduction (Conservation)

14,143 14,143 14,143

14,143

14,143

14,143

DI IChih

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

17,461 18,489 18,514

-60,484| -57,475| -55,133

19,378

-55,885)

19,401

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deflcit -61,120| -58,855| -56,011 -56,879] -54,737] -51,533

Candidats New Supplies shown for year 2000 are Identified for pricrity implemantation, but will not be available immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) sirategles assumed largely refiected in projacted waler demands. | I

|Candidate New Supply to bs shared among Uvalds, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counlles. Supply may not be reliable in drought.

|Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management nies, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of

Jthe estimated maximum potential annua! transfer (95,430 acft) based on Proposed Permils prorated to 400,000 acfUyr.
Early implementalion of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. | I

Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
Eslimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 parcent of acreages imigated in 1897, with conservation at 40 perceni of irrigation I

applicalion rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irigation permilted quantities.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Wilson County
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Planning Unit Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | [ County = Wilson
Counti Summai of Prolected Water Needs ‘Shonaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 0 0 0 63 145
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0 i
Steam-Electric 0 [1 0 )] 0
Mining 0 0 0 D 0
rrigation ! 0 [t 0 0 0
Total Needs 0 0 0 0 63 145
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 83 145
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate .
|iD# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
IL-10 (Mun.} |Demand Reduclion {Consgervation) 171 183 194 114 122 130 1
ISCTN-2a Camizo Aquifer - Local Supply 200 200 2
SCTN-4 Brush Management 3
SCTN-5 Weather Modification _ ~ 3
SCTN-9 Ralnwater Harvesling 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (irr. Dsmand Reduclion (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 171 183 194 114 322 330
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mamt. Supply / Deflcit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Irrliallon Sislem Mimt. Suiilil Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes: N :
1 Damand Reduction {Conservation) strategles assumed largely reflected in ed water demands.
2 Additional well{s) for Floresville. | I |
K Option expected to provida additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Hays County
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Kendall County
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan

Wilson County

350 é
s Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
% 300 Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
o -
g . |SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply | >
Z 250
E !
S
o Additional Supplies
% 200 ; L
.2‘ : pﬂmmmg
9] 4
@ 150 L
5 I
b4 /)
£ 1 il
a 100 7
3 1
g b i \
_g 50 1 2 un.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased) |
<] 4
3 ] ” Projected Drought Needs
1
0 vvvvvv Ny Ty v vyoyo¢TMrrTrT Tt TTTT TY
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040



9¢-C

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan-

Zavala County
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Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan-

Zavala County
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Planning Unit Alternative Reglonal Water Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Zavala

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies

User Group(s) = all

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Ilndustﬂal 0 0 0 1 ( 0
Stsam-Electric @ 0 0 @ 0 0
[« 0 0 [ 0 0
Imgation 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84673 81.200
Total Needs 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs

0

Jiog Dascription New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) __ |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 180 193 194 20 103 104 . 1
SCTN-4 Brush Managsmant
SCTN-5 Weathgr Modlfication
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 {irr.} Dsmand Reduttion (Conservalion) 6,401 6,401 8,401 8,401 6,401 6,401 )
Total New Supplies 8,591 8,594 8,585 6,491 68,504 8,505
: Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,131 -69,995 -66,060 -81,802 -78,169 74,695
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 190 193 184 90 103 104
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321 -70,188 -86,254 -81,892 -78,272 -74,799
Notes: .
1 Demand Reduction (Consesvation) sirategies assumed largely reflected in projected water dsmands.
2 Option expecied to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
3 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 psrcent of acreages Imipated in 1837, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation apptication rate.
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Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)
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Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)

-
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The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
- Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
500 _|record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habitat
Note: Baseline reflects permitted Edwards Aquifer Conservation Plan and Critical Period Management
pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Period |Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
i Management rules plus domestic and livestock Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies
pumpage. is not reflected in this figure.
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490,000 The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
’ Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
, discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
480,000 — ':3::")3::g'f";:gg:)%c::wr";'s&ggﬁ'gga;?"Pi::{od record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habitat
Management rules plus domestic and livestock Conservation Plan and Critical Period Management
470,000 +— pumpage Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
: Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies

460,000 Is not reflected in this figure.
€ 450,000
&
o 440,000 With Regional
] egi
E 430,000 \ Water Plan N\ s v/\
=
£ /
§ 420,000 V\/\/\\ .
e
[ — A
< 410,000 \ N \/\/ //V\ / \
R v e e

Baseline

390,000 \\—//—'/\v f/—-/

380,000

370,000

360,000

350,000

1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990
Year

Planning Unit Alternative Regional Water Plan
Simulated Edwards Aquifer Pumpage

2-40



|§ ot

Groundwater Elevation (ft-msl)
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Groundwater Pumpage (acft/yr)
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Southemn Bexar County, Hydrograph for Cell 20,49 (Outcrop) Eastern Dimmit County, Hydrograph for Cell 25,23
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Northern LaSalle County, Hydrograph for Cell 28,33
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Northern Wilson County, Hydrograph for Cell 20,64 (Outcrop)
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Northern Gonzales County, Hydrograph for Cell 18,66
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San Antonio River @ Falls City - Median Streamfiow Comparison
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Guadalupe River @ Saltwater Barrier - Median Streamfiow Comparison
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South Central Texas Region Alternative Water Plans

Alternative Name: Environmental/Conservation
Alternative ID: EIC

Alternative Description: The Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan is
predicated on the development of water supply options having the least expected
environmental impacts and on the implementation of advanced conservation measures as
assumed in the water demand projections adopted for the South Central Texas Region.
Potential environmental impacts of various water supply options were assessed in a qualitative
manner through consideration of endangered species, unique stream segments, bays &
estuaries, instream flows, riparian forests, cultural resources, size/habitat, water quality, and
sustainability. Efficiency, as reflected in unit cost, is considered as a secondary criterion for
selection of water supply options for inclusion in this alternative regional water plan.

The following water supply options are included in the Environmental/Conservation Altemnative
Regional Water Plan (in no particular order):

Demand Reduction / Conservation (L-10)

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15)

Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B)

SAWS Recycled Water Program

Colorado R. @ Bastrop — LCRA Stored Water (C-13C)
Carrizo Aquifer — Wilson & Gonzales Counties (CZ-10C)
Lower Guadalupe River Diversions (SCTN-16a)
Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18¢)

Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe R. Diversions (SCTN-6a)
1 0 Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c)

11. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

12. Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a)

13. Wimberiey & Woodcreek — Canyon (G-24)

14. Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery (SCTN-1a)

15. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

16. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

17. Brush Management (SCTN-4)

OONDIOR WA
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Summary of Key Information for
South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

Quantity, Reliability, and Cost

Plan includes management supplies to meet projected needs, ensure reliability, and maintain
springflow, resulting in a quantity of additional water supplies sufficient to meet projected
needs for municipal, industrial, steam-electric power, and mining uses through the year 2050.
Cost is below the average for the five alternative plans and the Regional Water Plan.

Environmental Factors

Greatest increase in median annual streamflow in the San Antonio River and least decrease in
median annual freshwater inflow to the Guadalupe Estuary among the five alternative plans
and the Regional Water Plan. '

Below average concerns in all resource categories among the five alternative plans and the
Regional Water Plan.

Impacts on Water Resources

No unmitigated reductions in water available to existing water rights.
Long-term reductions in water levels in the Carrizo Aquifer. Drawdown would be less than
the average for the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

Major commitment to municipal and irrigation water Demand Reduction (Conservation) (L-
10).

Includes Brush Management (SCTN-4) and Weather Modification (SCTN-5).

Inclusion of water supply options to meet projected irrigation needs in full is estimated to be
economically infeasible at this time. Weather Modification (SCTN-5) assists irrigation and
dry-land agriculture (crops and ranching). .

Includes maximum potential voluntary transfer of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permits to
municipal permits through lease or purchase.

Includes Medina Lake - Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) which reduces or eliminates water
supplies from the Medina Lake System for irrigation in Bexar, Medina, and Atascosa
Counties.

~ Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs

Selection of water supply options comprising the alternative plan based on implementation of
advanced conservation measures and minimization of environmental impacts.



Interbasin Transfer Issues

Projected non-irrigation needs in basin(s) of origin are met throughout the planning period.
Plan includes two interbasin transfers: 1) Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe River Diversions
(SCTN-6a) from the Guadalupe River near Lake Dunlap to the outcrop of the Edwards
Aquifer in the San Antonio River Basin; and 2) LCRA Stored Water (C-13C) from the
Colorado River at Bastrop to Bexar County.

Plan includes one potential interbasin transfer from the Saltwater Barrier at the confluence of
the Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers (SCTN-16a) to Bexar County.

Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water

Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).
Lower water levels in some portions of the Carrizo Aquifer.

Regional Efficiency

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) require no new facilities. Transferred water would
likely be available at or very near locations having projected municipal, industrial, steam-
electric power, and mining needs in Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties.
Terminal storage and regional water treatment facilities in Bexar County increase efficiency,
improve reliability, and reduce unit cost.

San Antonio Water System Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery System (SCTN-la)
substantially reduces peak summer pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer.

Edwards Recharge ~ Guadalupe River Diversions (SCTN-6a) provides for recovery and
recirculation of enhanced Comal springflow resulting from implementation of Edwards
Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18c).

Effect on Navigation

Not applicable.
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South Central Texas Region, EnﬁronmentaVConsewaion Alternative — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary

[

{-Management Strategy Quantity (acft/yr)’ Reliability* Cost ($/acft)° : Impacts on Water Resources Impacts on Agricultural and Natural Resources Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG
x,u;lacﬁlaln Deman) d Reduction (Conservation) 44,566 Firm S173 e  None. s;*::i;“d::l::; m; deman e Slight reductions in treated effluent discharge e  Fewer water management strategies necessary Conservation is a central element of the Plan
reduction. ; _to meet projected needs .
Edwards Imigation Transfers (L-15) 81,000 Firm $30 e None. Supply developed without new falities. | ®  Reductions in springflow due to relocation of e Plan includes 100 percent of potential of max. Encourages beneficial use of available rights.
: pumpage closer to springs. voluntary transfer through lease or purchase.
Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18¢) 13,451 Firm $486 ¢  Concems with endangered & threatened . e  Limited, as most projects are located on streams | »  Typically higher well levels in Uvalde & Positive effects on discharges from Comal and
species, habitat, and TPWD Ecologically that are frequently dry. Medina Counties. San Marcos Springs. .
Unique Stream Segments at some sites. e Increased aquifer levels and springflows. Mitigation of impacts on ﬁ'mc;';ld nghoke
- - e o ___Enhanced springflows help endangered stcies. . Canyon Res./ I..akeCol'pus_t! ystem. i
Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion (G-15C) 15,000 Firm $794 e  Minimal. Canyon Reservoir is an existin e  Increased instream flows associated with e Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
resource. ) downstream deliveries of water supply. - ::lgutional benefits with downstream
ivery.
Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) 1,048 Firm $1,586 e Minimal. Pipeline could encounter endayfred | ©  Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
or threatened speci i
Lower Guadalupe River Diversion (SCTN-16a) 56,276 Firm $856 + Concems with end:gh::::lm; threatened Some reductions in freshwater inflows to the | o Minimal, if any. Encourages beneficial use of available rights.
species, habitat, cultural resources, and TWD Guadalupe Estuary associated with greater Protects xnstream flows and lecr.ﬁmpnal )
- Ecologically Unique Stream Segment. utilization of existing water rights. opportunities through lower basin diversion.
Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10C)’ 75,000 Firm $764 e  Minimal. Pipeline could encounter cultwl e Long-term reductions in well levels. e  Minimal, ifany. Planned withdrawals in excess of that expressed
resource sites. e Some reductions in instream flow at outcrop. in policies of underground water conservation
- - o Potential effects on discharge of small springs. districts.
Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply (SCTN-2a) 14,700 Firm $386 +__ Minimal. if any. e Modest long-term reductions in aquifer levels. Minimal. if any.
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c) 55,000 Fim $927 e Concerns with endangered & treatencd e Long-term reductions in aquifer levels. Minimal, if any. Beneficial use of groundwater now unused.
species, habitat, and cultural resources. e  Minimal reductions in instream flow at outcrop. Planned Bastrop Co. supply for Region L
e Potential effects on discharge of small springs. exceeds 2030 availability per Region K.
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) 52,215 Firm £395 e None. Water supply derived from increasd e  Minimal, if any. e  Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of available resource.
i . volumes of treated wastewater.
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) 2,000 Firm 337] o Minimal, if any. Supply developedasparof | ®  Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable.
other water emment ies.
LCRA Stored Water - Colorado Riv @ Bastrop (C-13C) 50,000 Firm $854 o Concerns with endangered & m,:m‘,d e  Reductions in freshwater inflows to Matagorda | ¢  Minimal Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
species, habitat, cultural resources, and TTWD Bay associated with greater utilization of .
- Ecological ique Stream 3 existing water rights.
Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) 8,136 Firm $159 o Concems with endangered & threatened o Increased lake levels, aquifer levels, and e Potentially eliminates imrigation from the BMA Owner of the Medina Lake System opposed to
- species. springflows. Canal System. inclusion of this strategy in the Plan.
Edwards Recharge ~ Guadalupe Riv Diversions (SCTN- 42,121 Firm $534 e  Concerns with endangered & threatened e  Increased springflow and reduced streamflow e Notapplicable. Downstream interests keenly opposed to this
6a) - ‘ species, habitat, and cuitural resources. below Lake Duniap. management strategy.
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-1a) Unquantified Firm Unquantified | e  Minimal. Pipeline could encounter imporant | ©  Reduced peak summer pumpage from Edwards | e  Notapplicable. SAWS South Bexar County ASR presently in
habitat or encounter cultural resource sitex. Adguifer increases aquifer levels and springflow. implementation phase. .
Brush Management (SCTN4) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified ¢ Concems regarding endangered & threate’d ¢ Potential benefit to Edwards Aquifer due to e  Potential improvement of pasture for grazing Additional studies needed to determine quantity
: species, vegetation & wildlife habitat, and increased water for recharge. of dependable supply during drought.
cultural resources
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified |« Potential increases in water supply for willife | ®  Potential increases in rainfall, runoff, and o Provides water for irrigated and dry-land Concemns regarding increased flood potential.
- habitat. aquifer recharge. agriculture (crops & ranching).
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams Unguantified Unknown Unquantified | «  Small potential effects on habitat. » _ Potential increases in local aquifer levels. _ o . Minimal, if any.
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified e Minimal, if any. s Minimal, if any. o Not applicable. Consistent with conservation focus of Plan.
Total of New Supplies’ 516,513 o - 4' T
TWDB Criteria Summary (EC).doc 12/27/60
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South Central Texas Region, Environmental/Conservation Alternative - TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary (Continued)

Management Strategy Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs Interbasin Transfer Issues { Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Transfers Regional Efficiency Effect on
. Navigation
Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) e  Low unit cost e  Not applicable ¢ Not applicable e Implementable throughout the region e  None
(L-10 Mun.) *___Inherent environmental benefits .
Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) e Low unit cost. . e  Notapplicable. ¢ Maximum transfer may have potential socio- e Requires no new facilities. e  None
‘ economic impacts to third parties.
Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18c) e  Low unit cost.. e  Notapplicable. *  Notapplicable. *  Requires no new transmission and treatment e None
e facilities. .
Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion (G-15C) e Moderate unit cost. e  Notapplicable. *  Not applicable. s Significant additional surface water supply e Noue
. ; without construction of a new reservoir.
Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) | » = High unit cost, but options to meet needs are «  Notapplicable. e Not applicable. e  Additional surface water supply without e None
! limited. ‘ construction of a new reservoir.
} Lower Guadalupe River Diversion (SCTN-16a) e  Moderate unit cost. ¢ Notapplicable with diversion facilities locatedin | ®  Notapplicable. e Shared pipeline alignment with other strategies. | ¢  None
San Antonio River Basin. e  Shared water treatment and balancing storage -
facilities in Bexar County,
| Carrizo Aquifer— Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10CY s - Moderate unit cost. e Notapplicable. ' . Transfer.m}ecou!d;a&f;d potential socio- *  New supply proximate to Bexar County. ¢ None
1 L economic impacts parties.
‘ Carrizo Aguifer - Local Supply (SCTN-2a) e  Low unit cost. e  Not applicable. |2 Not applicable. e New supply proximate to points of need, e None
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c) e Moderate unit cost. e  Notapplicable. - |'¢  Limited transfer to avoid potential socio- ¢ Beneficial use of groundwater presently e  None
(\ economic impacts to third parties, produced, but unused.
e Phased sharing of resource between Bexar,
Comal, & Hays Counties.
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) o ___Low to moderate unit cost. o Not applicable. ¢ Notapplicable. o New supply proximate to points of need. e None
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) e Low to moderate unit cost. » __ Not applicable. ¢ _ Not applicable. e None
LCRA Stored Water - Colorado Riv @ Bastrop (C- e  Moderate unit cost. e  TNRCC Interbasin Transfer permit required. ¢ Notapplicable. o Shared pipeline alignment with other strategies. e None
130) e  Shared water treatment and balancing storage
. facilities in Bexar County.
Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) e Low unit cost. e Not applicable. '+ Potentially significant impacts due to reduced *  Requires oo new facilities. » None
5 |____imigation from the BMA Canal System.
7F "™\ | Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe Riv Diversions e  Low to moderate unit cost. ) s  TNRCC Interbasin Transfer permit required .¢  Not applicable. e Provides for recovery and recirculation of e  None
‘ (SCTN-6a) : : enhanced springflow from Edwards Recharge -
Type 2 Projects (L-18¢).
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) — (SCTN-1a) e  Effective means of reducing peak summer e  Notapplicable. *  Notapplicable. ¢ Increases reliability of current supply from the e  Nome
pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer. ) - Edwards Aquifer.
Brush Management (SCTN-4) o Insufficient information at this time. e  Notapplicable. ‘e Notapplicable. ¢ May contribute positively to storage andsystem | »  None
management of supplies.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) e Potentially feasible management strategy tomeet | e  Not applicable. ¢ Notapplicable. ¢ May contribute positively to storage and system | »  None
a portion of projected imigation needs. . management of supplies.
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams e High unit cost. o Not applicable. ¢ Not applicable. o ___Implementable throughout the region. e Nome
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) o High unit cost; comparable to domestic well, o Not applicable. K Not applicable. o Implementable throughout the region. e  None
Notes: ,

1) Quantity based on full implementation and utilization of new supplies in year 2050.

2) Firm reliability indicates that new supply is dependable in a drought of record with full implementation of the Alternative Plan,

3) Unit cost based on full utilization of supply at ultimate capacity of planned facilities and includes treatment and distribution facilities necessary to meet peak daily needs. X
; 4) Management strategies in the implementation phase include Schertz-Seguin Water Supply Project, Westem Canyon Regional Water Supply Project, Hays/TH35 Water Suply Project,
| Lake Dunlap WTP.Expansion and Mid-Cities Project, and GBRA Canyon Reservoir Contract Renewals. Supplies associated with these management strategies were countd as current
supply in the technical evatuation of alternative regional water plans. o .
g 5) Subsequent to the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans, quantity associated with this management strategy was limited in the Regional Water Plan in vievof policies
of underground water conservation districts.

TWDB Criteria Summary (EC).doc 12/27/00
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Annual Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)
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Atascosa County
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{SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply (Phased) |

Projected Drought Needs




€l-¢

Environmental/Congervation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Atascosa

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 325 366 401 468 530 587
Industsig! 0 ) 0 0 0 0
Steam-Elgclric 0 ) [1 0 1,504 8,504
Mining 0| 1] g 985 1,109 1,230}
irrdgation 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,728 42,190 40,713}
Total Needs 368,743| 37,084] 35,571 45,189 452333 51,043
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Neads 325 368 401 1,463 3,143| 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718] 35,170] 43,726] 42,190 40,713
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate | - .
jioz Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 {Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 356 384 411 259 © 300 31 1
L-15 Edwards lmrigation Transfers 81,000 500 500/ 500 500 700} 70f 23,4
ISCTN-2a Carrizo Aguifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5,6
SCTN-4 Brush Management ~ 7
SCTN-5 Weathsr Modification 7
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
IL-10 (ler.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 3,692 3.692 3.692 3,692 3.692 3,692 8]
Total New Supplies 4,548 4,576 4,603 5,451 76921 14,711
Total System Mamt. Supply / Deficit -34,495| -32,508| -30,968] -39,738| -37,641| - -36,332
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 8§31 518 510 296 857 689
Deficit
ireigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,728] -33,028] -31,478] -40,034| -38,498] -37,021

Candidate New Sy to be shared a

Additional Edwards supply is for Cily of Lylle. |

Candidale New Supplies shown (or year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immedialely.l

ertaion, by wil ol b valable immadlal

Demand Reduction (Conservalion) strategies assumed largely refiected in projected waler demands.

Uvalde, Medina, Alascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.

the estimated maximum potential annual transfer (95,430 acfi) based on Proposed Permils prorate

Pursuani to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candldate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of

ed to 400,000 achifyr.

Iy

Additlonal Casrizo supply is for Steam-Electric and Mining uge.

Early Implementation of facliilles assumed In cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.

Option expeciled lo provide addilional water supply in many years, but depandable supply during drought is presenily unquantified.
Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages Irrigated in 1997, with conservalion at 20 psrcent of irrigation application rate.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

[South Central Texas Replon [ I | l | County = Bexar
Counn Summan of Pro|ected Water Needs ‘Shomﬂesl and Water Management Strateples User Group{s) = all
|Projected Water Needs (acftlyr)
User Group|{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
lu% 122867] 154,495] 196,301] 262,070] 315633] 353,309
Industrial 0 0 1,430} 4,759 8,192
Steam-Electric 0 0 ol 0 0
4,983 4,938 5,201 5,408 5645 5,962
lsrigation _22,575] 20,374 19,585 19,015] 18,385 17,368
Total Nesds 150,408| 179,803| 221,087 287,921] 344,422| = 384,031
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 127,830 159.431] 201,502] 268,806] 326,037] 367,463
lrtlsatlon Nesds &515 2&374 19|585 19|015 18|385 17‘368
Tamenl Strateples {acltlyr) Candidate
Desciiption New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
.} _|Demand Reduclion (Conservation) 33,528] 42,508] 41,210 36,533 38,834 40,934 1
Edwards Inigation Transfers 81,000 50,000{ 55,000 60,000 65,00 70,000 71,300 2,3
Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 51,0001  48,000] 41,000 27,00 16,500 0 4
CZ2-10C Carrizo Aqulfer - Wilson & Gonzales 75,000 19,000 19,000 29,000 49,000 64,000 70,500 5
L-18¢ Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects 13,451 13,451 13,4 13,451 13,451 134 13,45
SCTN-18a__ |Lower Guadalupe River Diversions 46,813 46,81° 46,813 46,813 46,817 46,81
SAWS Recycled Water Program 19,826] 26,737 35,824 43,561 52,215 6,7
SCTN-6a Edwards Recharge - Guad. R. Diversions 42,121 42,121 42121 42,121 42,12
S-136 Medina Lake - Recharge Enhancement 8,138 8,138 8,138 8,136 8,138
- 1C-13C Colorado R. @ Bastrop - LCRA Stored 50,000 50,000 50,000 8
SCTN-1a Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Regional 9
JSCTN-4 Brush Managemant 10
ISCTN-£ Wealhsr Modification o 10]
SCTN-S Rainwater Harvesting 10}
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 10
!L-10 Elrr.f Demand Reduction (Conservation) 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,521 11
Total Naw Suppliss - 171,500] 249,120] 31 21989 323l339 391|937 399|991
Tota! Systoem Mamt. Supply / Deflcit 21,095] 69,315  91,002] 40,478 53,515 15,160
Mun, Ind, §-E, & Min System Mamt. Supply / Deficlt] 39,149] 85,168] 106,966 54,972 67,376 28,007
s Inlﬂatlon sttem Mﬁmt. Suggu / Deﬂcltl -18,054] 15,853 -1%084 +14,494 1 .I&C:. —12|84 L
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priosity implementation, but will not bs available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) stratsgies assumed largely refiected in projected water demands. |
2 ICandldalo New Supply to be shared among Uvalde Medlna Alasoosa and Bexar Counuss Su ;;, ma nol be reliable ln droug
3 EAA Criflcal fod F ate N upply represenis et [
400 - acf__m
4 Candidate New Supply o be shared among Bexar, Comal, and Hays Counties. Effects on m!onal aquifer levels lo be quantified.
5 Candidate New Supply to be shared amonp Bexar and Guadalups Countles. Effscts on regiona! aquifer levels to be quantified.
6 Current SAWS Recycled Water Program is included in the 24,941 acfifyr (consumptive reuse) in estimated needs. I
7 Future use of recycled water for non-polable uses and based on goal of mesting 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.
8 Supply dependent upon fulure water needs In Reglon K and/or interbasin transfer issuss. | 1 |
9 SAWS ASR program in southern Bexar County Increases reliabilily of Edwards Aquifer supply and reduces seasona) aquifer demands.
10 o uon e actod to provide additional water su M{met@m%%
1] L“—n:EPI_I_p'pB rcent of acreages fimpal conservalion al 40 percent of inigation
a llcallon rala bul applicabls to on! 50 rcent o dwards Aquifer Irrigation permilted quantilies
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Caldwell County
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~ Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

l

[

County = Caldwell

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

{User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municl, 0 188] 393 668 714 737
Ilndus!da! 0 0] 0 0
|Steam-Elactric 0 0] 0 0
|Mining 0 0] o} 0
Irrigation 0 [1]] 0 0 0 0
Total Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles {acft/yr) Candidate
1D# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Dsmand Reduction (Conservation) 195 208 218 82 23 104
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 500 1,000 1,000 1,000
Small Aguifer Rechargs Dams
h.-w (Irr.) __ IDsmand Reduction (Conservation})
Total New Supplies 195 708 718 1,082 1,093 1,104
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 518 325 414 379 367
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1988 518 325 414 k)£ 367
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 {Demand Reduclion (Conservation) strategies assumed largely refiected in projscted water demands.
2 Additional well(s) for Lockhart. ] | | |
3 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Comal County

45,000
]
%—; 40,000
L
§ 35,000 Additional Supplies
g ;
E 30,000 1
S
. B
] - ] D
3 25,000 —SCTN-3¢ Simsboro Aquifer (Phased) | Projected Drought Needs
3, !
£ 20,000
5 :
s 4
= 15,000
Q. .
=) 4
=1 |
n ]
‘@ 10,000 -
c
co h
% . / < L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased)
& 5000 G-15C Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal, -
) / . Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
0 '+/ .................................... ———r—————r
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050




61-€

Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | | | County = Comal
Counti 8ummai of ProIected Water Needs ‘Shortaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateiles ‘ User Grouiﬂ = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
jUser Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,289 5,049 10,487 18,282 25,205 33,082
Industrial 1,388 1,428 1,486 1,737 2,009 2,289
Steam-Elactric 0 @ 0 0 0 0
Mining 6,670 5,464 5,628 5,796 3,580 2,224
_linigalion 30 14 0 0 [1 0
Total Needs 9,277] __ 11,952] 17,601 25815{ 30,804] 37,575
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 9,247 11,838 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,875
Irrigation Needs 30 14 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate .
lio# Description ’ New Supply'| 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Conservation) 816 718 848 718 824 942 1
G-15C Canyon Reservolr - River Diversion 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 2
SCTN-3¢ Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 3,500 12,000 16,500 24,000 3.4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 {Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 15,616 15,718 19,348 271,718 32,324 39,942
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 6,339 3,766 1,747 1,903 1,520 2,367
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 6,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 2,367
Deficit :
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 -14 0 0 0 0
Notas:
¢ Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identifled for priority implamentation, bul wilf not be available Immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflecied in projected water desmands,
2 Portion of Canyon firm yisld {with amendment) diverted betow Seguin. | | 1
K Candidate New Supply to be shared among Bexar, Comal, and Hays Countiss. Effects on reglonal aquifer levels {o be quanlified,
4 Earty Implementation of facilllies assumed In cost eslimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. ] |
5 Option expscted to de additional water s In many years, but dependabls supply during drought is presenily unguantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Dimmit County
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | [ { County = Dimmit
County Summary of Projected Water Needs {(Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municl 138 408 649 1,054 1479 ~ 19859
Industria! 0 0 0 o} g
Steam-Elgclric 0 [1]] 0
Mining [V g 025 849
llnggauon 0 ) 2,133 1,737 1,331
Total Needs 138 405 649 4,102 4,141 4,238
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 138 405 649 1,969 - 2,404 2,908
lrrigation Needs, 0 0 0 2,133 1,737 1,331
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
|io# |Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Conservation) 131 144 156 104 118 133 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 1,000 1,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 2,3
SCTN-4 Ismsh Management - 4
SCTN-5 Weathor Modification 4
SCTN-9 |Rainwater Harvesting — 4]
—_|Small Aquifer Rechargs Dams 4
L-10 (Irr. Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 631 1,144 1,156 2,804 3,118 3,633
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deflcit 493 739 507 +1,498 -1,023 -606
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 493 739 507; - 635 714 725
Deficit :
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 -1,331
Notes:
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are idsntifisd for priorily implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Dsmand Reduction (Conservation) strategles assumed reflected in ed water demands.
2 Additional well(s) for Carrizo Springs and Mining supply. | ] {
3 Early implementation of facilitiss assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Option expscted to provide additlonal water & inma ars, but d during drought is presently ungquantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acftiyr)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Frio County
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Environmental/Conservation Regionél Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | [ | | County = Frio
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs {(acft/yr)
|Uuser Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal o] - 0 0 D) [ 0
Industrial 0 0 [V 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 [V D 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inigation 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73519 70,662
Total Needs 71,126 87,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0

(rrigation Needs 71,126| 67,646] 64,365| 76,505] 73,519| 70,662
IWater Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate

ID# |Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) IDsmand Reduction {Conservation) 184 185 205 116 121 124 1

Brush Managemsnt
IWea!her Modification
Rainwater Harves!
Small Aquifer Rechargs Dams

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deflcit -61,504| -58,213| -70,442
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 195 205 116 124
. Deflcit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -65,179 -81,699] -58,418| -70,558] -87,572] -64,715
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction {Conservation) stratsglies assumed largely reflecled In projected waler demands. |
2 Option expected to provide additiona) water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought Is presently unquantified.
3 Estimates based upon use of LEPA gystems on 50 percent of acreanes inigated in 1997, with congervation at 20 percent of rrigation
application rate. I I [ | | |
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Guadalupe County
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Guadalupe

Projected Water Needs (acftlyr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group{s) = all

[User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 | 2050 Notes
Municij 23 2 30} 7 87 773
Industrial 985 1,204 1,350] 1,487 1,692 1,898
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 [1]| 0 0
Mining 198 198 200 202 207 213
lrrigation 985 879 779 684 594 508
Total Needs 2,195 2,304 2,359 2,444 2,580 3,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate . :
|D# Descrlption New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 {Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Congervalion) 235 238 238 5 » 8 6 1
CZ-10C Carrizo Aqulfer - Wilson & Gonzales 75,000 1,500 1,500 2,000 2,000 2,500 4,500 2 3]
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4

L-10 (ler.

Damand Reduction (Conservalion)

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

Total New Suiilles 1I735 1 I736 2I236 2i005 2|505 4I508
469 -568 -123 -439 -75 1,113

Notes:

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 525 K3k} 658 245 519 1,621
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -985 -879 -779 -684 +594 -508

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priosi

Candidate naw su; to be shared by Bexar and Guadaly,

Counties. _Effects on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
Early Implsmentatlon of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply d
Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought Is presently unquantified.

Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projscted waler demands.

ty implementation, but will not be available immediately.

droughl.
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Hays County
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

l

County = Hays

|
COunH 8ummai of Prolected Water Needs iShortales‘ and Water Manaiement Stratellos User Grouiisi = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) :

|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 4,325 7,609 10,980 16,349 22,696 29,059
Induslsial a 0 { 0 g
Steam-Electric a 0 0 [V
Mining 84 82 68 5! 7 28
iigation [ 0 0 D 0 0
Total Needs 4,409 7,691 11,048] 16,404] 22,733] 28,087
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 4,409 7,691 11,048] 16404] 22,733| 29,087

Irrigation Needs

Water Management Strategies {acft/yr) Candidate
1D# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Congervation) 6847 747 873 699 9806 1174 i
SCTN-3¢ Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22,000 31,000 2,3
G-24 Canyon Reservolr 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
|E70 (i) [Demand Reduction (Conservation)

Total New Supplies 5,695 8,795] 12421 17,747| 23,954] 33,222
Total System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 1,268 1,104 1,373| 1,343 1,221 4,135

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1,286 1,104 1,373) 1,343 1,224 4,135
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priorily implementalion, but will not be avallable immediately.
Dsmand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumsd fargely reflected in projected waler domands.

p Candidate New Supply to be shared amonp Bexar, Comal, and Hays Countiss. Effects on reglonal aguifer levels to be quantified _
K Early Implementation of facililies assumed in cost eslimation to ensure sufficlent supply durin; droughl
4 Candldate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek. | I ]
5 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought Is presently unquantified.
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Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
' Kendall County
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region [ ] | ] County = Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 1,070 1,560 2,808 4,099 5,57 7518
[industsial 2 3 4 4 @
Ft_ggmslednc 0 0| 0 C
Mining 1 0| 0
ltrigation D 0| [V 0}
Total Neads 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,563 7,524
Mun, Ind, §-E, & Min Needs 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,563 7,524
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
[io# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 {(Mun.) _|Demand Reduction {Congervation) 67, 71 71 1 1 11 1

Purchase Water from Major Provider 2,000 2,000 3,000 5000| 6000 8,000 2,3

Brush Management
Weather Modification
Rainwaler Harvesling

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams
L-10 (Isr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply /
Deficit

Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Notes:
]

Candidate New Suppliea shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available lmmed ately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies agsumed largely reflected in projected water demands.

Assumad purchase from Bexar County major provider. Kendall County water needs are not reflecied in Bexar °°U"E¥ tabla.
K Early implemsniation of facilitles assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Option expscted 1o provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Medina County
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon

County = Medinal

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

| { | {
COunti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateilee User Grouiﬁ = aIII

|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 2,015 2,110] 2,206 2,427 2582 2,750
|industrial 0 [1) 0 [1]
|Steam-Electsic 0 0 0 0
|Mining 68 68 70 72 74 76
Infgation 98,016 95,268 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692
Total Neads 100,999 97,446 93,596 94,819 91,581 87,518
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,083 2,178 2,828

lrri

atlon Needs

Candidate

- 98,916

84,602

New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes

L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 1200 205 211 73 76 78 1
L-15 Edwards Irigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3}

’g:‘ [N-4 Brush Management 4

SCTN-5 Waeathsr Modification 4

SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4

JL-10 (lrr.) Dsmand Reduction (Conservation} 11,867 11,867 11,8687 11,857 11,867 11,867 5

Total New Supplies

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

15,087
-85,832

15,072
-82,374

15,078
-78,518

14,940

=79,879

14,943
-76,638

14,945
72,573

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply /

Deflcit

1117

- 1,027

935

§74

420

252

Irrigation System Mamt. Su

ly / Deficit

-87,049

-83,401

-79,453

-80,453

-77,058

-72,825

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implsmentation, but will not be available i

Demand Reduction (Conservation) stralegiss assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.

[ diately.

2 Candidate New Supply to bs shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascoss, and Bexar Counties. Sy

upply to b shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may no!
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represenis approximately 85 percent of
the eslimated maximum polentia) annual iransfer (95,430 acfl) based on Proposed Permlls prorated to 400,000 acfyr.

Option expected 1o provide addiiional water supply in meny years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.

be reliable in drought.

4
5 Estimates based upon use of LEPA syslems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1887, wilh conservation at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, bul applicable fo only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer infgation permitied quantilies. | ] I
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Uvalde County

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon

|

r

County = Uvalde

l |
Counti Summai of Prolected Water Needs lShonaiesI and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = all

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,682 3,16 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Industrial N 0 0 Q 0
Steam-Elgctric D 0 [1 0
Mining D 0 [« [(
Jmigation 75,263 72,7908 70,154 71,022 68,880 85,676
Total Neads 77,945 75,964 73,647 75,263 73,760 71,285
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,682 3,168 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609

Irrigation Needs 75,263 72,708 70,154] 71,022| 68,880] 65,676
IWater Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate

|ip# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 318 346 an 235 258 283 1
L-15 Edwards lrrigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 2,34
SCTN-4 ‘Brush Managsment
SCTN-5 Weather Modification
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 5
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (lsr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation} 14,143 14,143 14,143{ 14,143 14,143 14,143 6]
Total New Suppliss 17,461 18,489 18,514 19,378 19,401 20,426
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -60,484| -57,475] -55,133| -55,885 ,359)  -50,859
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 636 1,180 878 994 azs 674
Daflcit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -61,120| -58,655| -56,011] -56,879] -54,737| -51,533
Notes: .
. Candidate New Suppies shown for year 2000 are Idanlified for priority implemantation, but will nol be avallable immedialely.
1 Demand Reductlon (Conservation) siralegles assumed largely reflocted in projected water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalds, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Sy Supply may nol ba raliable in drought.
K] Pursuant o draft EAA Criticat Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represenis approximately 85 percent of
the estimated maximum potential annua! {ransfer (95,430 acit) based on Proposed Pesmils prorated to 400,000 acfilyr.
4 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cos! eslimation to ensure sufiicien! supply during drought. |
5 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presentl uantified.
6 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irigation
application rate, bul applicable to only 50 percen of Edwards Aquifer irigation permitted quentities. | [
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)
Hi73

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Wilson County

350

] Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
300 Industial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only

|SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply |

250 |
Additional Supplies
] |
200 , 5
150 L
' !
/
! i

100 T—

50 I JL-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased) |
11
17 Projected Drought Needs
0 IM—.— y puy o N ————r—r—r—r—r—T—r——r—r—r—r—r—r—r—r—
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 ' 2050

Year
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | i i | County = Wilson
Counti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaies‘ and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
IM\mlclgl 0 1] 63 145
|industria) 1) 0 0 0
|Steam-Elactric 0 r
Minin, [V [
Isripation ( [(
Total Needs 0 0 0 0 63 145
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 83 145
Irrigation Needs! 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Water Management Strategles {acft/yr) Candidate
[iD# [Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) _|Demand Reduction (Conservation) 171 183( 194 114 122 130 1
SCTIN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 200 200 2
ISCTN-4 Brush Management 3
|SCTN-5 Waeather Modification §|
JSCTN-S Ralnwater Harvesting R 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (lrr.} Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies ' 171 183 194 114 322 330
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 171] - 183 194 114 259 185
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 171 183 194 114 259 185
Deficlit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Daficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes: :
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed | refiected in projected water demands.
2 Additional well{s) for Floresvills. i - i | |
3 Option expacted to provids addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought I8 presently unquantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Zavala County

250

Additional Supplies

200

150

100

u.-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased) |

Fﬁmﬁ g 2
1
!
]
!
i
| "
he iy
l' \ i

Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only

50 Ty
11
: !
I Projected Drought Needs
0 L o Gy ey rp—p—— e p—p————
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Year
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Environmental/Conservation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

l L

County = Zavala

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

2010 2020

2030 | 2040

|user Group(s) 2000 2050 Notes
IMunldEI 0 0 0 0 0
industrial 0 0 )
Steam-Eleclric 0
Mining 0 0
Jirrigation 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Total Needs 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
- Irrigation Needs 80,722 76,589| 72,655] 88,293] 84,673] 81,200
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate o
1D# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2039 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 74 180 90 103 104 1

193 194

Brush Management

|Waeather Modification

|Rainwater Harvesting_-

|Small Aquifer Recharge Dams

Demand Reduction (Conservalion)

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

Mun. Ind, S-E, & Min Systam Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

Irrigation System Mgmt. Su

Notes:

ly / Deficit

-70,188| -66,254

-74,799

Y Oplicn expected to provide additional water

ars, but de;

tion rale.

in
Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 parcent of acreages lrﬁFa

Demand Reduction (Conservation) strateiies assumed largely ceflected in projected water demands.
ble
ted in 1997, with
|

drought is present

conservation at 20 percent of Imlg
| 1

tified.
ation
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Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)

.

Note: Baselina raflects permitted Edwards Aquifer
pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Perlod
Management rules plus domestic and livestock

pumpage, _

500 The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habitat
Conservation Plan and Critical Perlod Management
Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies

400 is not reflected in this figure.

300 -

With Regional
Water Plan
200
150 cfs h
100
0
1930 1940 1950 1960 1970
Year

Simulated Comal Springs Discharge

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan

1990
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Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)

600

500

Note: Baseline reflects permitted Edwards Aquifer
pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Period
Management rules plus domestic and livestock

pumpage.

400

The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan Includes
Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habitat
Conservation Plan and Critical Period Management

300

Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies
is not reflected in this figure.

200

100 4

With Regional

Water Plan w I
Ly
I

1930

1940

1950 1960 1970

Year

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Simulated San Marcos Springs Discharge

1980

1990
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500,000
490,000
480,000 S "\ /_\/\/\ //—" "'\v/\
470,000 V \ 4
460,000 \ With Regional J
= 450.000 Water Plan A
g o \} \V/
) 440,000
- Note: Baseline reflects permitted Edwards Aquifer
£ 430,000 +— pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Perlod
E Management rules plys domaestic and livestock
'§ 420,000 - ______bumpage.
2 .
< 410,000 — .
'g 400,000 \ /== Baseline ~
390,000 \\// /\v L
The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
380,000 Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain —
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
370,000 record conditions. Pending adoption of the Hablitat -
! Conservation Plan and Critical Period Management
Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
360,000 Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies [~
|is not reflected in this figure.
350,000 , B ;
1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 . 1980
Year

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Reglonal Water Plan
Simulated Edwards Aquifer Pumpage

1990
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B

950
" WVWW
o — 27, Uvalde Co. A# The South Central Texas Regl ter Plan includ
R x g Sou entral Texas Reglonal Water Plan includes
69-47-308, Medina Co. Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
- J-17, Bexar County discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of

record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habltat
Conservation Pian and Critical Period Management
Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
Authotity, full utilization of these Management Supplies

800 4
Note: Simulated aquifer levels based on

full implementation of alternative regionat!

water plan. Is not retlected In this figure.
700 ¥ " A N
Y '

Groundwater Elevation (ft-msl)

AT NALAAANY MM
650 I vﬁ e ‘ e '
| V“vaﬁ e

550
1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990

Year

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan .
Simulated Edwards Aqulfer Levels
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Groundwater Pumpage (acft/yr)

200,000

180,000 -

160,000

E1Gonzales Co.
OWilson Co.
ESchertz-Seguin

140,000

120,000

100,000

Note: Schertz-Seguin Pumpage
located primarily in Wilson and
Gonzales Counties

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

2000 2010 2030 2040 2050

Year

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Reglonal Water Plan
Additional Carrizo Groundwater Pumpage
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Note: Drawdown is referenced to simulated 1994 aquifer levels and includes both
projected local demands and development of water supply options in this alternative
regional water plan.

@ Monitoring Well Location

Environmental/Conservation Alternative Regional Water Plan
- Simulated Carrizo Aquifer Drawdown
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Southern Bexar County, Hydrograph for Cell 20,49 (Outcrop)
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Northern LaSalle County, Hydrograph for Cell 28,33
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Southern Medina County, Hydrograph for Coll 16,41 (Outcrop)
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Northern Wilson County, Hydrograph for Cell 20,64 (Outcrop)
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Northern Gonzales County, Hydrograph for Cell 18,656
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Guadalupe River @ Saltwater Barrier - Median Streamflow Comparison
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South Central Texas Region i | : ! : i ! | |
o) ¢ B N ] [ * i
Water Supply Option Summary* 5 i i | .
Environmental Matrix (SORTED BY ENVIRONMENTAL COMPOSITE AVERAGE) ‘ I \ ! i !
T 1 i i
wmum tmoacts Lows1 Envisonmental | T | Guarenyal | Timoto Gnd
Stream | & Sixe/ 1 Water | _Composite | Unit Cost Water |__tmpacted |
l;:n Section ___gzion Water Supply Options of Water Suj of Water KL ' : = e teplement |
Treated Water ns
15]1.10 SCTN-17 Desanation of Groundwates Tragted Water Desiversa . K 1 0 564 476 105 9
36]4. GASC Reserveir Water Released to Lake Noka - Viater 1o DISUTDUEoN System of Zone Reservoirs restod Water Distributed 1 1 0 672 15,0004 1805 151
EX] KX CA7A River in Coloratio County - Buy Stored Water and & ns; Fam Yield River Diversion with Treated Water Distrtbuted 1 .0 £77 125,000, 5t 15| 149
] EX G3EC River Oiversion at Gorzaies i Mid-Cides andior Major Water Pro with Waier Treatment Plant ___|River Divession with Troated Water Detivered 1 0] 73 29.217] LT 644
0] c13C [Coicrado River at Bastrop - Purchiase of Stored Water - Finm Yield Reservoirs [Treated Water Distributed 3 .0 799 30,000, S%015 440
37]32 G-24 30 Woodcreek Reservoir, 2050 Demands Reservons Treatod Water Defivered il .0 1595 1.048 03] 18
[=1(R C2-10C Camzo-Wilcox Aquider between San Marcos and Frio Rivers (75,000 acitiyr) Carniam and Other Treated Water Distnl 1 2 .1 550 5.000 o § 429
30{32a SCTN-16a___|Lower Guadiue River Diversions River Diversion with [Treated Water Distibated 2 1 K] 870, $6.276] CE 884
3434 C178 Coloraco River in Wharion Gounty - Buy tigaiio S 3nd Groundwater, Fum Yield River DIversion with Treated Vater Oistriduted 2 || 1 74 000 5o 15| 216
3535 SCTN-11 Purmdl.aasesmwa:er for Municipaltnaustial Use River with e [Treated Water Detivered 2 kl Kl 1.007] 000 Sto 1] .260
€6]6.3 SCIN-3C imisborD Aquifer - Bastiop, Lee. and Miam Counies with Deivery 1 Murtcipal Demang Cenzer Cantan ang Other [Treated Water Ot 1 Z 2 707 75 105! 671
4.33 SCIN-14a___|Joint Devel 570 of Water Supply with Corpus Ciist - Firm Viekd & [Treated Water Distrinced 1 2 015] - 79, A R 810
.63 SCTN-203 Lower Colorado River Basin - Water Sates Contract for Unused Imigation Water Supplies [River Diversion with Storage [Traated Water Distributed 3 1 .2 ,041 1 5215 $,162
34]1.10 SCTN-17 __[Desatination of Seawater {100 MGD) Treated Water Distibuzed _Z.ﬁ 21 k] 2 339 112,016 CH 704
13[1.40___[SCINT LocaliConservaton/Reuse/Exchange | Treated Water Disaibuted 2l 21 ] 2 407 84012 i 5| [
12[1.10 SCTN-17 eana CocalConservatonReuse/Exchangs [Treated Water Disyiated *2%7 2| 1 2 447 56,008 [ €84
11190 T sciear S LocaiConsenatonReuseiEx Treated Water Dlswibated 2 2l ] El 21 28004 O] 678
63162 C2-16D Camzo-Wiicox AGUIfer between Co07ado 2nd Frio Rivers {Camzo and Other AGuifers. [Treate0 Qistributed il 1 2! 1 220.000] 0 3| 437
3243.2¢ SCTN-16¢___ jLower Guadatupe River Civergicng River [T reated Water Distnbuted 31 2! 2! 1 4 755 000 [ 2040
31320 SCTN-160 Guadalupe: River Diversion with reate0 Water Diswibuted 3t v% 2 1 4 788 74,600 18 566
39fa.30 SCTN-14D __ |Jcint Dx of Water with Corpus Chiist - Fum Yield Reservoirs reated Water Oistibuted 1N 2 il —— 1 869 148.200 [-H] 958
3.60 SCTN-2Ch [ Lower Colorado River Basin - Diversion cf Unapprepadated Steamtiow River Divession with reated Water Distibxted 3 2 Z*: 2: k] L6 1.003 57,037 0 13| 3.050)
36 [SCIN-20c _[Lower Colorado River Basin - Gombined Diversion of Unused Water and o0 Steantiow | River Diversion with reated Water Distributed 3 2 21 3 ] 7 858 nr.or7 © 15| 5386
1[5 S-15C Cibolo Reservoir - Fum Yield Paterdial New Reservoirs reatad Water "! 3 '-JF 1] 3i 1 1 331 3.200 o1 16914
38|sS S-1a0 Apotewtite Reservair - Firm Yiekd Potential New Resenvoirs reated Water Distttuted H 2! : 3 2! 3 1 8 235 4,032 1 15| 2.607
§115.18 10C Creek Resenvoir - Fum Yiekd Potential New Reservors reated ; 3i 2! Fl 1 3! i 1 S 018 22 15| 038
80[5.15 SCTN-15 % Creek Ofi-Channe! Resenvoir (Colorado River Basin} Potentia New| rested Water Disttouted 3! 2| 2| 2 2 3i 1 1 K] KiKl | 45712 018§ 274
[ 43i520_|S-1500 Cibolo Reservoir wih Water from the San Antonio 88 Gi Fivers - Firm Yieid [Potential New Reservorrs reated VWater D 2 2| 3 3 3[ 3 1 x) 22| 91542 XE 17,160
2|53 1502 Ciboio Resernvoir with (i Water from the San Antonio River - Fam Yiexd Potental New Resenoirs reated Water Distributed k 21 2 3 3 3] 3 1 X] ™ 8.525 15! 16.960)
as|s3a S-15Ea Cidolo Resesvoir with | Water from Sie Guadalupe Fiver Batier - Fim Yield Potential New Reservoirs reted Water Disvibuted 3 2 _2! Q.F 3 3 1 1 953 [) 7.356!
5515.14 C-18 Shaws Bend Resenvoir - Frm Yiekd (Colerado River Basin Potential New Reservoirs [rested Water Distributed 3 2! 2! 3 3 3 1 X] 1,178 51,576 15 3,023
481530 S15ED Chai0 Reservoir with | Water from e G River Saftwater Bamer ond he Coloraco River near Potential New Resenvoirs Treated Waser Distitusted 3 2! 2 3l Ell 30 ] X) 3.357] 79,090 X 7787
O Cuero Reservoir - Firm Viekd Potenial Now Reservorrs [Treated Waser Disibuied 1 3 3] 3 3 —3 ] 3 718 152,606, >15 4,
a4f5.2¢ XEN Gibolo Reservoir with | Woter from Bie San ANGomo, and Rivers - Femn Yield Potential New Reservoirs [Treated Wazer Distributed ] ;l g gl g: :; 3 ] 3] g: 15906.@1 51015 7 453,
arks4 S-16C Goliad Reserwoir- Firm Yield tential New Resenvoirs Treated Water Di 1 | 3] 1 . > 1 28272
5415.11 G-37C1 |Sandies Creek Resenveir - Fim Yield Potentizl New Resenveirs Treated Water Distributed 3 2| k1l 3 3 al 3| 1 24| 86S| £0.835) > 15 240
Raw Water in Water Si [}
24]2- S-138 Medina Lake ‘nd Contracts wih Use Reducton Enhancement Edwars 0 Raw Water in LT k N : . 1 X 13§ ‘1% o)
23]2. L-18¢ Edwanas 8 from Natural & - Type 2 Proi Edwards 1:] Raw Water in 2! 1 2 1 2 13451 5 15
—27{2¢ SCTN-6a Edwards A R Enhancement with Guadalupe River Diversions at Lake ¢ Edwards Aguiter e Raw Wazer in [— 1 2] k] 2 54 42121 50 1] 443/
22 L-11 Recizimed Water fof Edwards LocavConservationReuse/Ex [Raw Water in N 1 1] k 1 2| 743 10.300 10 5] 827
7a{530___|SCTNG [Trindty Aqu: fza Cantzn and Cther Raw Waterin Agufer | 3 2! 1 2 i 350 © 15 460
6816.4 SCIN-73 Enhancement (NUtces RIVEr AREMatve, Camizo and Giher, [Raw Water in — 1 1 3 2! .3} LIkl 11.000] 0 15 1,633
67j6.4 SCTN-75 Canizo @ Enhancement (Atascosa River AHEMatve [Carmizo and Oer Raw Water in Aguier | L 1 1 4;2 2 F : &7 7 X! 1210
28126 SCTN-GD Edwards Aguiier Enhancement with Guadalupe Fiver Diversions near [SCTNGD) [Edwands Aquer [Raw Water in — 2 1 2 21 3] 1 = 81133 © 15 893
25|2.4 G50 G River Diversicn near Comicnt 1 Zone via Loke |Edwarts Atifer IRaw Water - 2 El] 2 1 1 4 2,075 3,902 165 5]
— 2|2 = Giversion n Reservoir Fiood Siorge 2506 via Cibolo Creek Term A Edwors Raw Water i [— % El . 2L 1 il kI 4 158 2088 ins 5
2|22 16 Edwands froem Nahurod - 2 29 Edwaras A Raw Water @ - 3 2 2 1 3 1 © 15| 3,1
212 183 Edwords e from Nonural Edwards e Waterin A - 2 3j 2 ﬁ 3j q 1,087 21 015 84
2012, L-172 eMWBMM) Edwards e Raw Water o — 2! 3! 3' Ell _z_# 1 K 2557 1358 Y] 340
19{2. L-17b Edwards A e from Natural O . k] Edwards Aquifer Raw Water in Aguifer — 2l 3 3 30 3 3 1 2.2 5,554 © 1 4
flaw (Surtace) Water ns
[} SCIN-120 of Grouncwazer from the Guit o b Water Rights (CoXrad0 River Basn! Local/ConsernvabonReus Raw Water 8t Source —l ) L ! ) k 1 1 .0 il 10.748 »$! 656
€4l6. SCTN-3a ~Bastrop, Lee. and Miam Colntes © Colorado Rives Camizo and Other AQu: Raw Water Detiverog | 1 ] 2 X) 203 75.000 DS 78
6516. SCTN-3b Simsboro Aguifer- . Lee, and Milam Counties with to Plum Creek Cantzn and Other Raw Water Delivered — k1] ' 2| Kl 290! o 5| 263
10| SCTN-12b @ of Groundwater from the Guif Coast Aquifer for | n Water Rights (Guadalupe-San An'onio River Raw Water 31 Scurce [ k1! | 21 1 K 437| 13.200 o S| 1.018)
5152 =l RESErvor - Raw Walcr ol the Reserves — [Potera New RESErvors [Farw Veier 31 — ! ] T ! A T 3 &7 So1s 30
; E 20 mer_'ﬁa 'sa'—ws'Rm_wm"—w Colesn m—m_a; 6 for CPAL RIGNts and GBRA, Contradt] > Water 81 Source ; 2 ! 1 ] 3 3 1 3 17,000 105 249
£ 00 Reservor © [Raw Water at Reservoir ) k1l i —3f 1 3 903 Y 240)
61513 Potennol New Row Water Ceivered | ] 2l 21 E ] 4 ] 1015 2701
_: g-‘g Poterdial New Reservoirs Rarw Woter Ogtvered | ! 4? %F -3‘ 1 ~: g :I)fm "’:g :g
1 Potennal New RESEVOIrs Row Water Detivered | ! 21 21 : k] 5 ; ©
| |517 Polentol New Reservous Raw Waier at Resernvon | ! ! 2 2 2 3 1 1 .7 25 57,0801 - 215 31410
| 525.¢ Potential New Resenvois Raw Water ot Reservolr | ! I U 3] 2 3 2 1 7 448 19,705 > 15 15400
| S0[5. Potertial New Resenirs Raw Water at Reservoir_ | 3 3! 2 2! 2 3i JF 1 69,897 >18] 21.370
S3[5.10 Polental New Resefvois Raw Water 3t Resorvor | 2! 3 3 3] 3 : 3 1 1 22 473 2458 > 14 6,060
49155 Potertial Now RESENTS [Raw Water ai Reservor | 3 3! il 2 3 E £l 1 1 2.2 30.890 > 15| 12.830
11, 1 1 1 0 =400 000, 0S5
; 3 1 0 =54 =60,000 © 5|
3. 115 Purchase of of Ecwands Vater for and Industia Use — i 1 0 S1| 95430 Max 05 — WA
11 SCTN-5 [Weather Modifcation — ' ﬁ'! 6] _Undetenminad] _Undetenmined ©5]_Undetermined
8118  ISCIN9S Ranwater | 1 0] 15178 L057Mousehold o 5| 0|
€5[6. [SCTN-2a___[Groundwater Tor Muricipal Water in the Canizo-VVacox / T 3 0 WA NIA w6 A
[__70]s. SCTN-28 __[Grouncwater for Municinal Water in the Gulf Coast Aduiler | 3 0 WA NA 5 A
|__71]6. SCTN-2¢ Groundwater for iCipal Water ! in the Trind T 9 0 N/A| N/A| 0 N/A
726, SCTN-1a___ JAcuiter Storage and Recovesy (ASR) - Reglonal Opion _ ] 1 O] 2438 1005 7% 5 266
7316 SCTN-1b6 msywm;&z-wm T 1 I 2.085 275 05
1611.13 10 Local Gudgalupe River Near Victana) po 1 9 Kl 10, 10 5| 481
16 — P} 3 3 7 3| Unoetemmined]  Uncetermned > 18] Uncewermmned
Jgf.01 — 7 1 7 i 2 (X 5000 ims 54
o I— 2 k 1 Fl 1 1 4 2,681 1.500} 103 598
Notes:! — i } g Y |
“This : T ; 7 i
el - T T :
1) Size / Habitat Envircnmentsl tmpact measure ah > 3000 > uneanmn‘l’h\ i I :
/ gﬂmmmm;:rm e excection of { Habitat mmaﬂwmm > so(va::mmu mvme)n:smum“mx 1 . : % ' i : “
Water -;mmmormmwmr mmman 1 has no impainnent of stream Use, 2 pai - . :
Stainabiity,_1 = Fin, Renewable esoiros, no miring 2 = Hiedium, LInies sines (00N Sae ::e:'urufwmm a:;omnm brmm.aanas painment with moedium or figh priory b'm'." j . - : " ;
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South Central Texas Regional Water Plan
Water Supply Option Water Quality Summary

Impairments Listed are Current as of the Draft Texas 2000 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List (Janua;-14. 2000)

Voluma fil : Water Stream v::::;m
Section Option Water Supply Opticns (Sorted By Water Quality Score) luality Segment Description
No. 1D icore' Number(s)®
Troated Water Supply Options
1.10 SCTN-17____[Desafinaton of Erackish Groundwater 1
CZ-10C Carmizo-Wicox Aguifer between San Marcas and Frio Rivers (75,000 acityr)
CZ-16D Carmzo-Wilcox Aguifer between Cotorado and Frio Rivers
4 G2 Canyon Reservoir Water Relaased to Lake Natte - Treated Water to DiStibution System of Zons
3.3 CI7A Colorado River in Golorado - Buy Stored Water and Inigation Rights: Firm Yield k
3.3 SCTN-3c Simsboro f- Lee. and Milam Counties with Delivery to Major Municipal Demand Center -
5.12 G-16C1 [Cuero Reservor - Fam Yicid -
32¢c
34
2D
32
i 6c
4
5.3a
3.60
35
16
.63 SCTN-20a  [Lower Colorado River Basin - Water Sales Contract for Unused ITTigaton Waler Suppoes
.15 SCTN-15 Cummins Creek Off-Channel Reservorr (Colorado River Basin)
1 S15C Cibolo Reservor - Fm Yicld
5.14 c.18 Shaws Bend Raservoir - Firm Yield (Colorato River Basin
5.3b S-15Eb Cibclo Reservair with Imported Water from the Guadalupe River Saltwater Bamer and the CORIA00 Fiver near B3 —
42 G-24 imbertay and Woodcreek Water Supply from Canycn Reservoir, 2030 Demands - = o of Shellfish
740 SCIN: Desainaton of Seawater (100 MGD) 2 S0 Sniono, Hymes, & Cuadalipe Savs e
a0 | SeTe Desabaton of Seawater {75 MGD o S e e By A“‘“":!! a8 Can EWE_——M__M“&EM' of Shelffish
.10 SCTN-17 Desatination of Seawater (S0 MGD! - Ba RASUICH0NS ON inG of Shethsh
0 SCTN-17_— |Desatination of Seawater (25 MGD) L 462 Son Aionio. Hines. & Cuadaipe Bays 1 Reswcons o Koot o e SACniy)
530 S1500 ___[Cibolo Reservar with Imported Water from B San ARiorl aid Rigo Rivers - Fam Vi M 1911 e o At Fier Bce GA
52a $-150a___|Ciboto Resefvor with Imported Water from the San Antonio River - Fim Yicld M 1911 Z2pSf = = —@%—
54 | Sc__ |Gosdrienor-mmvied — ) D T . 50 edies G
[ oy 18038 m—b—-————.——————‘——ﬁ—m—_
7 e T e —— i Ziie, o7 T =Y T —
2% 1 [Cibaio Reserver with imprted Water from the San Antonio, Guadatupe. and Colorado Rivers - Fign Vidld M RETL] e o0 P Antonio Fiver sm—-‘-—q-"”———hu ReSoreey
433 SCIN-1da__|Joint of Water Supply with Christ - Fam Yield M 2116 e IOKE, Reservor = B R
55 S-140 Appizwhia Reservoi « Fim Yieid M 1903 MetEna River Below Mec:na Diversion Lake
Raw Water in Aquifer Water Supply Options
2.3 S-138 Medina Lake - Existing Rights and Contracts with ivigation Use Reducton for Recha hancement
L-18¢ Edwargs Aquifer Recharge from Natural Drainage - Type 2 Pro 2C)
.4 SCIN.7a Canzo Enthancement (Nueces River Altemative! —
2 SCTN-6a___|Edwards Aqu: Enhancament with Guadalupe River Diversions ot Lake SCTNGa,
22 L-18b Edwards Aqurter Natural Drainsge - Type 2 Proects 28]
L-183 Edwards Agur from Natural Draincge - Type 2 Proects 2A)
.10 SCINS [Fein ] bemizat
SCTN-Eb Edwards Aguifer Enhancement with Guadalupa River Diversions naar Gonzales (SGTN-6b
.4 G-30 Gy River Diversion near Comfort o Zone via Meding Lake
X 1373 Agquifer from Natural - Tye 1 Proy 18)
2.5 Diversion Resesvoir Food [ Zong via Cibolo Creek - Lonp-Tem Av —— =~ :
4 SCTN-70 Cantzo Enhancement (Alascosa River Altemative L 2107 L aa::';:am
2 -1 Reclaimed Water for Edwards Imigation Water M 1911 Upper San Antonio River =
21 1175 Edwards Aaufer from Natural Drainzge - Typo 1 Projects (Program 1A) M 2113
Raw {Surface) Water Supply Options
SCTN-3a Simshoro Aguifes - , Lee. and Milam Counties with Delr to Colorado River
X G20 Genzales Rasesvor - Firm Yield
X SCTN-GD____|Simsboro Aquifer » Lee. and Milam Countias with 10 Plum Crogk
513 SCTN-13___|Paimetto Bend 1l Reservoir ) Chrigt
19 SCTN-120__[Ex of Groundwater from the Gulf Acuder for Imgaton Surface Waler Rights (Guadahpo-San ARIOMo River Basiny
5.10 G40 3 ing Reservoir - Raw Waler at the Reservow . -
1.9 SCTN-1 of Groungwater from the Gu!f Coast Aguiter for | jon Surface Water Ri ‘Coloraco River Basin
513 SCIN-13_ " [Paimefto Bend 1 Reservorr o Bay Ci .
5.13 SCTN-13 Patmetto Bend Stage ) Reservoir (Detr 1o Saliwater Barner)
58 G159~ [Guadalupe River Dam No. 7 - Fam Yield
[ ] Lockhart Reservor - T e " ——
: - A Lo z EI) B e Botw Gl R -
r 28 cansfer of SAWS Reczimed Water to Coleth Croek RBSaras (Exah CPEL Righis and GBRA Canyon Carac 1] 8T ipper San Antonio River T ) o
X3 114 Tansfor of Rocmed Water to ot Chst Froush Croks S Mm'_qu - ] 2316, 1911 Thoke, Reservol : __.me_u&n_.w__
5.17 SCTN-18 [Cotila Reservor - Raw Water af the ? M 2104 Nueces River Above Frio 9!
Other Water Supply Opticns
L-10 (! Demand Reducton Water Consarvation}) - i1
K L-10 (i Demand Reduction s Conservation) - krigati k
K L35 Purchase of Leas of Edwards Imigation Water for Muricial and Industial Use
. SCTNG Barsh t
. N Weather Modification
1. SCIN Ra:water :
.11 SCTN-1i Off-Channed Local 8 {Guzdalupe River near Victona
(] SCTN-10___JOf-Channel Local Guzdalupg River near Boerna)
SCTN-2a___|Groundwater for Municina) Water i the Carmzo-Wicex A
6.6 SCTN-2y | JGroundwater Supplios for Muicipal Water Systems in the Gu¥ Coast Aquiter
7 SCIN-2c __{Grouncwater Supalias for Muricipal Water Systems i the Trniy AGuier
8 SCTN-1a___ [Agquifer and ASR)
X] SCTN-b___ JAcuifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) . —
1.9 SCTN-0 | Cfr-Channal Local Storage (Medina Fiver near Von Ony) 7803 Medina River Below Medina Diversion Lake Bacteria & DO
Notes:

 raer Swalty Scora is an indication of tho relative water quaidy in ho stream Segment: 1 has no impaiment of stream use, 2 has impainment with kow prioiy for TMOL. & 3 hat Mmpairent wh median ortigh prioity for TMDL.
Prioriy, MeMecium Pricsity, & L-Low NOrt.

2)chcPrioruyLevaisanmmdmwdrmmmmmmmmnummwH=mgn
3)swmmsmmmwnmmrmccrmmmmcmcmw.Secﬁonsozm.mema

4) Stream Segment 1901 found to have violations in Fecal Coiform upon subsequent TNRCC review at request of Ms, Patsy Light. As of 212872000, no word from TNRCC regasd 9 TMOL Priority 80 assumed "Medium.”

South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

HDR Engineering, Inc., 12{27/00
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South Central Texas Region Alternative Water Plans

Alternative Name: Economic/Reliability/Environmental/Public Acceptance
Alternative ID: EREPA

Alternative Description: The Economic / Reliability / Environmental / Public Acceptance
Alternative Regional Water Plan is predicated on the development of water supply options
having the least expected annual unit cost of water. Environmental considerations are
incorporated using the same qualitative measures employed for the ' Environmental /
Conservation (E/C) Alternative Regional Water Plan. Public acceptance at the source location
and reliability in drought conditions are also considered in this alternative regional water plan.

The following water supply options are included in the Economic / Reliability / Environmental /
Public Acceptance Alternative Regional Water Plan (in no particular order):

Demand Reduction / Conservation (L-10)

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15)

Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B)

Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18¢c)

Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe R. Diversions (SCTN-6a)

Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson and Gonzales Counties (CZ-10C)

Carrizo Aquifer — Atascosa, Gonzales, and Bastrop Counties (CZ-10D)
Colorado R. @ Columbus — LCRA Irrigation & Stored Water (C-17A)
Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

1 0 Wimberley & Woodcreek — Canyon (G-24)

11. Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a)

12. Brush Management (SCTN-4)

13. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

14. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

CONDOAWN S
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3

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
- Summary of Key Information for
South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

Quantity, Reliability, and Cost

e Plan includes management supplies to meet projected needs, ensure reliability, and maintain
springflow, resulting in a quantity of additional water supplies sufficient to meet projected
needs for municipal, industrial, steam-electric power, and mining uses through the year 2050.

e Cost is the least among the five alternative plans under consideration.

Environmental Factors

¢ Increased median annual streamflows in the San Antonio River.

e Below average concerns with respect to all environmental factors evaluated for the five
alternative plans under consideration.

e Least concerns with Vegetation & Wildlife Habitat and Ecologically Sngmﬁcant Stream
Segments among the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Water Resources
¢ No unmitigated reductions in water available to existing water rights.

e Long-term reductions in water levels in the Carrizo Aquifer. Drawdown would be the
greatest for the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

e Major commitment to municipal and irrigation water Demand Reduction (Conservation) (L-
10).
Includes Brush Management (SCTN-4) and Weather Modification (SCTN-5). ,
Inclusion of water supply options to meet projected irrigation needs in full is estimated to be
economically infeasible at this time. Weather Modification (SCTN-5) assists irrigation and
dry-land agriculture (crops and ranching).

¢ Includes maximum potential voluntary transfer of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permits to
municipal permits through lease or purchase.

¢ 'Includes Medina Lake - Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) which reduces or eliminates water
supplies from the Medina Lake System for irrigation in Bexar, Medina, and Atascosa
Counties.

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs
o Selection of water supply options comprising the alternative plan based primarily on least
unit cost.
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Interbasin Transfer Issues

Projected non-irrigation needs in basin(s) of origin are met throughout the planning period.
Plan includes two interbasin transfers: 1) Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe River Diversions
(SCTN-6a) from the Guadalupe River near Lake Dunlap to the outcrop of the Edwards
Aquifer in the San Antonio River Basin; and 2) LCRA Irrigation & Stored Water (C-17A)
from the Colorado River at Columbus to Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.

Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water

Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-1 5)-
Lower water levels in some portions of the Carrizo Aquifer.

Regional Efficiency

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) require no new facilities. Transferred water would
likely be available at or very near locations having projected municipal, industrial, steam-
electric power, and mining needs in Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties.
Terminal storage and regional water treatment facilities in Bexar and Guadalupe Counties
increase efficiency, improve reliability, and reduce unit cost.

Shared transmission facilities for Colorado River (C-17A), Carrizo Aquifer (CZ-10D), and
Guadalupe River (G-15C) supplies reduce cost.

San Antonio Water System Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery System (SCTN-1a)
substantially reduces peak summer pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer.

Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe River Diversions (SCTN-6a) provides for recovery and
recirculation of enhanced Comal springflow resulting from implementation of Edwards
Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18c). A

Effect on Navigation

Not applicable.

4-6



South Central Texas Region, EREPA Alternitive - TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

Management Strategy _ Quantity (acftiyr)' | Reliability’ Cost (S/acft)’ Environmental Factors __Impacts on Water Resources Impacts on Agricultural and Natural Resources levay

Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) 44,566 Firm $173 None. Supply developed through deman e  Slight reductions in treated efftuent discharge. o  Fewer water management strategies necessary Conservation is a central element of the Plan.

(L-10 Mun.) reduction. to meet projected needs. i i

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) 81,000 Firm 580 None. Supply developed without new fahities: [ ®  Reductions in springflow due to relocation of ¢ Plan includes 53 percent of potestial maximum Encourages beneficial use of available rights.

‘ pumpage closer to springs. voluntary transfer through lease or purchase.

Edwards Recharge ~ Type 2 Projects (L-18¢) 13,451 Firm $486 Concems with endangered & threatened *  Limited, as most projects are located on streams | ¢  Typically higher well levels in Uvalde & Positive effects on discharges from Comal and
species, habitat, and TPWD Ecologically that are frequently dry. Medina Counties, San Marcos Springs.
Unique Stream Segments at some sites. ¢ Increased aquifer levels and springflows. Mitigation of impacts on firm yield of Choke
Echanced springflows help endangered s%€s. . i Canyon Res. / Lake Corpus Christi System.

Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) 8,136 Firm $159 Concermns with endangered & threatened e Increased lake levels, aquifer levels, and o Potentially eliminates irrigation from the BMA Owner of the Medina Lake System opposed to
species. springflows. Canal System. Linclusion of this strategy in the Plan.

Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe River Diversions 42,121 Firm £534 Concerns with endangered & threatened e  Increased springflow and reduced streamflow e  Notapplicable. Downstream interests keealy opposed to this

(SCTN-62) species, habitat, and cultural resources, below Lake Dunlap. management strategy.

Colorado River @ Columbus — LCRA Irrigation & 120,000 Max Firm $622 Concemns with endangered & threatened ¢ Reductions in freshwater inflows to Matagorda | ¢ Minimal Encourages beneficial use of available rights

Stored Water (C-17A) © 80,000 in 2050 species, habitat, cultural resources, and TWD Bay associated with greater utilization of and existing reservoirs.
Ecologically Unique Stream Segments. — Existing Waler Nghis. —

Canyon Reservoir — River Diversion (G-15C) 15,000 Firm $450 Minimal. Canyon Reservoir is an existin e Increased instream flows associated with e Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
resource. downstream deliveries of water supply. Recreational Benefits with downstream

delivery. ‘

Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) 1,048 Fimm $1,586 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter endai?red | Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
or threatened species habitat.

Carrizo Aquifer — Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10CY 75,000 Firm $653 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter cultw! e  Long-term reductions in well levels. e  Minimal, if any. Planned withdrawals in excess of that expressed
resource sites. e Some redugctions in instream flow at outcrop. in policies of underground water conservation

s Potential effects on discharge of small springs. _ districts.

Carrizo Aquifer — Gonzales & Bastrop (CZ-10DY 50,000 Firm $516 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter cultu! e  Long-term reductions in aquifer levels. e Minimal, if any. Planned withdrawals in excess of that expressed

resource sites. e Some reductions in instream flow at outcrop. in policies of underground water conservation
s Potential effects on discharge of small sprinps. districts.

Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a) 14,700 Firm $386 Minimal, if any.  __Modest long-term reductions in aquifer levels. Minimal. if any.

SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) 52215 Firm $395 None. Water supply derived from merea'd e  Minimal, if any. Not applicable, Encourages beneficial use of available resource.
volumes of treated wastewater. .

Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) 8,000 Firm $877 Minimal, if any. Supply developed as pa °f e.  Minimal, if any. .®  Notapplicable,
other water management strategies.

Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) ~ (SCTN-1a) Unquantified Firm Unquantified Minimal. Pipeline could encounter impoi®™t | ®  Reduced peak summer pumpage from Edwards | ¢  Not applicable. SAWS South Bexar County ASR presently in
habitat or encounter cultural resource site: Aquifer increases aquifer levels and springflow. implementation phase. ‘

Brush Management (SCTN-4) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Concems regarding endangered & threated ¢ Potential benefit to Edwards Aquifer due to ¢ Potential improvement of pasture for grazing. Additional studies needed to determine quantity
species, vegetation & wildlife habitat, an increased water for recharge. of dependable supply during drought
cultural resources. :

Weather Modification (SCTN-5) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Potential increases in water supply for wilife | ©  Potential increases in rainfall, runoff, and o Provides water for irrigated and dry-land Concerns regarding increased flood potential.
habitat. aguifer recharge. agriculture (crops & ranching).

Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Minimal, if any. e Minimal ifany. e Notapplicable. Consistent with conservation focus of Plan.

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Small potential effects on habitat. ____1 e Potential increases in local aquifer levels. ¢ Minimal, if any.

Total of New Supplies* 525,237
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South Central Texas Region, EREPA Alternative — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary

y (Continued)

Management Strategy Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs Interbasin Transfer Issues Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Transfers Regional Efficiency NE?iect on
avigation
Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) Low unit cost. e«  Notapplicable. ¢ Notapplicable. e  Implementable throughout the region. e  Nooe
(L-10 Mun.) Inherent environmental benefits.
Edwards Irigation Transfers (L-15) Low unit cost. e  Notapplicable, ¢  Maximum transfer may have potential socio- *  Requires no new facilities. e  None
economic impacts to third parti
Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects (L-18c) e Low unit cost.. e Notapplicable. *  Notapplicable. . gzqtﬁm 1o new transmission and treatment ¢  None
ilities.
Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) e Low unitcost. +  Notapplicable. ¢ Potentially significant impacts due to reduced *  Requires no new facilities. e None
irrigation from the BMA Canal System. -
Edwards Recharge — Guadalupe River D:vemons +  Low to moderate unit cost. e  TNRCC Interbasin Transfer permit required e Notapplicable. e  Provides for recovery and recirculation of ¢  None
(SCTN-6a) . enhanced springflow from Edwards Recharge -
Type 2 Projects (L-18¢).
Colorado River @ Columbus — LCRA Irrigation & e Moderate unit cost. e TNRCC Interbasin Transfer permit required. ¢  Minimal. Water rights presently underutilized. o Shared pipeline alignment with other strategies. | »  None
Stored Water (C-17A) e Shared water treatment and balancing storage
‘ facilities in Guadalupe County.
Canyon Reservoir — River Diversion (G-15C) e  Low unit cost. «  Notapplicable. ¢ Notapplicable. ¢ Additional surface water supply without e None
construction of a new reservoir.
Shared pipeline alignment with other strategies.
Shared water treatment and balancing storage
facilities in Guadalupe County.
Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) *  High unit cost, but options to meet needs are e  Notapplicable. ¢  Notapplicable. e Additional surface water supply without e  None
_limited. construction of 2 new reservoir.
Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10CY e Moderate unit cost. e Notapplicable. ¢ Transfer rate could have potential socio- *  New supply proximate to Bexar County. e  Nome
economic impacts to third parties.
Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop (CZ-10D)° e  Low to moderate unit cost. e  Notapplicable. ' | ¢  Transfer rate could have potential socio- Shared pipeline alignment with other strategies. e None
i economic impacts to third parties. e Shared water treatment and balancing storage
. ‘ facilities in Guadalupe County.
Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply (SCTN-2a) e Modermate cost. ® __ Notapplicable. i_| e  Notapplicable. New supply proximate to points of need. o  None
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) o Low to moderate cost. s Not applicable. 1 * Notapplicable. New supply proximate to points of need. e None
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) e Low to moderate cost. o Notapplicable, . | e Notapplicable. e None
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-1a) o  Effective means of reducing peak summer e Notapplicable. ¢ Notapplicable. e, Increases reliability of current supply from the e None
pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer. __Edwands Aguifer.
Brush Management (SCTN-4) e Insufficient information at this time. e  Notapplicable. ¢ Notapplicable. ¢ May contribute positively to storageandsystem | ¢  None
. . management of supplies.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) o Potentially feasible management strategy tomeet | o  Notapplicable. s Notapplicable. e May contribitte positively to storage andsystem | ¢  None
a portion of projected irrigation needs. management of supplies.
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) o High unit cost; comparable to a domestic well Not applicable. ’ Not applicable. o Implementable throughout the region. _ None
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams ___High unit cost. Not applicable. Not applicable. o Implementable throughout the region. None
Notes:

I) Quantity based on full implementation and utilization of new supplies in year 2050.
2) Firm reliability indicates that new supply is dependable in a drought of record with full implementation of the Alternative Plan.

3) Unit cost based on fuil utilization of supply at ultimate capacity of planned facilities and includes treatment and distribution facilities necessary to meet peak daily needs.

4) Management strategies in the implementation phase include Schertz-Seguin Water Supply Project, Western Canyon Regional Water Supply Project, Hays/IH35 Water Sup"y Project,
Lake Dunlap WTP Expansion and Mid-Cities Project, and GBRA Canyon Reservoir Contract Renewals. Supplies associated with these management strategies were cound as current
supply in the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans.

5) Subsequent to the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans, quantity associated with this management strategy was limited in the Regional Water Plan in v:e' of policies

of underground water conservation districts.
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Unit Cost ($/acft)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Unit Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Annual Cost of Cumulative Additional Water Supply
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Additional Water Supply (acft/yr)
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Atascosa County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region [ | | | , County = Atascosa
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
JUser Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
leldg 325 366 40 468 530 587
{Industrial 0 0] ) 0 0
Steam-Electiic 0 0] ) 1,504 8,504
Mining D 0] 1] 995 1,109 1,239
{irigation 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 2,190 40,713
Total Needs 38,743 37,084 35,571 45,189 45,333 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 325 368 401 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718 35,170 43,726 42,180 40,713
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
|io# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
IL-_ 0(Mun.)  |Demand Reduction (Congervation) 358 384 4 259 300 319 1
L-15 Edwards lrrigetion Transfers 81,000 500 500 600 500 700 700 2,34
SCTN-2a Carnizo Aquifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5,6
ISCTN-4 Brush Management 7
ISCTN-5 Wealher Modification 7
|SCTN-g Ralnwaler Harvestin 7
Small Aquifer Rechargs Dams 7l
L-10 (ler. Damand Reduction {Conservallon) 3,962 3962 3,862 3,962 39862 3962 8}
Total New Supplies 4,818 4,846 4,873 5,721 7,962 14,981
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -33,925| -32,238] -30,698| -38,468| -37,371] -36,082
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 531 518 510 296 857 689
lrrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,458} -32,756| -31,208f -39,764| -38,228] -38,751
Notes:
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are idantified {or priority implementation, but will not be available Immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservatlon) strategles assumed largsty reflected in projecled waler demands. |
2 Candidate Nsw Supply to ba shared among Uvalds, Medina, Atagcosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not bs reliabls in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Managsment nules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
the estimated maximum potential annual transfer (95,430 acft) based on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 scfiyr.
4 Additional Edwards supply is for City of Lytle. ]
5 Additional Carmizo supply Is for Steam-Electric and Mining use.
6 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
7 Option expscted to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
8 Estimales based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreapes inigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigaticn applicalion rate.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Bexar County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon I I | | I County = Bexar
County S8ummary of Projected Waler Noeds (Shortapes andwtm%las Usear Gra M
Projected Water Neads (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 | 2010 2020 2030 | 2040 | 2050 Notes
Municipal 122,867 "~ 154,495] 198,301] 262,070] 315,633| 353,309
tndustrial 0 . 4,759 8,192}
A P N Y ) S M ) p——
aticn _ 22.575]_20,374] _10,585] 10,015/ 18,385] 17,368
Total Needs 150405| 179,805] 221,087] 287,921 .m.azzi 384,831
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Needs 127,630] 159,43 me 268,90 326,037] 367,463
irrigation Needs| 22,575] 20,37 19,585 is,msi 18,385] 17,368
———
Water Management Strateplos (acft/yr) Candldate .
? Description New 5“22'1 2000° 2010 2020 2030 2040] 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Conservation) 33528] 42508] 41,21 36,533 38,834] 40,934 1
Kk Edwards Imgalion Translers B1,000] 50,000 55, 50,000] 65, 70,000 71, 2.3
§0C ___|Camizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 75000]  75,000]  75000] 75,000 75,01 76,000] 75,000 4
-18¢ Edwards %e_cﬁa © - Type 2 Projecis 13, 13,451 13, 13, 13 13,4 X
C-17A Colorado R. - c@gu Ir'ri atlon & Slored 125, 113,000] __ 93,5806] 70, 48,0 X 5,
[SAWS Recycled Waler Program 19, 28,737| 3582 43, 2,2 7,
CZ-10D__ |Carrizo A &hf - Gonzales 2 Bastro " 145,000 20,000] 2 70,0 9D, 4,9, 10|
5-138 Medina Ii&e‘o Recharge Enhancemant 8,138 8,138 138 138 8,118
SCTN-6a__|Edwards Recharge - guaa. R. Div. 42,121 42,121] 42,121 42129
SCTN-1a— [Aquifer Storage E Recovery - Reglonal 11
SCTNS [ Westher Wodticalia :
[N-§ eather cation , 1
N- Ralnwater Harvestin 12
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
-0 {irr.) Bemané R_i_aucyon ]&mewaﬁot\) 4,521 4,52 4,521 4,521 4521 4,621 1
Total New Sugglles 116|500‘ K 23|30 V._:MZ 558 310'580 413|624 420|678
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 26,095) 143,902] 121,468 82,865 69,202 35,847
Mun, ln5 SE & hlns stem Mamt. Supply / Deficit|  44,149] 150,355 136,532] 07,158] 83,066] 48,694
Irrigation S8ystem Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -18,054] -15,853] -15.08 -14,494] -13,.864] -12,847
Notes:
¢ Candidate New Supplles shown for year 2000 are Identilied for priorily Implementation, bul wiil not be avallable immediately.
Demand Reducilon (Consorvallon; strategles assumed largely reflecied in projecied water demands. -
Y Candidate New Su o be shared among Uvalde, Madina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counfiss. Supply may nof be reliabla in drought.
K Pursuant (o draft ﬁ EHTEal Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represenis approxlmale& '53 perceni of the
estimated maximum polentia! annual transfer (85,430 acfi) based on Proposed Permils prorated to 400,000 acftyr.
the estimated maximum potentlal annual transfer (95,430 a on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acfifyr.
5 W&me Saon Tolura walar nosds in 'i]onx ndiﬂmlrbasinuanslf 55U (;Kadllyr( sln;rmadvm
8, en| waler in andlof Inle er issues (1 ecreasing to
5 e ﬁew Supply lo be shared Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. | I I
7 Curmrent SA' ater n the 24,941 a €O tive reuse) in eslimated needs. |
ulure use of re waler for non-| e uses and based on meeti ree! water demand.
1G] [Portion of 220,000 a conslds er CZ-100 In es son es not n CZ-10C.
1 al rom Gonzales and Bas s X | I |
1 S ram In southern Bexar Counly Increases rellabliity of EQwards Aquifer & and reduces seasonal aquifer demands.
14 Option expected to provide addilional water su| n ma rs, but dependable su; uring droughi is presently unguantified,
k Estlimates baged upon use o! systems on 80 percent of acreages irigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of Irrigalion application
rate, but app!icable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer lrrigation permilied quantilies. :
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Caldwell County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

l

County = Caldwell

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies

User Group(s) = all

Projected Water Needs {acft/yr) :
Uger Group(s) - 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal [1] 188 393 668 714 737
Industrial ) 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric a 0 )] 0 0
|Mining 0 of 0 ] 0
Iigation 0 0 0 0 (
Total Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0|
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
lio# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Wl.-m {Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Congervation) 195 208 218 82 93 104 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 500 1,000 1,000 1,000 2
Smal! Aquifer Recharge Dams 3]
L-10 (trr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 195 708 718 1,082 1,093 1,104
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 518 325 414 379 367
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 195 518 325 414 379 367
Deflcit
irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Daflcit 0 0 0 0] . 0 0
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategles assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Additional well(s) for Lockhart. i [
3 Option expected to provide addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presenlly unquantified.
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Comal County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Comal

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,288 5,049 10,487 18,282 25,205 33,062
Industrial 1,388 1,425 1,486 1,737 2,000 2,289
Steam-Eleclric 0 [+ 0 0 1 0
Mining 5,670 5,464 5,628 5,798 3,590 2,224
migation 30 14 0 0 0 0
Total Neads 9,277 11,952 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 9,247 11,938 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Irrigation Needs 30 14 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
fL-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 616 718 848 718 824 942 1
G-15C Canyon Reservalr - River Diversion 15,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 2,3
C-17A Colorado R. - LCRA Irrigation & Stored 125,000 3,000 9,000 17,000 22,000 29,000 4,5, 6
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7
IL-10 (frr.) Demand Reduction {(Conservation) _
Total New Suppliss 10,616 13,718 19,848 27,718 32,824 39,942
Total System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 1,339 1,768 2,247 1,903 2,020 2,367 L
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,369 1,780 2,247 1,903 2,020 2,367
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 -14 0 0 0 0

Notes:
[}

Portion of Canyon firm yield {with amendment) diveried below Seguin.
Candidate New Supply shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.

Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issuas (120 Kacfi/yr decreasing to 80 Kacftiyr).
Candidate New Supply to be shared amonp Bexar, Comal, Guadalups, and Hays Counlies.
(] __|Early implementation of facilities assumed In cost estimation to ensure sufficiant supply during drought.

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are Identified for priority implementation, but may not be available Immediately.
Demand Reduction {Conservation) strategies assumed largely ceflected in grolecled water demands.

1Option expectad to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Dimmit County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

|

County = Dimmit

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs {Shortages) and Water Management Strategies

User Group(s) = all

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 138 405 649 1,054 1,479 1,959
Industrial ol D 0 [ 0 0
Steam-Elactric 0 1] 0) ( 0 0
Mining 0 D 0 915 925 949
Irrigation 0 0 0 &133 1,737 1,331
Total Needs 138 405 649 4,102 4,141 4,239
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 138 405 649 1,969 2,40 2,908
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 2,133 1,737 1,331
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candldate
fio# |Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 131 144 156 104 118 133 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 1,000 1,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Managemsnt 4
SCTN-5 Waalher Modification 4
SCTN-9 Ralnwater Harvesting 4
4

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams

L-10 (ler. Demand Reduction (Consesvation) .
' | Total New Suiillas 631 1I144 1I156 2|604 3I1 18 3|633
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 -1,498 -1,023 -606

Notes:

Mun, ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 493 739 507 635 714 725
Deficlt
lrrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 «1,737 +1,331

Y [y

Additional well{s) for Carrizo Springs and Mining supply.

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priosity implementation,

but will not be available immediately.

Demand Reduction (Conservation) sirategies assumed largely reflected in projected wa[ler demandsi

Early Implementalion of facilities assumed in cost eslimation to ensure sufficient su
Option expected to provide additional water supply In many years, bul dependable supply during drought Is presenily unquantified.

during drought.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Frio County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan
South Central Texas Region [ | | [ County = Frio

Counti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShonaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiis‘ = alf
Projected Water Needs {acft/yr)

|User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes

Municipal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Eleclric 0 0 0 0 D 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 D 0
rrigation 71,128 67,646 64,385 76,505 73,519 70,662
Total Needs 71,126 87,646 64,365 16,505 73,519 70,662

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0

Irrigation Needs 71,126 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662

agement Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
lL-10(Mun.) Demand Reduction (Congervation) . 184 195 205 116 121 124 1

SCTN-4 Brush Managsment : y
ISCTN-5 Wealher Modification
|SCTN-8 Rainwater Harvesling

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams

Demand Reduction (Conservation) ' 5,847 5,947 5,947 5947 5947 5,047 3]

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 84,995 -61,504| -58,213| -70,442| -67,451] -84,591
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply /, 184 198 205 116 121 124
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -65,179| -61,699| -58418] -70,558! -67,572| -684,715
INotes: - :
1 Damand Reduction {Conservation) strategles assumed largsly reflected in projected water demands. | |
Y Option expectled to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presenily unquantified.
3 Eslimates based upon use of LEPA syslems on 50 peroenl! of acreagss irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 paicenl of irrigation
application rate. ] | | .
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Guadalupe County
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon

County = Guadalupe

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

[User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
IM e 2 23 30 71 a7 773
|Industrial 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,694 1,898
|Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 ( g
1 196 198 200 202 20 213
ination 985 879 779 684 584 508
___Total Needs 2,195 2,304 2,359 2,444 2,580 3,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,210 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,986 2,885

Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 684 594 508
IWater Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate

lib# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 235 236 238 5 5 6 1
G-15C Canyon Reservolr - River Diversion 15,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 2,3
C-17A Colorado R. - LCRA Irrigation & Stored 125,000 500 500 1,000 3,000 456
Small Aquifer Recharge Damg 7
L-10 {lrr. Dsmand Reduclion (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 1,738 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,508
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deflcit 460 -568 -123 -438 78 1,113
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 525 311 68586 245 §19 1,621
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -985 -879 -778 -684 -594 -508
Notes:
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will nol be available immediately. o
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategias assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Portion of Canyon firm yis!d (with amendment) diverted below Seguin. | |
k Candidate New Supply shared emong Coma!, Guadalups, and Hays Counties. |
4 Supply dependent upon future water needs in Region K and/or interbasin transfer issuas (120 Kacft/yr decreasing 1o 80 Kacfilyr).
Candidale New Supply lo b shared among Bexar, Coma!, Guadalups, and Hays Counties. | |
Early imp!smentation of facilities assumed In cos! estimation to ensure sufficient s duri ht | |
Option expected to provide addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during droughlis presently unquantified. | =~
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Hays County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region [ | | County = Hays
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
|user Group{s) 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 4,325 7,609 10,980 16,349 22,696 29,059
industsial 0 0 C 0 0
Steam-Elactric 0 D (1 0 0
Mining 84 82 68 55 37 28
Irrigation 0 0 [1] 0 0 0
Total Needs 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
IWater Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
|io# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 647 747 873 699 906 1,174 1
G-15C Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion 15,000 3500 3500 3500 3500 3500 3500 2,3
IG24 Canyon Reserveir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 4
{C17A Colorado R. - LCRA Iniigation & Stored 125,000 4,000 7,000 12,500 19,000 25,000 56,7
| Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 8
L-10 {lrv.) Demand Reduction (Congervation)
Total New Supplies 5,195 9,295 12,421 17,747 24,454 30,722
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 788 1,604 1,373 1,343 1,721 1,635
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 786 1,604 1,373 1,343 1,724 1,635
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priosity implemantation, but will no{ be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strateglss assumad largely reflected in Eigiected water demands. '
2 Portion of Canyon firm yleld {(with amendment) diverted below Seguin.
3 Candidate New Supply shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Countigs.
4 Candidale New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek.
£ Supply dependent upon future water needs in Reglon K and/or interbasin transfer issuss (120 Kacftiyr dweaslng to 80 Kacftyr).
€ Candidate New Supply lo bs ghared among Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. I
? Eady implemsniation of facilitles assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
8 Oplion expected to provide additional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drmm is presently unquantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Pian

Kendall County
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EREPA Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | | | County = Kendall

COunti Summai of ProIected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = all

Projected Water Neaeds {acft/yr)
]User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notas

Munici 1,070 1,560 2,808 4,099 5,57 7518
Industrial 2 3 4 4 6
|Stsam-Etectric 0 0 D 0
Mining 0 C 0 0
Ilmaﬂon 0 ( D 0
Total Needs 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,563 7,524

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,583 7,524

Irrigation Needs ) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate

\D# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 20590 Notes
1L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67 7 Al 1 1 11 1
Purchase Walter (rom Major Provider 2,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 6,000 6,000 23]

|SCTN-4 {Brush Management
ISCTN-5 Weather Modification
ISCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesling

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams
L-10 (lrr. Demand Reduction (Conservation)

alalala

Total New Supplies 2,067 2,071 3,071 5,011 6,011 8,011

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 995 508 259 908 428 487

Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 995 508 259 908 428 487
Deficit

Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 [1] 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implemaniation, but will not be available immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) siralegies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands. |

Assumed purchase from Bexar County major provider. Kendall County water needs are not refiected in Bexar Co tabls.
Early implementation of fadilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. | |

Oplion expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Medina County
3,500
g 5 s E Additional Supplies
E 3,000 y —4
” d s
8 ! —
Q | !
< 2,500
= 1 i
S ' [
<] j . s G Projected Drought Needs
o .
< 2,000 1
® .
"g ]
o ]
9 J
a 1,500 L \
o ! L-10(Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) (Phased)
.ﬁ ] / L-15 Edwards lrrigation Transfers
g 1,000 }—1
3 l 1
/)]
= ]
ks {1
2
b 500 1+ Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
2 ] 1 Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
il |
0 er——r-r-rrr—t—-—-—r-r-r-reterrr-_—yrr-rrrrrr—r—rt+r-r—r-r—r—rr——r
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050



1€V

EREPA Reglonal Water Manégement Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon | | | I County = Medina
County Summary of Projected Water Needs {(Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) )
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 2,01 2,11 2,208 2427 2,582 2,75
|Industria! [ 0
Steam-Electric [i [1
Mining 68 68 70 T: 74 76
Igation 98.916 95,268 91,320 2,320 88,025 84,602
Total Neads 100,999 97,446 983,596 94,819 91,581 87,518
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,083 2,178 2,278 2,499 2,656 2,826

Irrigation Needs 98,916 95,268! 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692
|Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate

|io# Description New Supply { 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 200 205 211 73 76 78 1
L-15 Edwards imigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2, 3]
SCTN-4 Brush Managemsnt 4I
SCTN-§ Waeathsr Madification 4
ISCTN-§ Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 {Irr. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 11,887 11,887 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 5
Total New Supplies 18,087 15,072 15,078 14,940 14,943 14,945
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -88,932] -82,374| -78,518] -79,879] -76,638] -72,573
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -§7,049] -83,401] -79,453] -80,453| -77,058] -72,825
Notes:
. Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priorily implementation, but will nol be available immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected waler demands.
2 Candidate New Supply to bs shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be rellable in'drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Crilical Period Management rules, Candidale New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
the estimated maximum potential ennual transfer (95,430 acft) based on Proposed Permits prorated {0 400,000 acfifyr.
4 Option expected to provids addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
5 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages lsrigated In 1897, wilh conservation at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, but applicable to only 50 parcent of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permilled quantilies. | | i
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan

Uvalde County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Uvalde

Projected Water Needs {acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipat 2,682 3,168 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
ndustrial 0 0 0 0 g 0
,,,, Steam-Elsctric 0 0 [ 0 g 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 [1
Irrigation 75& 72,798 70,154 71,022 68,880 65.67
Total Neads 77,945| 75984 73647| 75,263 73,760] 71,285
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609

Irrigation Needs 75,263 72,798| 70,154] 71,022{ 68,880 65,676
IWater Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate '

{ID# Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 - 2050 Notes
IL-10 {Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Conservation) 318 36 kYA) 235 258 283} 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Translers 81,000 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 234
SCTN-4 Brush Management 5
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 5
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesling 5
|Small Aquifer R e Dams 5
L-10 (Irr. Demand Reduction {Cengervation) 14,143 14,143 14,143 14,143 14,143 14,143} 6]
Total New Supplies 17,461 18,489 18,514 19,378 19,401 20,426
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -80,484| -57,475| -55133| -55.885 -54,359] -50,859
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -81,120f -58,655| -56,011] -56,879] -54,737| -51,533
Notes )
1 Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priosity implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategles assumed largely reflected in projecied water dsmands. i
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be refiable in drought.
K Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Perlod Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
the eslimated maximum potentia! annua! transfer (95,430 acfi) besed on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acfiyr.
4 Early Implementation of facilities assumad in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply dullng drought.
5 Option expecied to provide addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought Is presently unquantified. o
6 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 parcent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent ol irrigation
application rate, bul applicabls o only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer lrrigation permilted quantities. | | .
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

EREPA Alternative Regional Water Plan
Wilson County
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Wilson

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies

User Group(s) = all

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
[user Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 0 0 D) 6_3' 145
Industrial 0 0 0 0| 0 0
Steam-Elgctric 0 0 [« 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inigation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Needs 0 0 0 0 83 145
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 63 145
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
|Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
lip# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) |Demand Reduction {Conservation) 171 183 194 114 122 130 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 200, 200 2
SCTN-4 Brush Management 3
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 3
ISCTN-9 Ralnwater Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Recharne Dams 3
L-10 {Irr. DOemand Reduction (Conservation)
/ Total New Supplies 171 183 194 114 322 330
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Systam Mgmt. St;)p;;'lyll 17 183 194 114 259 185
eficit
lerigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes: ‘ .
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategles assumed largely reflected in projecied water demands.
2 Additiona) well(s) for Floresvilla. ] ] |
k Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)
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EREPA Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Zavala|

[ |
Counti 8ummai of Prolected Water Needs iShorlaiosi and Water Manaiemant Strateiles User Grouiﬂ 8 alll
Projected Water Neads (acft/yr)

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Munleipal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Industria! 0 0 0 0 D 0
Steam-Electric 1] 0 D
Minin; 0 D} 0
Imigation 80,722 76,589 72,655 89:@3 84,673 81,201
Total Needs 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ireigation Needs 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate .
|iD# |Description New Supply | 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 (Mun.) JDemand Reduction (Conservation) 180 193] 194 80 103 104 1
|Bruah Management 2
Waeather Modification p
|Ralnwater Harvesling p
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
Demand Reduclion (Conservation 3
[
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74131| -69,995 -81,802
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 190 193 194 90 103 104
Deficit
Ierigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321| .70,188| -66,254] -81,892] -78,272| -74,789
INotes:
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) sirategles assumed largely refiscted in projected water dsmands. 1
e Option expected to provide additional waler supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
k Eslimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irfigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irri ailon
application rate. I i I I I

~
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Note: Baseline reflects permitted Edwards Aquifer
pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Period
Management rules plus domestic and livestock
pumpage. ,
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pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Period
Management rules plus domestic and livestock

The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habitat
Conservation Plan and Critical Period Management
Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies
is not reflected in this figure.
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The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
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Groundwater Pumpage (acft/yr)
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Southern Bexar County, Hydrograph for Cell 20,49 (Outcrop) 500 Eastern Dimmit County, Hydrograph for Cell 26,23
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HOR Engineering, Inc.

South Central Texas Region .
Water Supply Option Summary (SORTED BY UNIT cCoSsT)*
Economic / Reliability / Environmental / Public Acceptance (EREPA) Regional Water Management Al ltematwe Plan
. )
m - - Efficlency ] | Guantity of | Envircamental Time 1o Land | .
Row | Sectlen sa Jater Si Qptions Type of | g ion T Unit Cost Water Public = mam 0 d
= _OELNQ. 1 Siach %enge Acceptatilty’ | Relabiity | r3, —%
. Trezted Water Su ns
15§1.10 SCTN-17 Desalination of Brackish Groundwater 0 .0 X [}
[]1 (X CZ-10C Camzo-Wicox Aguifer between San Marcos and Frio Rivers (75,000 acftyr) 20 .0 [~¥] 429
6316.2 C2-100 Camzo-Witcox Aquifer between Calorado and Frio Rivers 2.0 .0 [E] 1.437
3614, G-15C Ci Reservoir Water Relaased to Lake Notte - Treated Water to Distribution or 8 Zong .0 0 ¥ 181
33§3.. C-17A C: River in Colcraco County - Buy Sicred Water and [nigation Rights; Firm Yield .0 0 Sto 15 749
6616, SCTN-3¢ Siamsboro « Bastrap, Lee, and Milam Counties with Delr B Major Municipal Demand Center .0 .0] 10§ &71
5515.12 G-16C1 Cuero Resenvor - Fam Yield ._q .0 > 15| 41,8686
=] &% G-38C River Diversicn 3t Gonzales © Mid-Cities andfor Major Water Providers, with ional Water Treatment Ptant 0 .0 105 644
32]3.2¢ SCTN-16¢ Lowet Gt River Diversions 0 .0 10§ 2,040
40]4.4 C13C Colorado River at Bastap - Purchase of Stered Water - Firm Yieid 30 .0 10 15 340
43]5.2p S-150b Cibolo Resenvoir with imnosted Water trom the S3n Antonio and Guagalupe Rivers - Firm Yield 0 .0 1 18] 17,160
4215.2a S-15Ba Cidalo Resenair with Imported Water from the San Antaio River - Fim Yield 3.0 X 0 15; 16.860/
31j3.20 SCTN-16d Lower Guadaiupe River Civersions ] K 110 54 1,888
47)5.4 S-16C Golisd Reservoif - Fm Yield O_I X > 15 28272
54]5.11 G-17C1 [Sandies Creck Reservair - Firm Yield .0 K} > 1§ 27.240
8l4.38 ISCTN-14b Joint Development of Water S with Christ - Fem Yield 0] .0 1035 858
30i32a SCTN-16a Lower Guadaiuge River Civersions 0 0 105 884
3.6¢ SCTN-20C Lower Colcrado River Basin - Combined Diversicn of Unused trrigation Water Su; and Ui Streamflow 0| .0 0 15| 466
4415.2¢ S-15D¢ Cibolo Reserviir with Imported Water frem tha San Antonio, G . and Colorado Rivers - Firm Yield .0/ X to 15 17493
34134 C.178 Colorado River in Wharton Co! - ticn Rights and Glounﬂwatu‘ Firm Yistd .0 . © 15| 2.216
4585.3a S.15€a Ciboio Reservor with tmported Water rom the G River Saltwater Bamier - Fum Yied reated Water Distributed .0 X £ 15| 17,386
3.60 SCTN-20b Lower Colorado River Basin - Diversion of U Streamflow reated Water Distributed X | K 015 050/
35135 SCIN-11 Punchaset.ease Surface Water lrrigadon Rights for M Vindustrial Use reated Water Delivered K .0 0| o 18 3.260
—38[a3a SCTH-1aa___|Joint of Water with Chris8 - Firm Yield reated Water Distributed F X 0] Y 810
6115.16 B-10C Alens Creek Resenvoir - Firm Yield reated Water Distributed .| K E .0 0 15 036
3.63 SCTN-20a Lower Colorato River Basin - Water Sates Contract for Unused (mgaton Water River Divers Snwith Sorage ceated Waler Distributed 04 2 X 0 © 15 162
60(5.15 SCIN-15 [Cummins Creek Off-Chaninel Reservoir (Colofado River Basin) Potential Ny ¥ Resencirs rested Water Distiibyted KE K] .0 0 1 15| 74
4151 S5C Gibolo Reservos - Firm Yield Potental Ni § Resenciss reated Woter Distributed 13 K] 0 X © 15, 16914
59[5.14 c-18 Shaws Bena Reservoir - Firm Yield (Colorado River Basin Potenttal N( ¥Resenvcirs ceated Waler Distributed 178 21 3.0 4 o 15| 13,023
14[3.10____|SCTN-17___|Desatnation of Seawater (160 MGD) cavCons fjcn/Reuse/exchanga |Treated Wates Distibuted 3333 -2 9 i 1t 5| 704
46]5.3b S-15€b Ciboi Reservoir with (mported Water rom te Guadaiupe River Saftwater Bamier and the COICraso RIver near Potential Ng ¥ Resenairs Tresated Water Distritested .357 2.1 .0 0] Sto 18] 17.787,
T3[1.10—|SCTN-A7_ | Desatnation of Seawaier (75 MGO) LocaliCony [VexonReuse/Exchonge [ Treated Woser Cisbibvted 407 2 X X ©5 694
12]1.10 SCTN-17 Desatination of Seawater (S0 MGD) LocatCons Maticn/Reuse/Exchange [Treated Water Distributed 447/ .2 K .0 [} 684
AT[d2 G-24 and Woodcreek Water from Reservois; 2030 Oemands 3 Re reated Water Delivered 695/ .0 X 0 5 119|
11]1.10 SCIN-17 Desatnaticn of Seawater {25 MGD) LocalCons: vasor/Reuse/Excha redted Water Castributed 621 28.004 1.2 K] 0] 10 51 678
4815.5 S-140 its Reserveir - Firm Yield — — Potertial Ni ¥ Reservoirs nsated Water Cistibuted 2,255 4,032 1.8 3.0 0 510 18| 2,607
Raw Water in A r Water S |
24]2.2 S-138 mew Existing Rights and Contracts with Use Reducton for Enhancement Edwargs At i meanﬁn 193 3,136/ K 30 .0 108 ]
23)2.2 L-18¢c Edwards 8 from Natural Drainage - Type 2 ram 2C) Edwards A ilef Rechame Raw Water in 486 451 F 0 0 o 15 2,595
6.4 SCTN-7a en Cantzo e Enhancement (Nueces River Alemative) Canizo and ¥her. Raxw Water in 511 000 K .01 .0 . 15 1,633
27]2.6 SCTN-E3 Edwards Ri e Enhancement with G River Diversions at Lake Du SCYN-6a) Edwards A« £er i} Raw Water in 534 211 2 1.0 .0 0 15] 443
676.4 SCTN-Tb Canizo & Enhancement {Atascosa River Altemative . Camizo and Xher Raw Waler in Aquifer 627 7.200] 3 1.0 0 o 15 1210
213 L-1 0 Recizimed Water for Edwards | n Water LocarCons: MASOIVR Raw water in 743 10300 2 0 .0 1105 827
22127 L-18b Edwards ifer Recharge from Natural Drainage - Type 2 ram 28] Edwards A ﬁef { Raw Water in 800 15,580 K] .0 K 018 4,186
21§22 L.18a Edwards Aquifer from Natural Orainage - Type 2 ram 2A) Edwrards At S8 1] Raw Water in .087] 21,577 g' 0 K 15 8,448
741610 SCTN-S T Camizo and Jher Raw Water in 886 350 .2 0] X © 15 480
2812.6 SCTN-Gb Edwards Aquter Enhancement wih River Diversions near Gonzales (SCTN-6b) Edwards At e Raw Water in 541 $1.133 .3 0 0 © 15
25]2.4 G-30 Guadatipe River Diversion near Comior to e:mmumu.m Edwards At e Ritw Waterin 2,079 E ‘7" 0 0 Y] 2%
2012, L-17a Edwards Aquifer | froem Nawral Di - ram 18 Edwands Ac fer mem'h 9 0 0 5015 1,340
19]2. L.17b Edwards Aquiter| from Natura) Brai - 1 it ram 1A) 2.2 0 0 St 15, 3,042
26121 G-32 Diversion ¢f Reservair Flood e 0 Zone via Cidolo Creek - -Temn A e - 4 0 0 106] 518
Raw {Surface) Water ns
414 L-20 Transter of SAWS Reclaimed Water 10 Coleto Creek Resesvolr for CP&L Rights and GBRA Conyact K 0 0 105 24
54]6.3 SCTN-33 Simsboro - Bastrop, Lee, and Milam Counties with o Colorado River .1 0 .0 105 78
50]5.7 G-20 Gonzales Rmk- Fim Yield ¥] .0 0| > 1§ 21,370
§516. SCTN-35 Simsboo . Lee, and Mitsm Counties with Detivery 1o Plum Creek K] 3.0| 110 5 269
5]1. L-14 Tmnuefo!mmedwww Christ h Choke n Reservoir 3 0] 110 5 240
5.17 SCTN-18 Conilla Reservoir - Raw Water at the Resenvor ki 0| K >1§ 31,410
§6]5.13 SCTN-13 Patmeo Band Il Reservoir to Co Chaists 4 K] K Sw1§ 4,704
10]1.5 SCTN-12b of Gmundwater from the Gulf Coast Aguifer for ! Surizce Water Rights Anonio River | K .0 ] 105 015
525 G-22 Diworth Reservoir - Raw Water at e Resenolr .7 .0 .0 > 15 15.400
5§315.10 G-40 [= Reservoir - Raw Water at the Resenvoir 2' 0 0 > 18 ¢.060
9]1.9 SCTN-12b e of Groundwater from the Gulf Coast for lmi Surtzce Water Rights (Colorado River Basin 0 0] 0 H 856
58[5.13 SCT13 Pzimetio Bend Stge i ResenVeir [ ) 4 0 0 5B 15 4902
571513 [SCT-13 Paimeti Bend Stags il Reservoir (Delivery 1 Saltwater Bamier) .4' 0 0 St 15 4893
4915.6 G-18 G River Dam No. 7 - Fiem Yield 0 0 > 15 12.830|
51]5.8 G-21 Lockhan Resenoir - Raw Water at the Resenveir 2 0 0] S 15 2.910
Other Water Supply Opticns
1. L=10 {Mun. Demand Reduchan (Water Consesvanon) - Mi .0 .0 0 ns NJA
1. {L-10 Cemand Reduction {Water Censervasen) - imigation 0 0) 0 Y A
3|1 L-15 Purchasa or Lease of Edwasds lrigation Water for M and industrial Use 10| 0 0f o5 /A
B11. SCTN-A Brush M 2 .0 1.0 > 15| Undatermined|
711, SCTN- 'Waather Mocification .0 .0 0| © 5] Undeterméined
B{1.f SCTN- Rainwater i > J .0 0 .0 05 [1]
16]1, SCTN-10 Of-Channel Local © (Guadaupe River near viciona vaticnReuse/Exchangs | Treated Waier Delivered 587 10.000 1 0 .0 Y] 381
[H £X SCTN-10___|Of-Chonnel Local ¢ (Guadalupe River naor Boeme! LocatCons YaSeReuse/Exchange |Treated Water Detivered | 2.881| 1.500 4 0 0 105 585
18{1. SCTN-10_____|OS-Channel Local Medina Rivef near Vo LocaliCons aueriReuse/Exchange | Treated Waser Delivered 1,190 5,000 2 0 0 to 5| 595
€916, SCTN-23 Groundwater Suppties for Municing) Water Systems tn the Camizo-Wicox Agui Camzn anciher Aquifers NIA NA 0 .0 0 © 5| N/A
[ 706, SCTN-2d Groundwater Suppkes for Municipa) Water Systems in the Gulf Coast Aguifer Carmzo anciher Aquifers N/A| N/A 0 .0 ]| ©5 /A,
71[6. SCTN-2¢ Gmmmmmmwwmmsm the Trinity Aguifer Camizo ancXher Aquilers NIA| NIA 0l 0 3.0] 5 NA|
[ 72f68 SCTN-1a___|Aquiler Storaqe and Recovery (ASR] Canto ancther Aquifers 2428 1009 2792 0 of 0 05 285
73]6.9 SCTN-15_—_ |Aquifer Storage and mcml - Local Option Camizo ancXher Aquifers 2089 279 0 o] 0 ©3 3

lncluded in the Pian.

ErepaSons.i Unit Cost

SKV, 12127000, 5:45 PM
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South Central Texas Region Alternative Water Plans

Alternative Name: Inter-Regional Cooperation.
Alternative ID: IRC

Alternative Description: The Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan is
based on the cooperative development of water supplies by Regions L, N, P, and K. This plan
provides significant additional water supply to Region L without development of new reservoirs.
The primary approach involves diversion and delivery of enhanced water supply in the Choke
Canyon Reservoir / Lake Corpus Christi (CCR/LCC) System from Choke Canyon Reservoir to
the major municipal demand center of the South Central Texas Region without impact fo the
water supply available to Corpus Christi. Enhanced water supply for Corpus Christi is created
by purchase and delivery of water to Lake Corpus Christi from the Guadalupe River at the
Saltwater Barrier under existing water rights, the delivery of groundwater from the Gulf Coast
Aquifer near Refugio, and the purchase and delivery of unappropriated streamflow and treated
effluent to Choke Canyon Reservoir from the San Antonio River near Falis Cily. Additional
inter-regional supply for Region L is created by the purchase and delivery of Colorado River
water diverted in Matagorda County and the delivery of groundwater pumped from the
Simsboro Aquifer in Bastrop, Lee, and Milam Counties. The inter-regional supplies are
augmented by pipeline linkage of Lake Corpus Christi and Choke Canyon Reservoir, pumpage .
of the Carrizo Aquifer in Wilson and Gonzales Counties, aquifer storage and recovery in
Alascosa County, voluntary transfer of Edwards Aquifer irrigation rights to mumc:pal use, and
enhanced recharge of the Edwards Aquifer.

The following water supply options are included in the Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative
Regional Water Plan (in no particular order):

Demand Reduction / Conservation (L-10)

Joint Development of Water Supply with Corpus Christi (SCTN-14b)
Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales Counties (CZ-10C)
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (SCTN-1a)

Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply (SCTN-2a)

Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c) |

Colorado River in Matagorda County (C-17B)

Edwards Imigation Transfers (L-15)

Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Pro;ects (L-18¢)

1 0 SAWS Recycled Water Program

11. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

12. Wimberley & Woodcreek — Canyon (G-24)

13. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

14. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

15. Brush Management (SCTN-4)

16. Small Aquifer Recharge Dams
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Summary of Key Information for
South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

Quantity, Reliability, and Cost

e Plan includes management supplies to meet projected needs, ensure reliability, and maintain
springflow, resulting in a quantity of additional water supplies sufficient to meet projected
needs for municipal, industrial, steam-electric power, and mining uses through the year 2050.

e Cost is the greatest among the five alternative plans under consideration.

Environmental Factors

e Increased median annual streamflows in the Guadalupe River and decreased median annual
streamflows in the San Antonio River.

e Least concerns with Endangered & Threatened Species and greatest concerns with Water
Quality & Aquatic Habitat and Cultural Resources among the five alternative plans under
consideration.

Impacts on Water Resources

e No unmitigated reductions in water available to existing water rights.

¢ Long-term reductions in water levels in the Carrizo Aquifer. Drawdown would be less than
the average for the five alternative plans under consideration.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

e Major commitment to municipal and irrigation water Demand Reduction (Conservation) (L-
10).
Includes Brush Management (SCTN-4) and Weather Modification (SCTN-5).
Inclusion of water supply options to meet projected irrigation needs in full is estimated to be
economically infeasible at this time. Weather Modification (SCTN-5) assists irrigation and
dry-land agriculture (crops and ranching).

¢ Includes limited potential voluntary transfer of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permits to
municipal permits through lease or purchase.

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

e Negotiation of agreement(s) between the City of Corpus Christi, Nueces River Authority,
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority, San Antonio Water System, U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, and others.

Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs

e Selection of water supply options comprising the alternative plan based on cooperative
development and utilization of resources by the South Central Texas and Coastal Bend
Regions as well as preferences expressed by planning units.
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Interbasin Transfer Issues

Projected non-irrigation needs in basin(s) of origin are met throughout the planning period.
Plan includes four interbasin transfers that are integral to Joint Development with Corpus
Christi (SCTN-14b). These interbasin transfers deliver water: 1) From the Guadalupe River
Saltwater Barrier to Corpus Christi and Choke Canyon Reservoir; 2) From Choke Canyon
Reservoir to Bexar County; 3) From the San Antonio River @ Falls City to Choke Canyon
Reservoir; and 4) From the Colorado River @ Bay City to Corpus Christi.

Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water

Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).
Lower water levels in some portions of the Carrizo Aquifer.

Regional Efficiency

Edwards lmrigation Transfers (L-15) require no new facilities. Transferred water would
likely be available at or very near locations having projected municipal, industrial, steam-
electric power, and mining needs in Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties.
Terminal storage and regional water treatment facilities in Bexar County and aquifer storage
and recovery in Atascosa County increase efficiency, improve rehablhty, and reduce unit
cost.

San Antonio Water System Regional Aquifer Storage & Recovery System (SCTN 1a)
substantially reduces peak summer pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer.

Effect on Navigation

Not applicable.
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South Central Texas Region (Inter-Regional Cooperatibn Alternative) - TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary

Management Strategy Quantity Reliability* Unit Cost Environmental Factors Impacts on Water Resources Impacts on Agricultural and Natural Resources " Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG
: (acfiiyr)! S/acht)’ —
Municipal Demend Reduction (Conservation) 44,566 Firm o Nome. Supply developed through demam " Slight edicion st effuent discharge. | = Fewes valr managementsegies neccsay | ¢ Conservaion s 3 central element of the Plan.
{L-10 Mun. reduction. meet proj needs. : :
Edwards Irigation Transfers (L-15) 42,500 Firm 580 None. Supply developed without new fa‘ihtls. e Reductions in springflow due to relocationof | ©  Plan includes 53 percent of potential maximum | o Encourages beneficial use of available rights.
pumpage closer to springs. voluntary transfer through lease or purchase. .
Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects (L-18¢) 13,451 Firm $486 Concems with endangered & threatened ¢ Limited, as most projects are located on streams o Typically higher well Jevels in Uvalde & e  Positive eﬁ'ects on discharges from Comal and
: species, habitat, and TPWD Ecologically that are frequently dry. Medina Counties. San Marcos Springs. ]
"Unique Stream Segments at some sites. e  Increased 2quifer levels and springflows. : e  Mitigation of impacts on firm yl.e!gl of Choke
Enhanced springflows help endangered g2cics. Canyon Res. / Lake Cotpus Christ System. __|
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c) 55,000 Firm $937 Concemns with endangered & threatened e  Long-term reductions in aquifer levels. e  Minimal, if any. Benficial use of groundwater now unused.
species, habitat, and cultural resources. e  Minimal reductions in instream flow at outcrop. Planned Bastrop Co. gfpply for R?@on L
— | o Potential effects on discharge of small springs. exceeds 2030 availability per Region K.
Joint Development of Water Supply with Corpus Christi 218,000 Firm $907 Concerns with endangered & threatened e  Some reductions in freshwater inflows to the e  Minimal, if any. e  Effectsof San Antox'lio River water on Choke
(SCTN-14b) species, habitat, cultural resources, and TIWD Guadalupe Estuary associated with greater Canyon Water Quality » )
Ecologically Unique Stream Segment. utilization of existing water rights and diversion e Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir
of unappropriated flow. e  Challenging multi-party agreements.
- o Reductions in San Antonio River flows i
Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion (G-15C) 15,000 Fim 5794 Minimal. Canyon Reservoir is an existing *  Increased instream flows associated with *  Notapplicable. Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
resource. downstream deliveries of water supply. Recreational benefits with downstream
delivery.
Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) 1,048 Firm $1,398 Minimal. Pipeline could encounter endzptered | ©  Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable. e  Encourages beneficial use of existing reservoir.
or threatened species habitat. r —
Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10C)° 40,000 Firm $845 Minimal. Plpelme could encounter cn]tm-ll e Modest long-term reductions in aquifer levels. e  Minimal, if any, e  Genemal conformance with pohgs of
resource sites. e Minimal reductions in instream flow at cutcrop. Underground Water Conservation Districts.
. »__ Potential effects on discharge of small springs.
Carrizo Aquifer— Local Supply (SCTN-2a) 14,700 Firm $386 Minimal, if any. o ___Modest long-term reductions in aquifer levels. e Minimal, if any.
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) 52,215 Firm $395 None. Water supply derived from increas’d e  Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable. e  Encourages beneficial use of available resource.
volumes of treated wastewater. .
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) 8,000 Firm $877 Minimal, if any. Supply developedasparlof | ®  Minimal, ifany. »  Not applicable. -
other water management strategies. |
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-1a) Unquantified Firm Unquantified Minimal. Pipeline could encounter imporint e Reduced peak summer pumpage from Edwards | ¢  Not applicable. . §AWS Souﬂ3 Bexar County ASR presently in
habitat or encounter cultural resource sitey] Aquifer increases aquifer levels and springflow. gglel.nemanon phase. : )
Brush Management (SCTN-4) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Concemns regardmg endangered & threate®d o Potential benefit to Edwards Aquifer due to e Potential improvement of pasture for grazing. e Additional studies neede(! to determine quantity
species, vegetation & wildlife habitat, andl increased water for recharge. of dependable supply during drought
cultural resources.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) Unquantified Unknown Unguantified Potential increases in water supply for wnlhfe +  Potential increases in rainfall, nmoff, and . va:ds water for isrigated and d:y-land e  Concems regarding increased flood potential.
habitat. : aquifer recharge. iculture &
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) Unquantified - Unkuown Unquantified Minimal, if any. f o Minimal, if any. . Not applicable. o Consistent with conservation focus of Plan.
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Small potential effects on habitat, o Potential increases in local aquifer levels. Minimal, if any.
Total of New Supplies* 504,480 :

TWDB Criteria Summary (IRC).doc
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South Central‘Texas Region (Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative) — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary (Continued)

Management Strategy Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs Interbasin Transfer Issues Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Transfers Regional Efficiency Nl‘:ﬂ'e“ on
Navigation
Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) Low unit cost. s Notapplicable. e Notapplicable. ¢ Implementable throughout the region, e None
(L-10 Mun.) Inherent environmental benefits,
Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) Low unit cost. »  Notapplicable. e  Limited transfer to avoid potential socio- e Requires no new facilities. e None
economic impacts to third parties.
Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects (L-18c) e  Low unit cost.. *  Notapplicable. ¢  Notapplicable. . mmnw transmission and treatment e  Nope
es.
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3¢) e  Moderate unit cost. +  Notapplicable, ¢  Limited transfer to avoid potential socio- e Beneficial use of groundwater presently e None
economic impacts to third parties. produced, but unused.
Joint Development of Water Supply with Corpus Christi | »  Moderate to high unit cost e TNRCC Interbasin Transfer Permit required: 1 | ®  Minimal ¢ Phased sharing of resources between Bexar, *  None
(SCTN-14b) Guadalupe to Corpus Christi + CCR; 2) CCR ¢ Comal and Hays Counties
Bexar County; 3) San Antonio River to CCR; a9 e Significant additional surface water supply
4) Colorado to Corpus Christi, without construction of a cew reservoir.
Canyon Reservoir — River Diversion (G-15C) ¢ Low to moderate unit cost. ¢  Notapplicable. ¢ Notapplicable. o Significant additional surface water supply e None
, . without constructicn of a new reservoir.
Canyon Resérvoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24) e High unit cost, but options to meet needs are *  Notapplicable. ¢ Notapplicable. e  Additional surface water supply without e None
Timited. construction of a new reservoir.
Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales (CZ-10C)° e  Moderate cost. e  Notapplicable. e Limited transfer to avoid potential socio- e New supply proximate to Bexar County. e None
economic impacts to third parties.
Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a) »  Low unitcost. o ___Notapplicable. * __ Notapplicable. » _New supply proximate to points of need. e None
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) »___ Low to moderate unit cost. o Notapplicable. » _ Notapplicable. o __New supply proximate to points of need. s Nome
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) ¢ Low to moderate unit cost. «  Not applicable. o__ Not applicable. e Economy of panticipation in regional projects. e None
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-l1a) e  Effective means of reducing peak summer e  Notapplicable. *  Notapplicable., e Increases reliability of current supply from the e None
i pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer. Edwards Aquifer.
Brush Management (SCTN-4) e  Insufficient information at this time. e Notapplicable. *  Notapplicable. ¢ May contribute positively to storage andsystem | ¢  None
management of supplies.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) s Potentially feasible management strategy tomeet { «  Not applicable, ¢ Notapplicable. s May contribute positively to storage andsystem | ¢  None
a portion of projected irrigation needs. management of supplies.
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) o High unit cost; comparable to domestic well. Not applicable. Not applicable. » __ Implementable throughout the region. * Nome
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams o High unit cost. s Not applicable, Not applicable. o__Implementable throughout the region. s None
Notes:

1) Quantity based on full implementation and utilization of new supplies in year 2050.
2) Firm reliability indicates that new supply is dependable in a drought of record with full implementation of the Altemnative Water Plan.

3) Unit cost based on full utilization of supply at ultimate capacity of planned facilities and includes treatment and distribution facilities necessary to meet peak daily needs. -
4) Management strategies in the implementation phase include Schertz-Seguin Water Supply Project, Westemn Canyon Regional Water Supply Project, Hays/TH35 Water Suply Project,

Lake Dunlap WTP Expansion and Mid-Cities Project, and GBRA Canyon Reservoir Contract Renewals. Supplies associated with these management strategies were eom°d

supply in the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans.
5) Subsequent to the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans, quantity associated with this management strategy was limited in the Regional Water Plan in we’ of policies

of underground water conservation districts.

TWDB Criteria Summary (IRC).doc
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Annual Cost ($/yr)
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan -

Atascosa County

Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,

Industtial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Atascosa|

[ ]
COunti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = alll

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipa 325 366 401 468 530 587
Industrial 0 ( . 0 0 0
Steam-Eleclric 1] 0 1,504 8,504
|Mining -0 0 995 1,109 1,239
Inigation 38,418 38,718 35,170 43,728 42,190 40,713
Total Needs: 38,743] 37,084 35571 45,189|  45,33: 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 325 368 401 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Neads 38,418| 36,718] 35170] 43,726 42,190f 40,713
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate . :
iD# Description New Supply | 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) _]|Demand Reduction (Conservation) 356 384 411 259 300 319 1
L-1 Edwards \rigation Transfers 42,500 500 500 580 500 700 700 2,34
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5,6
SCTN-4 Brush Management 7
SCTN-§ Wealhss Modilication 7
SCTN-8 Ralnwaler Harvesting 7l
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7]
L-10 (lrr. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 3,682 3,692 3,682 3.692 3,692 3,692 8l
Total New Supplies 4,548 4,576 4,603 5,451 7,602] 14,711
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,195] -32,808] -30,968] -38,738] -37,641] -36,332
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 531 518 510 296 857 689
Deficit
lrrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,726| -33,026| -31,478| -40,034] -38,498] -37,021
N .
* Candidate New Supp!ies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority Imptementation, but will not be available Immediately.
1 Demand Reduction {Conservation) sirategles assumed largely reflected in projected water demands. |
2 Candigdate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Boxar Countles. Supply may not ba rellabls in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Pericd Managemsnt rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
an estimated polenlial annual iransfer of 50,000 actt based on Proposed Permils prorated 1o 400,000 acftfyr.
4 Addilional Edwards supply is for Cily of Lylle. | ]
5 Addillonal Carrizo.supply is for Steam-Elsctric and Mining use. L
6 Early Implementation of facilities assumad in cost eslimation fo ensure sufficient supply during drought.
7 Optlon expscied to provide additional waler supply In many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquanlified.
8

Eslimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation application rate
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Inter-Regional Cooperétion Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Inter-Reglonal Cooperation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon ] | ] | | County = Bexar|
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) ‘
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 122.867| 154,495) 196,30 262,07 315,833] 353,303
Industrial 0 [1 0 14X 4,759 8,192
Steam-Electric . 0 [0 0 [1]
Mining 4,963 4,938 5,201 5408 64 5982
Irrllg_alllorl 18,728 17@97 15,738 14,245 12,01 11,444
Total Needs 146,538| 176,728] 217,240] 283,151} 338,652] 378,907
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Needs 127,830] 159,431] 201,502] 268,908] 326,037] 367,463
Irrlgation Neads 18,728 17,297 15,738 14,245 12,815 11,444
Water Management Strategles {acftiyr) Candidate .
ID# Description New Supgly_ 2000* _201 0 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|1.-1o {Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 33,528 42,509 41,210 38,533 38,84 40,934 1
L-15 Edwards Irigation Transfers 2, 25, 35,000 350 34,000 33,800 32,800 2,3
SCTN-14b Joint Development with Corpus Christi 218, 79,00 79,000] 155, 191,000} 204,000] 218,000 4, 5]
SCTN-3c Simsboro Aquifer 55,00( 51,00 48,000 41,001 27,000 16,500 g 6
CZ-10C Carrizo Aquiler - Wilson & Gonzales 40, 19,000 29, 35,500] 35,500 35,5080 7
SAWS Recyclad Water Program 19,826 26,737 35,824 43,561 52,215 8,9]
Jtac Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projecis 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 13,451 ||
|SCTN-1a Aquifer Storage & Recovery - Regional 10]
SCTN-4 Brush Managament 11
SCTN-5 Weather Modificatlon 11
ISCTN-9 Ralnwaler Harvesting 11
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 11
L-10 {Irr. Demand Reduction {Conservation) 4,521 4,521 4,521 4,621 4,521 4521 12
Total New Supplies 183,049] 247,856 345919] 377,828] 390,167| 397,421
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 46,491 71,128] 128,678 84,6768 51,315 18,514
Mun, Ind, 8-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 60,698 83,804 139,896 104,402 59,609 25,437
Deficit
trrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -14,207] 12,7761 -11,217 H,724 8,204 -5,023
Notes: .
* Candidate New Suppliss shown for year 2000 are Ideniified for priority implamentation, but will not be available immediatety.
1 Demand Reduttion (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projecied water demands. |
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be religble in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Pericd Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
an estimated potentia) annus! transfer of 0,000 acft based on Proposed Permils proreted to 400,000 acfifyr. I
4 Candidale New Supply requires cooperative agreement(s) with City of Corpus Chiistl, Nueces River Authorily, & USBR.
5 Requires delivery of 32,000 acfilyr of Colorado River water (Garwood) to C Christi in 2020 and deve! ni of Gulf Coast
Aquifer (SCTN-2b) at fonn-term average supply of 21,000 acfyr. I I I I
6 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar, Hays, and Comal Countles. Effecls on regional aquifer levels to be quantified.
7 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar and Guadalupe Counties. Effects on reglona! aquifer fevels to be quantified.
[: Curent SAWS Recyclad Water Program Is includad in the 24,941 acftiyr {consumptive reuse) in estimaled needs. |
g Fulure use of recycled waler for non-potable uses and based on goa) of meeting 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.
10 SAWS ASR program In southem Bexar Caunty increases reliabilily of Edwards Aquifer sy; and reduces seasona! aquifer demands.
1 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presenlly unquantifiad.
12 Estimales based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 parcent of acreages imrigated in 1897, with conservalion at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, but applicable to only 50 psrcent of Edwards Aqulfer irrigation permilted quantities. | I |
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Inter-Reglional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

1

County = Caldwell

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

Usear Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 188 393 668 714 737
{Industria! 1] 0] 1] 0 ]| 0
|Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0] 1)
IMini_qg 0 0 0 0 D
Irrigalion 0 0 0 0 D
: Total Neads 0 188 393 868 714 737
Mun, ind, 8-E, & Min Neads 0 188 393 668 714 737
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
lip# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 {(Mun.) Demand Reduction {Conservation) 195 206 218 82 93 104 1
ISCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 500 1,000 1,000 1,000 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3]
hL—10 Irr. Demand Reduction {Conservation)

Total New Suiilles 195 706 718 1|082 1I093 1I104
‘ Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deflcit 195 518 325 414 379 387

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 195 518 325 414 379 367
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Daflcit 0 0 0 0 0 0

|Demand Reduction (Canservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projecled water demands.
Addiliona) well{s) for Lockhart. i I |

Xy

Ogption expected o provide additional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought Is presently unquantified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Comal County
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region I [ [ | County = Comal
COunti 8ummai of Prolected Water Needs iShonaies' and Water Manaiemant Stratelles User Grouiisi = all
Projected Water Needs (acftiyr)
{User Group{s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
[Municipal 2,289 5,049 10,487 18,282 25,205 33,062
Industrial 1,388] 1,425 1,486 1,737 2,009 2,289
Steam-Electric 1] [« 0 0 0 0
|Mining 5,570 5,464 5,628 5,796 3,590 2,224
lsrigation B 30 14 0 0 0 0
Total Neads 9,277 11,952 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 9,247 11,938 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Irrigation Needs 30 14 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate :
lip# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) - 816 718 848/ 718 824 942
G-15C Canyon Reservolr - River Diversion 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 2
SCTN-3c Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 3,500 12,000 16,500 24,000 3,4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (irr.) Damand Reduction (Canservation)
Total New Supplies 15,616 15,718 19,348 27,718 32,324 39,842
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 6,338 3,766 1,747 1,903 1,520 2,387
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Systam Mgmt. Supply / 6,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 2,367
Deficit
frrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -30 14 0 0 0 0
Notes: § .
M Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected waler demands.
2 Portion of Canyon firm yie!ld (wilh amendment) diverted below Seguln. [ I
3 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar, Hays, and Comal Counties. Effecis on reglonal aquifer {svels to be quantified.
4 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficieni supply during drought. |
5 Option expected to provide addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presenlly unquanlified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon ‘ | | | [ County = Dimmit
Count‘ Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateilee User Grouiﬂ = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) :
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 138 405 649 1,054 1,479 1,959
Industrial [ 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric [V 0 0 0 [} 0
Mining 0 0 915 925 949
Inigation 0 0 2,133 1,737 1,331
Total Neads 138 405 649 4,102 4,141 4,239
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 138 405 649 1,969 2,404 2,908
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 2,133 1,737 1,3
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate .
|iD# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 20390 2040 2050 Notes
1L-10 {Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservalion) 131 144 156 104 118 133 1
ISCIN-28 Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 500 1,000/ 1,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 2,3

SCTN-4 |Brush Management 4
ISCTN- Weather Modification 4
ISCTN-9 Ralnwater Harvesling 2

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4

Demand Reduclion {Conservation)

Total New Su 831 1,144 2,604 3,118

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficlt] - 493 739 507 -1,498 -1,023 -808

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 493 738 507 635 714 725
Deficit :

Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 -1,331

Notes:

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be availabls immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.

Additiona! well{s) for Carrizo Springs and Mining supply. ] I

Early implemsnilation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.

4 Option expected 1o provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.

GO
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Frio County
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region I ] [ | County = Frio] -
COunﬁ 3ummai of Prolected Water Needs iShonaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateilos User Groui'si = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notaes
IMunicipal 0 0 0
{industrial 0 0 0
|Steam-Electric 0 0 0
Mining D 0 0 0 0
[irrigation 71,126 67,646 84,385] 76,605 73,619 70,662
Total Neads 71,126 87,846 84,385 76,505 73,519 70,662
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Neads 71,126 87,846 64,385 76,505 73,519 70,662
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate :
lio# ]Description Neow Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction {Conservation) 184 195 205 118 121 124 1

Iamsh Managemsnt
Weathsr Modification
|Rainwatsr Harvesting

Small Aquiler Recharge Dams
Demand Reduction (Conservation)

w | n|aslnolng

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -84,995 -58,213] -70,442| -67,451
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 184 195 205 116 121 124
Daficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -85,178] -61,699] -58,418{ -70.558] -87,572| -64,715

INotes:

Demand Reduction (Conservation) sirategles assumed largely reflected in projected water demands. ] |
2 Dplion expecled {o provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreapes lrrigated In 1997, wilh conservation et 20 percent o!] Irrigation

application rate.




Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Guadalupe County
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | [ ‘County = Guadalupe
Couna Summai of Prolected Water Needs IShonaiasi and Water Manaiemant Stratailes User Grouiﬂ =all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) e
|user Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 29§ 23 30 n 87 773|
Industrial 985 1,204 1,350 1,487 1,692 1,899]
Steam-Eleciric 0 0 0 0 0 [il|
Mining 198 198 200 202 207 213]
Igg‘ ation 985 879 779 684 584 508]
Total Needs 2,195 2,304 2,359 2,444 -2,580 3,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,210] 1,425 1,580 1,760 1,988 2,885
Irrigation Needs 885 879 779 684 594 508
IWater Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate .
|ipg Dascription New Supply 2000° 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 235 236 236 5| 5 6 1
C2-10C Carrizo Aquifer - Wilson & Gonzales 40,000 1,500 1,500 2,000 2,000 2,500 4,500 2,3
Small Aqulfer Recharge Dams N 4
L-10 (irr.) Damand Reduction {Congesvalion)
Total New Suppliss 1,735 1,736 2,236 2,005 2,505 4,508
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 460 -568 -123 439 -75 1,113
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 525 311 656 245 519 1,621
Deficlt
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -985 -879 -779 -884 594 -508
[Notes:
¢ Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priosity implementation, but will not be availabls immediatsly.
Demand Reduction (Conservalion) sirategles assumed largely refiscted in projected water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar and Guadalupe Counties. Effecls on reglona) aqutfer levels to be quantified.
k Early implamentation of facilities agsumed In cost estimation to ensure sufficlent supply during drought.
4 Oplion expacled lo provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought s presently unquantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Hays County
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Intor-Regional Cooperation reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Hays

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) '

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies

User Group(s) = all

|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
lMunld@! 4,325 7,609 10,989 16,349 22,698 20,059
|Industrial 1 [1 0 0
|Steam-Eleclric g [i 0 i 0
Minin 84 82 68 5! 37 28
Irrigation 0 0 0 0 0
Total Neads 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
IiD# . |Dascription New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2059 Notes
IL-10 {Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservalion) 647 747 873 699 908 J74 1
SCTN-3¢ Simsboro Aquifer 55,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22,0 31,000 2,3
G-24 Canyon Reservolr 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 048 4
Small Aquifer Racharge Dams 5
-0 (i) Demand Reduction {Canservation)

Total New Suiilies 5I695 8i795 12I421 17I747 23i954 33[222
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4135

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1,286 1,104 1,373 1,343 1,221 4,135
Deflicit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Notes: .
* Candidale New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priorily implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Dsmand Reduclion (Conservation) stralegles assumed largsly reflected in projected water demands.
2 Candidate New Supply shared by Bexar, Hays, and Comal Countlles. Effects on reglonal aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Early implementalion of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Candidate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek. | I . ]
5 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but depandable supply during drought is presently unquantified.




Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
: Kendall County
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon

|

I

County = Kendall

Projected Water Needs {acft/yr)

I I
COunti Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShonaiesi and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiisi = all

2050

{User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040° Notes
|Munlcl@ 1,070 1,560 2,603 4,099 5,57 7,51
Industrial 2 3 4 4
|Steam-Electric 0 D 0
|m1nn 0 0 [V 0
Irrigation 0 0 Q 0 0
Total Neads 1,072 1,563 2812| __ 4,103 5,583 7,524
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,583 7,524
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67 7 71 1 1 1 1
Purchase Water from Major Provider 2,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 6,000 8,000 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCIN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (lsr.) Demand Reduclion (Conservation)

2,067

2,071

3,071

5,011

6,011

8,011

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 995 508 259 208 428 487

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 995 508 259 908 428 487
Deficit .

|rrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Assumed purchase from Bexar County major provider. Kendall Cou

3 Early implementation of facililies assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4 Oplion expecied 1o provide additiona) water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought Is presently unquantified.

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are idenlified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
Demand Reduction {Conservation) sirategies assumed largely reflacted in projecied water demands. | |

nly water needs are nol reflected in Baxar Counly lab!ol.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Medina County
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region [ | | | County = Medina
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr) .
IUsor Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 2,018 2,110 2,206 2427 2,582 2,750
Industrial (] 0 [1 0 0 0
Steam-Electric (] 0 [1 0 0 0
Mining 68 68 70 72 74 7€
Irrigalion 89,757 87,941 82,1681 80,963 75,663 70,887
Total Needs' 91,840 90,118 84,437 83,462 78,319 73,413
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,083 2,178| 2,276 2,499 2,656 2,826
Irrigation Needs 89,757 87,941] 2,161 80,963 75,663 70,587
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) : Candidate
ho# - Dascription New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 200 205 21 73 76 78 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transferg 42,500 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 23
ISCTN-4 Brush Management 4
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4
1 Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 4
L-10 (isv. Demand Reduction ‘Conservaﬁon! 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 11,867 1 1@& 5
Total New Supplies 15,087 15,072 15,078 14,940 14,943 14,945
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -76,773 -75,047 69,359 -68,522 -63,376 -58,468
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1117 1,027 235 574 420 252
. Deflcit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficlt -77,890 -76,074 -70,204 -69,006 -63,796 -58,720
Notes:
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are Identified for priority implementation, but will not be avallable immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservallon) strategles assumed largely reflecled in projecied water demands. - | [
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Countias. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate Mew Supply represents approximately 85 parcent of
an estimaied polential annual transfer of 50,000 acft based on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acftiyr. {
4 Oplion expecied to provide addiliona! water supply in many years, but dependabls supply during drought is presently unquantified.
5 Estimales based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservalion at 40 percent of irrigalion
application rate, bul applicable o only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer irigation permitied quantities. I I .
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Uvalde County
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Projected Drought Needs
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L-15 Edwards Imigation Transfers (Phased)

Note: Projected Needs are for Municipal,
Industrial, Steam-Electric and Mining Uses Only
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Inter-Reglonal Cooperation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region 3 - | { | County = Uvalde
Counti Summai of ProIected Water Needs iShortaies‘ and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiisl = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
luser Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
ici 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
. 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric [V 0 0 0 0 0
Mining g 0 0 0 0 0
{rrigation 63,443 63,343 68,335 56,366 51,766 47,475
Total Needs 66,125 66,509 61,828 60,607 56,646 53,084
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,682 3,168 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Irrigation Needs 63,443 63,343 58,335 56,366 51,766 47,475
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
liD# Description New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 {Mun. Demand Reduclion {Conservalion) 318 346 kY4l 235 258 283 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 42,500 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 2,3.4
SCTN-4 |Brush Managemsnt
SCTN-5 Weather Modification
ISCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 5
Demand Reduclion (Conservation) 14,143 14,143 14,143 14,143 14,143 14,143 [
Total New Su 19,378
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -48,664 -48,020 -43,314 -41,229 -37,245 -32,658
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Systam Mgmt. Supply / 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -49,300 49,200 -44,192 42,223 -37,623 -33,332
Notes: -
* Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are idenlified for priorily implementation, but will not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction {Conservation) strategiss assumed largsly reflected in projscted water demands. I |
2 Candidate New Supply to ba shared among Uvalds, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represenis approximately 85 parcent of
an estimated potential annual transfer of 50,000 acfi based on Proposed Permits prorated to 400,000 acft/yr.
4 Early implementation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. [
5 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
6

application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer isrigation permiited quantilies.

Eslimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 psrcent of acreages imigated In 1997, wilth conservation at 40 percent ofl imrigation
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Wilson County
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Inter-Reglonal Cooperation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

I

County = Wilson

[ |
Count‘ Summai of Prolected Water Needs iShonaiesI and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬁ = all

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
[User Groupis) 2000 2010 2020 20390 2040 20590 Notes
|Municipal ) 0 0 0 0 83 145
Industrial g [ 0 0 0
Steam-Electric [V [ 0 ) [1
Mining [V [ 0 ) 0
Irrigation 0 0 0 0 (
Total Needs 0 0 0 0 3 145
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 63 145
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles {acft/yr) Candidate -
lio# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Congervation) n 183 194 114 122 130/ 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 200 200 2
JSCTN-4 |Brush Management - - 3
SCTN-E Weather Modification 3
SCTN-€ Rainwater Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 3
L.-10 {irr. Demand Reduction ‘COnservallon)
Total New Supplies 171 183 1984 114 322 330
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 171 183 194 114 259 185
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 171 183 194 114 259 188
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction {Conservation) sirategles assumed largely refiected in projecied water demands. .
2 Additiona) well(s) for Floresville.
3 Option expacled lo pravide additional water supply In many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Zavala County
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inter-Regional Cooperation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

“County = Zavala

I
Coun“ Summai' of Prolected Water Needs iShonaiasi and Water Manalement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ = all

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Total Neads 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation Needs 80,722 76,569 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
|iD# Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notas
L-10 (Mun.) Demand Reduction (Conservation) 190 193 194 90 103 104 1
SCTN-4 Brush Management 2
SCTN-5 Weather Modlfication 2
SCTN-9 Rainwalter Harvesling 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 2
L-10 {Irr.) Demand Reductlon (Conservation) 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 6,401 8,401 3
Total New Supplies 6,591 6,594 6,595
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,131| -69,995| -66,060
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 190 193 194 90 103 104
Deficlt
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321 -70,188] -66,254] -81,892] -78,272| -74,799
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) stralegies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
3 Estimales based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 20 percent of irrigation
application rate. ] ] ] |




oS

Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)

600

Note: Baseline reflects permitted Edwards Aquifer
pumpage of 400,000 acft/yr subject to Critical Period
Management rules plus domestic and livestock

pumpage.

400

300

The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan Includes
Management Supplies believed sufficient to sustain
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
record conditions, Pending adoption of the Habltat
Conservation Plan and Critical Perlod Management
Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
Authorlty, full utilization of these Management Supplies
is not reflected in this figure.

With Regional
Water Plan

100

Baseline

1930

1940

1950 1960 1970
Year

Simulated Comal Springs Discharge

J

Inter-Regional Cooperation Alternative Regional Water Plan

1980

1990



[v-¢

Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)
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Groundwater Elevation (ft-msl)
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South Central Texas Region Alternative Water Plans

Alternative Name: Recharge and Recirculation Alternative
Alternative ID: R&R

Alternative Description: The Recharge and Recirculation Altemative Regional Water Plan,
proposes a comprehensive integration of recharge enhancement and recirculation to maximize
supply available from the Edwards Aquifer. One test for a maximized supply is conditioned on
not allowing an increase in pumpage to reduce flow from Comal Springs below baseline
conditions (400,000 acft/yr of permitted pumpage); and, a second test maintains a minimum
flow from Comal Springs at 60 cfs (which is not subject to diversion for recirculation).

The objectives of this plan are to be accomplished through:

1. Developing all reasonably economical recharge enhancement options;

2. Increasing recharge to the aquifer by diverting unappropriated flow at Lake Dunlap and
recirculating enhanced springflow from Comal Springs back to streams and recharge
structures on the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone in Bexar, Medina, and Uvalde
Counties; and

3. Transferring groundwater from west fo east to maintain water levels, municipal
pumpage, and springflow in the eastern part of the aquifer during drought conditions.

The following simulations are proposed to determine the maximized water supply for this
recharge and recirculation afternative. Two tests, as described above, will be performed for
each Run.

e Run 1: Include all recharge enhancement features, voluntary transfer of Edwards
irrigation rights to municipal use, and transfer and recirculate available water from Lake
Duniap to the recharge zone in Bexar, Medina, and Uvalde Counties;

e Run 2: Include same recharge enhancement and recirculation features in Run 1 and add
the feature of transferring all the available flow from Lake Dunlap to Cibolo Creek when
flow from Comal Springs approaches critical conditions (assumed to be about 150 cfs);

¢ Run 3: Include same recharge enhancement and recirculation features in Run 1 and 2
and add the feature of transferring groundwater from the western part of the aquifer to
Cibolo Creek when flow from Comal Springs approaches critical conditions (assumed to
be about 150 cfs); and . »

¢ Run 4: Include same recharge enhancement and recirculation features in Run 1, 2, and 3
and add a feature of transferring groundwater from the western part of the aquifer to
Bexar County when flow from Comal Springs approaches critical conditions (assumed to
be about 150 cfs). :

The following water supply options are included in the Recharge & Recirculation Alterative
Regional Water Plan (in no particular order):

Demand Reduction / Conservation (L-10)

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15)

Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18a)

Guadalupe River Diversion to Recharge Zone (G-30)
Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement (S-13B)

Edwards Aquifer Recirculation Systems

Carrizo Aquifer — Gonzales & Bastrop Counties (CZ-10D)
Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a)

O N OA WM
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9. Canyon Reservoir (G-15C)

10. Wimberley and Woodcreek - Canyon (G-24)

11. Lockhart Reservoir (G-21)

12. Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8)

13. Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9)

14. Weather Modification (SCTN-5)

15. Brush Management (SCTN-4)

16. Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c)

17. SAWS Recycle Program ,
18. Transfers of Conserved Imrigation Water (L-10 Irr) to Bexar County Municipal Pumpage
19. Term Pumpage Permits

20. SAWS Aquifer Storage & Recovery (SCTN-1a)
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Summary of Key Information for
South Central Texas Regional Water Planning Group

Quantity, Reliability, and Cost

Plan includes management supplies to meet projected needs, ensure reliability, and maintain
springflow, resulting in a quantity of additional water supplies sufficient to meet projected
needs for municipal, industrial, steam-electric power, and mining uses only through the year
2050.

Unit cost is below the average of the five alternative plans and the Regional Water Plan.

Environmental Factors

Greatest decrease in median annual streamflow in the Guadalupe River at Cuero and at the
Guadalupe River Saltwater Barrier among the five alternative plans and the Regional Water
Plan.

Greatest concerns with respect to Endangered & Threatened Species among the five
alternative plans and the Regional Water Plan.

Least concerns with Water Quality & Aquatic Habitat among the five alternative plans and
the Regional Water Plan.

Impacts on Water Resources

No unmitigated reductions in water available to existing water rights.

Long-term reductions in water levels in the Carrizo Aquifer in Gonzales and Bastrop
Counties.

Impacts on Agriculture and Natural Resources

Major commitment to municipal and irrigation water Demand Reduction (Conservation) (L-
10).

Includes Brush Management (SCTN-4) and Weather Modification (SCTN-5).

Inclusion of water supply options to meet projected irrigation needs in full is estimated to be
economically infeasible at this time. Weather Modification (SCTN-5) assists irrigation and
dry-land agriculture (crops and ranching).

Includes maximum potential voluntary transfer of Edwards Aquifer irrigation permits to
municipal permits through lease or purchase.

Includes Medina Lake - Recharge Enhancement (S-13B) which reduces or eliminates water
supplies from the Medina Lake System for irrigation in Bexar, Medina, and Atascosa
Counties.

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

Greatest percentage of time during which Critical Period Management Rules require
reductions in municipal pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer among the five alternative plans
and the Regional Water Plan.

Simulated Edwards Aquifer levels well below the lowest on record at the Bexar County
monitoring well (J-17) raising significant concerns regarding feasibility.
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Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs

e Selection of water supply options comprising the alternative plan based on integration of
recharge enhancement and recirculation to maximize supply available from the Edwards
Aquifer, preferences expressed by planning units, and closest available supply.

Interbasin Transfer Issues

¢ Projected non-irrigation needs in basin(s) of origin are met throughout the planning period.

¢ Plan includes two interbasin transfers: 1) Recirculation Systems from the Guadalupe River
near Lake Dunlap and the Blanco River near Kyle to the outcrop of the Edwards Aquifer in
the San Antonio and Nueces River Basins; and 2) Diversions from the Guadalupe River at
Comfort to the Medina River Basin.

Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Redistribution of Water
o Potential positive or negative effects of Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15).

o Lower water levels in some portions of the Carrizo Aquifer.

Regional Efficiency

o Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) require no new facilities. Transferred water would
likely be available at or very near locations having projected municipal, industrial, steam-
electric power, and mining needs in Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties.

e Recirculation Systems provide for recovery and recirculation of enhanced Comal springflow
resulting from implementation of Edwards Recharge — Type 2 Projects (L-18a), Medina Lake
- Recharge Enhancement (S-13B), and Guadalupe River Diversions to Recharge Zone (G-
30).

e Consider reduced transmission capacity in the Recirculation Systems and elimination of
Guadalupe River Diversions to Recharge Zone (G-30) to moderate unit cost.

Effect on Navigation
¢ Not applicable.



South Central Texas Region, Récharge & Recirculation Alternative — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary

Other Relevant Factors per SCTRWPG

Management Strategy Quantity (acfiyr)' Reliability* Cost ($/acft)’ Environmental Factors Impacts on Water Resources | Mc‘“m’" and Natural Resources
Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) 44,566 Firm $173 e  None. Supply developed thmugh deman ! e Slight reductions in treated effluent discharge. Fewer water management strategies necessary e  Conservation is a central element of the Plan.
(L-10 Mun.) reduction. to meet projected needs.
Edwards Irigation Transfers (L-15) 81,000 Firm <80 e  None. Supply developed wnhout new fzilities. | ¢ Reductions in springflow due to relocation of e  Plan includes 100 percent of potential of max. e  Encourages beneficial use of available rights.
pumpage closer to springs. voluntary transfer through lease or purchase.
Transfer of Conserved Irrigation Water (L-10 Irr) to 30,531 Firm S1 s None. Supply developed through deman e Reductions in springflow due to relocation of e Instaltation of LEPA systems on 53 percent of ¢  Consistent with conservation focus of Plan.
Bexar County Municipal Pumpage reduction. — | pumpage closer to springs. applicable acreage in Uvalde, Medina, & Bexar.
Edwards Aquifer Recirculation Systems 227,080 Firm $689 o Concems with endangered & threatened *  Reduced Comal Springs discharge and ¢ Uncertain effects on natural performance of *  High percentage of time in drought
(Recirculation System, Edwards Recharge - Type 2 = species, habitat, cultural resources, and T’WD Guadalupe River flows. Edwards Aquifer. contingency.
Projects (L-18a), Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement Ecologically Unique Stream Segment. *  Bexar County aquifer levels well below record e Numerous significant regulatory, legal,
(S-13B), & Guadalupe River Diversion to Recharge lows. institutional, and technical uncertainties.
Zone (G-30)) ) *  Limited on streams with Recharge Dams, as e Mitigation of impacts on firm yield of Choke
most are located on frequently dry streams. Canyon Res. / Lake Corpus Christi System.
. Increased lake levels in Medina Lake [ Requires upstream contract for Canyon
*  Reduced streamflow below Guadalupe River Reservoir.
Diversions. .
Lockhart Reservoir (G-21) 6,048 Firm $1,361 e  Concems regarding habitat & cultural *  Reduced streamflow immediately below dam. e  Minimal, e Questions regarding economic feasibility.
resources. . — - » __ Strong local government suppott.
Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8) 3% Firm $1,885 e Concerns with water quality & aquatich;bitat. | »  Minimal reductions in instream flow. e  Minimal, if any. ‘
»___ Locally increased aquifer levels.
Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3c) 55,000 Firm $844 e  Concerns with endangered & threatened ¢ Long-term reductions in aquifer levels. e  Minimal, if any. o Beneficial use of groundwater now unused.
species, habitat, and cultural resources. *  Minimal reductions in instream flow at outcrop. e Planned Bastrop Co. supply for Region L
¢ Potential effects on discharge of small springs. _ exceeds 2030 availability per Region K.
Canyon Reservoir — River Diversion (G-15C) 15,000 Firm 3794 e  Minimal, Canyon Reservoir is an existin} e  Increased mstmam ﬂows associated with e Not applicable. e Encourages beneficial use of existing reservorr,
resource, downstream deliveries of water supply. ¢ Recreational benefits with downstream
: delivery.
Canyon Reservoir — Wimberley & Wocdcreek (G-24) 1,048 Firm $1,586 e  Minimal. Pipeline could encounter endargered | & Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable. e Encourages beneficial use ofe:usnng reservoir.
or threatened species habitat.
Canizo Aquifer — Gonzales & Bastrop (CZ-10D)° 58,500 Firm $1,066 e  Minimal. Pipeline could encounter cultu® *  Long-term reductions in well levels. e Minimal, if any. ¢  Planned withdrawals in excess of that expressed
: resource sites. *  Some reductions in instream flow at outcmp. in policies of underground water conservation
e __ Potential effects on discharge of small springs. districts.
Carrizo Aquifer — Local Supply (SCTN-2a) 13,700 Firm $343 Minimal if any. — | Modest long-term reductions in aquifer levels. ¢ Minimal if any.
SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) 52,215 Firm $395 None. Water supply derived from increa®d *  Minimal, if any. e Notapplicable. e Encourages beneficial use of available resource.
volumes of treated wastewater.
Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) 8,000 Firm $877 e  Minimal, if any. Supply developed as palof ¢  Minimal, if any. e  Notapplicable.
other water management strategies. :
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-1a) Unquantified Firm Unquantified | e  Minimal. Pipeline could encounter impot | ¢  Reduced peak summer pumpage from Edwards | «  Not applicable. ¢  SAWS South Bexar County ASR presently in
habitat or encounter cultural resource siteh__ Aquifer increases aquifer levels and ow. implementation phase.
Brush Management (SCTN-4) Unquantified Unknown Unquentified | e  Concems regarding endangered & thmuwd ©  Potential benefit to Edwards Aquifer due to *  Potential improvement of pasture for grazing, | ¢  Additional studies needed to determine quantity
species, vegetation & wildlife habitat, an' increased water for recharge. ’ of dependable supply during drought
cultural resources.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified | e«  Potential increases in water supply for wi'ﬂlfe ¢ Potential increases in minfall, runoff, and ¢ Provides water for imigated and dry-land ¢ Concems regarding increased flocd potential.
habitat. aquifer lmg& aE'culture !E!st & mnching).
Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Minimal, if any. ? ¢ Minimal. if any. » __ Notapplicable. » _Consistent with conservation focus of Plan.
Smnall Aquifer Recharge Dams Unquantified Unknown Unquantified Small potential effects on habitat. ¢___Potential increases in local aguifer levels. e Minimal, if any. T
Term Pumpage Permits Unquantified Unknown Ungquantified Minimal, if any, : Unknown at this time. Unknown at this time.
Total of New Supplies* 593,078 - !
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South Central Texas Region, Recharge & Recirculation Alternative — TWDB Evaluation Criteria Summary (Continued)

Management Strategy Comparison of Strategies to Meet Needs Interbasin Transfer Issues Third-Party Impacts of Voluntary Transfers Regional Efficiency Effect on
Navigation

Municipal Demand Reduction (Conservation) e  Low unit cost. e  Notapplicable. e  Notapplicable. ¢  Implementable throughout the region. e None

(L-10 Mum.) o Inherent environmental benefits.

Edwards Irrigation Transfers (L-15) e  Low unit cost e  Notapplicable. e  Maximum transfer may have potential socio- e Requires no new facilities. e None
economic impacts to third parties.

Transfer of Conserved Iirigation Water (L-10 Ir) to e Low unitcost. e  Notapplicable. e Limited transfer allows irrigators to installhigh | ©  Requires no gew facilities other than LEPA e None

Bexar County Municipal Pumpage efficiency systems so irrigation can continue at equipment on farms,
present levels and avoid impact to local economy.

Edwards Aquifer Recirculation Systems e  Moderate unit cost, with substantial initial e TNRCC Interbasin Transfer permits required. e  Notapplicable e Provides for recovery and recirculation of e  None

(Recirculation System, Edwards Recharge - Type 2 investment. enhanced springflow from various recharge

Projects (L-18a), Medina Lake Recharge Enhancement enhancement projects.

(S-13B), & Guadalupe River Diversion to Recharge

Zone (G-30))

Lockhart Reservoir (G-21) e  High unit cost. e Notapplicable. e Not applicable e  Shared pipeline alignment with Lower Guadalupe | « None

River Diversion (SCTN-16)

Trinity Aquifer Optimization (SCTN-8) o Highunitcost. o Notapplicable. o___Implementable at various locations. s None

Simsboro Aquifer (SCTN-3¢) *  Moderate unit cost. e - Notapplicable. e Limited transfer to avoid potential socio- o Beneficial use of groundwater presently e Nore
economic impacts to third parties. produced, but unused.

Canyca Reservoir - River Diversion (G-15C) e  Moderate unit cost. e  Notapplicable. e Notapplicable. e  Significant additional surface water supply e Nome

_ without construction of a new reservoir.
Canyon Reservoir - Wimberley & Woodcreek (G-24). . ngh unit cost, but options to meet needs are e Notapplicable. e Notapplicable. e  Additional surface water supply without e None
limited. construction of a new reservoir.

Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop (CZ-10D) e  Moderate to high unit cost. e Not applicable. *  Transfer rate could have potential socio- e New supply reasonably proximate to Comal, s None
economic impacts to third parties. Guadalupe, and Hays Counties.

Carrizo Aquifer ~ Local Supply (SCTN-2a) e Lowunitcost o Notapplicable, ¢ Notapplicable. e New supply proximate to points of need. e None _

SAWS Recycled Water Program (SAWS) e Low to moderate unit cost. o Not applicable. s Notapplicable. e New supply proximate to points of need. s None

Purchase of Water From Major Provider (PMP) e Low to moderate unit cost. e ___ Not applicable. s Notapplicable. o Economy of participation in regional projects. e None

Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) - (SCTN-1a) e Effective means of reducing peak summer e  Notapplicable, e  Notapplicable., o Increases reliability of cusrent supply from the e None

_pumpage from the Edwards Aquifer. Edwards Aquifer.
Brush Management {SCTN-4) e  Insufficient information at this time. s  Notapplicable. e  Notapplicable. e  May contribute positively to storageandsystem | o  None
ent of supplies.
Weather Modification (SCTN-5) s Potentially feasible management strategy tomeet | ¢ Not applicable. e  Notapplicable. e May contribute positively to storage and system e None
a portion of projected irrigation needs. . management of supplies.

Rainwater Harvesting (SCTN-9) High unit cost; comparable to domestic well. ¢ Notapplicable. Not applicable. ¢ __ Implementable throughout the region. ¢ None

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams High unit cost. »__ Notapplicable. Not applicable. o Implementable throughout the region. e None

Term Pumpage Permits Insufficient information at this time. Not applicable. Not applicable. s Insufficient information at this time. *__None

Notes:

1) Quantity based on full implementation and utilization of new supplies in year 2050.
2) Firm reliability indicates that new supply is dependable in a drought of record with full implementation of the Alternative Plan,

3) Unit cost based on full utilization of supply at ultimate capacity of planned facilities and includes treatment and distribution facilities necessary to meet peak daily needs.

4) Management strategies in the implementation phase include Schertz-Seguin Water Supply Project, Western Canyon Regional Water Supply Project, Hays/IH35 Water Suly Project,
Lake Dunlap WTP Expansion and Mid-Cities Project, and GBRA Canyon Reservoir Contract Renewals. Supplies associated with these management strategies were coun!i as current
supply in the technical evaluation of altemative regional water plans.

5) Subsequent to the technical evaluation of alternative regional water plans, quantity associated with this management strategy was limited in the ch;onal Water Plan in vig of policies

of underground water conservation districts.

TWDB Criteria Summary (R&R).doc
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Annual Cost ($/yr)
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Recharge & Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Recharge and Recirculation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | [ County = Atascosa
County Summary of Projacted Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projaected Water Neads (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 325 36 401 468 530 587
Industsial 0 0 0 0
Steam-Elactric 0 0 504 8,504
Mining 0 0 9905 ,109 1,230
lniaaﬁoﬂ 38,418 38,718 35,170 43,726 42,190 40,713
___Total Needs 38,743| 37,084] 35571] 45,189] 45,337 51,043
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 325 366 401] 1,463 3,143 10,330
Irrigation Needs 38,418 36,718] 35,170] 43,726 2,190 40,713
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
1D# Description New Supply | 2000°* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
IL;H (Mun.) ]Demand Reduction (Conservation) 356 384 41 259 300 319 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 6800 500 500 500 700 700 2,3.4
SCTN-28 Carrizo Aquifer - Loca! Supply 1,000 3,000 10,000 5, 6]
SCTN-4 |Brush Management 7
SCTN-S Woeather Modification 7
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 7
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams 7|
{C-10 (i) Demand Reduction {Conservation) 3,602 3,692 3,692 3,692 3,692 3.602 8
Total New Supplies 4,548 4,576 4,603 5,451 7,692] 14,711
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,195| -32,508| -30,968] -39,738{ -37,641| -36,332]
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply/ 531 518 510 296 857 689
Deficit
{rrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -34,726] -33,026] -31,478; -40,034] -38,498] -37,021
Notes
¢ Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identifiad for priority implementation, but wili not be available immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Congervation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projecied water demands. | 1
2 Candidate New Supply 1o bs shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Countiss. Supply may nol be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 percent of
the estimaled maximum potential annual transfer (85,430 acfl) based on Proposed Permils proratad {o 400,000 aci/yr.
4 Additional Edwards supply Is for City of Lytle. | I
5 Additional Carrizo supply is for Steam-Electsic and Mining use. |
8 Easdy implementation of facilitiss assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
7 Option expected 1o provide additional waler supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently ungquantified.
8 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 parcent of acreafes imigated in 1897, with conservation at 20 percent of Iripation application sate.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Needs (acft/yr)

Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Bexar County
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | | [ County = Bexar
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
TUser Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 122,867] 154,495] 198,301] 262,070] 315,633] 353,309
Industrial 0 0 g 1,430 4,759 8,192
Steam-Elactric 0 0 [1 0 0 0
Mining 4,98 4,938 5,201 5,408 845 5,062
rgg_alion 22,57¢ 20,374 19,585 19,015 18,385 17,368
Total Needs 150,405 179,805] 221,087] 287,921 344.422' 384,831
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Necds 127,830] 159,431] 201,502] 288.806] 328,037] 367463
Irrigation Needs 22,575 20,374 19,585 19,015 18,385 17,368
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
lio# |Deascription Now Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) IDemand Reduction {Conservation) 33,528| 42509] 41,210 38,533 38,834 40,934 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfars 81,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 65,000 70,000 71,300 2,3
L-18a Edwards Recharge - Type 2 Projects 21,577 3,45 21,577 21,577 21,577 21,577 21,57 4
|G-30 Guadalupe Rivar Diverslon to Recharge Zone ,802 3,002 3,902 3,902 3,902 3,902 3,902 4
Is-138 Medina Lake - Rechame Enhancement 8,136 8,138 ,138] 8,138 8,138 8,138 8,138 4
Recirculation Systems 193,465 193.465] 193.465] 193,465] 193,465 5
SAWS Recycled Water Program 19,8268] 26,737] 35,824{ 43661] 52215 8,7
SCTN-3c__|Simsboro Aquifer 65,000] 55000] 55, 55,000] 65,000] 55,000] 55,000 8]
|Gi0 0wy [Transfer of Conserved inigalion Water 30,631] 30,631] 30,831] 30,831] 30,531] 30,631 30,531 10]
SCTN-1a__[SAWS ASR |
SCTN-4 IBrush Managemsnt 9ol
SCTN-5 Waeather Modification (]|
SCTN-9 _ |Rainwater Harvesting ol
Small Aqulfer Recharge Dams 9]
JC-10 (fr) | Demand Reduction (Conservation) 10]
Total New Supplles 184,548| 420,846] 440,558] 449,968| 485,008] 477,060
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 44,143 250,141| 219,471| 162,047] 120,584 92,229
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 68,718] 270,515| 230,058] 181,062] 138,068] 109,597 11
Irrigatlion System Mgmt. Supply / Doficit «22,676| -20,374] -19,585] -19,015| -18,385| 17,368
Notes:
* Candidate New Suppliss shown for year 2000 are identified for priorily Implementation, but will not be available immediataly.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largsly reflected in projected water demands. ] I
2 |Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Alascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not bs reflable In drought.
3 |Pursuant to draft EAA Critical Period Managemsnt rules, Candidate New Supply represenis approximately 85 percent of
the eslimaled maximum polential annua! transfer (85,430 act) based on Pro Permils prorated to 400,000 acft/yr.
4 Supply values shown for this option are based on independent ted\nlcal evaluanons Option was simulated in combination with
Recirculation Systems for allemative plan evaluations. 1 | |
5 The basis of this alterative plan is to mast the projected naeds of Bexar coungz with recharge and recirculation projects. The
Recirculation Systems were simulated in combination with Options L-18a, G-30, and S-138.
(] Current SAWS Recycled Water Program is included In the 24,941 acilyr (consumplive reuse) In estimated needs.
7 Future use of recycled water for non-potable uses and based on qoal of meeling 20 percent of SAWS projected water demand.
8 Effects on regional aquifer Igvels to bs quantified. i I I | I [
] Option expacted to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependabla sugp_lx during droupght is presently unquantified.

0 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1897, with conservation at 40 percent of irigation
application rate, but applicable to only 50 percent of Edwards Aquifer Irrigation parmitted quantitles (Transferred to Municipal gumgT ).

11 Additiona) supplies of approximately 60,000 acftyr in 2030 to 100,000 acft/yr in 2050 are needed for direct comparison
of this alternative pian lo othars. i i | | [ | | |
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Managemsent Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | |

County = Caldwell

County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies

User Group(s) = all

Projacted Water Needs (acft/yr)
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 0 188 393 688 714 737
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Needs 0 188 393 668 714 737
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 188 393 6es 714 737
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
1D# [Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) __ [Demand Reduction (Conservation) 185 208 218 82 23 104 1
G-21 |Lockhart Reservoir 6,048 6,048 8,048 8,048 6,048 2
Small Aguifer Recharge Dams 3
L-10 (lrr.) Demand Reduction {Conservation)
Total New Supplies 195 6,254 6,266 6,130 6,141 8,152
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 6,086 5,873 5,462 5,427 5,415
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 195 6,068 5,873 5,462 5427 5,415
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 Dsmand Reduction {Conservation) strategles assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Water supply for City of Lockhart and/or other users downsiream. | 1
K Option expected to provids additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Comal County
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Racharge and Recirculation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Reglon I | [ | County = Comal
County Summary of Projected Water Neads {(Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
[User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 2,280 5.049 10,487 18,282 25,205 33,082
Industrial 1,368 1,425 1,488 J37 2,009 2,289
Steam-Electric 0 [ 0 0 0 g
Mining 5,570 5,464 5628 5,708 3.590 2,274
Irigation 30 14 0, 0 0 0
Total Needs 9,277 11,952 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 9,247 11,938 17,601 25,815 30,804 37,575
Irrigation Needs 30 14 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles {acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Description New Supply 2000° 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 616 718 848 718 824 942 1
G-15C Canyon Reservoir - River Diversion 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 2
CZ-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop .0 3,500 12,000 16,500 23,000 3,4,5
Small Aquifer Rechargo Dams 8
L-10 (tm.) Dsmand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 15,616 15,718 19,348 27,718 32,324 38,942
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 8,339 3,766 1,747 1,903 1,520 1,367
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 8,369 3,780 1,747 1,903 1,520 1,367
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit =30 -14 0 0 0 0
Notes:
. Candidale New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priorily Implamentation, but will not be avallable immediatsly.
1 Demand Reduction {Conservalion) strategles assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.
2 Portion of Canyon firm yis!d (with amendment) diverted below Sequin. i
3 Candidate New Supply to bs shared among Comal, Guadalupe, and Hays Counties. Effects on reglonal aguifer lovels to be quantified.
4 Portion of 90,000 acft/yr available from northern Gonzales and southem Bastrop Countias under CZ-10D.
S Early implemsniation of facilities assumed in cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
8 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Dimmit County
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Recharge and Reclirculation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

|

County = Dimmit

[
Counti Summar‘ of Pro‘ected Water Needs ‘Shortaies‘ and Water Manaiement Strategles User Grouiisi =all

Projected Water Noeds (acft/yr)
[User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2059 Notes
Municipal 138 405 649 1,054 1,479 1,959
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
|Steam-Elsctric 0 0 0 g 0 0
|Mining 0 0 0 915 925 949
{rrigation 0 0 0 2_.133 1,737 1.331
Total Neads 138 405 649 4,102 4,141 4,239
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 138 405 649 1,969 2,404 2,908
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 2,133 1,737 1,331
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# Dsascription New Supply 2000° 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 131 14 158 104 118 133 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aquifer - Local Supply 600 1,000 1,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 2,3
SCTN-4 Brush Managemant Pl
SCTN-S Weather Modification 4
ISCTN-9 Rainwaler Harvesting 4|
Small Aquifer Rechamge Dams 3
L-10 (irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
Total New Supplies 831 1,144 1,156 2,604 3,118 3,633
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 493 739 507 -1,498 1,023 -608
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 493 739 507 635 714 725
Deficit
irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 -2,133 -1,737 1,331
Notes:
* Candidale New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identifisd for priority implementation, but will not be avallable immediately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed ly reflected in projected water demands.
2 Additional well(s) for Carizo Springs and Mining supply.
3 Early implementation of facililies essumed in cost estimalion to ensure sufficient supply during drought.
4

Option expecled o provide additional water supply in many years, but depsndable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Altarnative Plan

South Central Texas Region | County = Frio
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Neads (acft/yr)
|User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 0 0 0 0 0
industrial 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 [ 0 0 0
Mining o [ 0 0 0
Imigation _ 71,126 67,648| 64,385 76.505 73,510 70,662
Total Needs 71,126 87,6846 684,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 [1]| 0 0 0
Irrigation Needs 71,128 67,646 64,365 76,505 73,519 70,662
\Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
1D# [Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 (Mun ) |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 184 195 205 118 121 124 1
ISCTN4 Brush Managament 2|
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesling 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams ]
Jt-10 (i) Demand Reduction {Conservation) 6,047 5,947 5,847 5,947 5,947 5947 3]
Total New Supplies 6,131 6,142 6,152 6,063 6,068 6,071
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -64,995 -61,504 -58,213 -70,442 -67,451 -84,591
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 184 195 205 116 121 124
Deficlt
{rrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Daficit -65,179] -61,699] -58,418| -70,558] 67,572 -64,715
Notes:
1 ]0emand Reduction (Conservation) strategles assumad largely reflacted in projected water domands. | ]
2 Option expsected to provide additional waler supply in many years, but depandabis supply during drought Is presently unquantified.
3 Estimates mwwwfmmwai 20 percent o!l Irrigation
application rate.
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | | [ County = Guadalupe
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2059 Notes
Municipal 20 23 30 4 87 773
ndusirig! 935 1,204 1,360 1,487 1,692 1,099
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 ( 0 0
|Mining 186 188 200 202 207 213
[irrigation 985 879 779 684 594 508
Total Needs 2,195 2,304 2,359 2,444 2,580 3,393
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Nseds 1,210 1,425 1,560 1,760 1,986 2,885
Irrigation Needs 985 879 779 884 594 508
Water Managoment Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
|io# Dascription New Supply 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 236 238 238 5 5 ] 1
CZ-100 Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzsles & Bastrop £0,000 1,500 1,500 2,000 2,000 2,500 4,500 23,4
Small Aqulfer Recharge Dams 5
L-10 (i) Demand Reduction (Conservation)
— Total New Supplies 1,735 1,736 2,236] 2,005 _ 2,505| 4,508
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -460 -568 -123 -439 -75 1,113
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 525 311 656 245 519 1,621
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -985 -879 779 -884 -594 -508
Notes:
¢ Candldate New Supplies shown for yaar 2000 are [denlified for pricrity implementation, but will not be avallabls immadiately.
1 Demand Reduction (Conservalion) sirategles agsumed largely refiscted in projected watar demands. |
2 Candidale New Supply to be shared among Comal, Guadatupe, and Hays Countiss. Elfgcts on reglonal aquifer levels to be quantified.
3 Portion of 80,000 acfyr available from northern Gonzales and southern Bastrop Counties under CZ-10D.
4 Eary implementation of faciliies assumed In cost estimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought.

5 Option expacted fo provide additional water supply in many years, bul dapendable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Hays County
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Recharge and Racirculation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region [ |

County = Hays

Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

I l
COunti Summai of Pro‘acted Water Needs iShortaies‘ and Water Manaiement Strateiles User Grouiﬂ =all

User Group(s 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipa) 4,325 7,609 10,980 16,349 22,698 29,059
Industrial __ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Eleclric 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Mining 84 82 (] 65 37 28
Imigation 0 g 0 0 0 0
Total Neads 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Nesds 4,409 7,691 11,048 16,404 22,733 29,087
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
1D# Description New Supply 2000° 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 647, 747 873, 699 908 174 1
CZ-10D Carrizo Aquifer - Gonzales & Bastrop 80,000 4,000 7,000 10,500 16,000 22,000 31,000 23,4
G-24 Canyon Reservoir 1,048 1,048 1,048 1,048 048 1,048 1,048 [

Small Aquifer Recharge Dams

L-10 (Irr.) Demand Reduction (Conservation)

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1:286 1:104
Deficit

1.373

1,343

1,221

Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0

Notes:

Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely refiected in profected water demands. |

* Candidate New Supplies shown fof yoar 2000 are identifiad for priority implementation, bul will not be avallable immediately.
[

Candidate New Supply 10 be shared among Coma!, Guadalupe, and Hays Countigs. Effects on reglonal agulifer lavels to bs quantified.

Portion of 80,000 act/yr avaliable from northem Gonzales and southarn Bastrop Countias under CZ-10D.

Early implementation of facllities assumed in cost estimation o ensure suﬂlcienl;s#pph{ during drought.
'79

Candidate New Supply for Wimberley and Woodcreek.

LI E )

Option expecied o provids additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.




8¢9

Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Kendall County
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region [ [ | | County = Kendall
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 1,070 1,580 2,808 4,009 5,578 7518
industrial p 3 a 4 5 8
Steam-Electric [ 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
imigation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Neads 1,072 1,663 2,812 4,103 5,583 7,524
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Neads 1,072 1,563 2,812 4,103 5,583 7,524
Irrigation Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
1D# Description New Supply 2000° 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun.) _|Demand Reduction (Conservation) 67| 71 " 11 11 11 1
I'_! '" Purchase Water from Major Provider 2,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 6,000 8,000 2.3
SCTN-8 Trinity Aquifer Optimization 390 390 380 330 390 380 390

Brush Management

Waeather Modification

Ralnwater Harvesting

Small Aquiler Recharge Dams
Demand Reduction (Conservation)

EE3y

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit

Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply /
Deficit

Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0

Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implsmentation, but will not bo available immediately.
Demand Reduction (Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands.

Assumed purchase from Bexar County major provider. Kendall County water needs are not reflectad in Bexar County table.
Early Implamentation of facilities essumed in cost eslimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. I |

Option expected o provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.

Notes:

N XY 1Y S Y
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Additional Supplies or Projected Drought Needs (acft/yr)

Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Medina County
3,500 I
'—T . I Additional Supplies
3,000 { .. 9
! — 1

] d o
2,500 J

. I

] ! .

) —?—f Projected Drought Needs

2,000 J 1

- I

] I
1,500 ! \
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Recharge and Recirculation Reglional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

County = Medina

I | | |
00unti Summai of Pro‘ected Water Needs iShortaiesi and Water Manaiement Stratoiles User Grouiis‘ = all

Projacted Water Needs (acft/yr)

agement Strategies (acft/yr)

Candidate

|User Group(s 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
[Municipal 2,01 2,110 2,208 2427 2,562 2,750
{industrial 0 0 0 0 0
|Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
{Mining 68 68 70 72 74 76
inigation 98,016 95,268 91.320 92.320 88.925 84,692
Total Needs 100,999 97,446 93,596 94,819 91,581 87,518
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,083 2,178 2,276 2,499 2,656 2,626
Irrigation Needs 98,916 95,268 91,320 92,320 88,925 84,692

Description New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
JL-10 (Mun.) _ |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 200 205 211 73 76 78, 1
JL-156 Edwards Irrigalion Transfers 81,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,3
SCTN-4 |8rush Management 4
SCTN-6 Woeather Modification 4
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 4]
Small Aquiler Recharge Dams ]
h-to (Irr.) Damand Reduction (Conservation) 5.6
Total New Supplies 3,200 3,205 3,211 3,073 3,076 3,078
Total System Mamt. Supply / Deficit -87,799 -94,241 -90,385 -91,746 -88,505 -84,440
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 1,117 1,027 935 574 420 252
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -98,916 85,2668 -91,320 -92,320 -88,925 -84,692
Notes:
° Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 are identified for priority implementation, but will not be available immediately.
Demand Reduction {Conservation) stretepies assumed largsly reflacted In projected waler demands. 1 |
2 Candidate New Supply to be shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Supply may not be rellable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Cirilical Period Managemen! rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 parcent of
the eslimated maximum potential annual transfer (95,430 acft) based on Proposed Penmits prorated to 400,000 acfifyr. |
4 Oplion expecled to provide additional water supply in many years, bul dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
5 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acreages irrigated in 1997, with conservation at 40 percent of irrigation
application rate, bul applicable to only 50 parcent of Edwards Aquifer Irrigalion permitied quantities. |
8 Demand Reduction (Conservation) transferred to Bexar County in the R&R Pian ] | |
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Uvalde County
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

| |

County = Uvalde

Projected Water Neads {(acft/yr)

County Summary of Projected Water Neads (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles

User Group(s) = all

User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 20590 Notes
Municipal 2,682 3,168 3,493 4,241 4,880 65,609
Industrial 0 0 0 [1 g 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 [¢ 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
'W 745._26:! 72,798 70,154 71,022 68,880 65,676
Total Needs 77,945 75,984 73,647 75,263 73,760 71,285
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 2,682 3,166 3,493 4,241 4,880 5,609
Irrigation Needs 75,263 2,798 70,154 71,022 68,880 65,676
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
10# |Description New Supply | 2000* 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
L-10 (Mun. Demand Reduction (Conservation) 318 348 kY4 238 258 283 1
L-15 Edwards Irrigation Transfers 81,000 3,000 4,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 6,000 2,34
SCTN-4 Brush Management 5
SCTN-5 Weather Modification 5
SCTN-9 Ralnwater Harvesting 5
echarge Dams 5
L-10 {ier. Dsmand Reduction (Conservation 8,7

] Total New Supplies

-

| application rate, but applicabls to only 50 parcent of Edwards Aquifer irgation permitted quantities.
Demand Reductlion (Conservation) transferred to Bexar County in the R&R Pian

at 40 percent of inigation
] |

Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,627] -71,618] -89,276
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 636 1,180 878 994 378 674
Deficit
Irrigation System Mamt. Supply / Deficit 75,263 -72,798 -70,154 -71,022 -68,880 -65,676
Notes:
¢ Candidate New Supplies shown for year 2000 ave identified for priority implamentation, but will not bs available immadiately.
1 Demand Reduclion (Consservalion) siralegies assumed largely reflected in projected water demands. | I
2 Candidale New Sy to ba shared among Uvalde, Medina, Atascosa, and Bexar Counties. Sy, may nol be reliable in drought.
3 Pursuant to draft EAA Critlcal Period Management rules, Candidate New Supply represents approximately 85 pgrcent of
the estimated maximum potential annual transfer (95,430 acft) based on Proposed Permils prorated to 400,000 acftyr.
4 Early implementation of facllities assumed in cost gstimation to ensure sufficient supply during drought. | |
5 Option expecied o provide additional water supply In many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
6 Eslimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 80 percent of acresges inigated in 1897, with conservation
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan
Wilson County
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Recharge and Reclrculation Reglonal Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region

|

County = Wilson

County Summary of Projaected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategies User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)

]User Group(s) 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|Municipal 0 0 0 o] 63 145
Industrial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Steam-Electric 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0
Irrigation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Needs 0 0 0 0 63 145
Mun, ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 ] 0 683 145
Irrigation Neads 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Management Strategies (acft/yr) Candidate
1D# |Dascrlptlon New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|L-10 (Mun.)  [Demand Reduction (Conservation) kg 183} 194 114 122 130 1
SCTN-2a Carrizo Aqulfer - Local Supply 200 200 2
SCTN4 Brush Management 3
SCTN-S Weather Modification 3
SCTN-9 Rainwatar Harvesting 3
Small Aquifer Rechasge Dams 3
Fo (irc) Demand Reduction {Conservation)
Total New Supplies 171 330
Total System Mgmt. Supply / Deflcit 171 185
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 17 183 194 114 259 185
Deficit
Irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit 0 0 0 0 0 0
Notes:
1 Demand Reduction {Conservation) strategies assumed largely reflacled In projected water demands.
2 Additionat well(s) for Floresville. |
3 Option expected to provide additional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unquantified.
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Recharge and Recirculation Alternative Regional Water Plan

Zavala County
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Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Alternative Plan

South Central Texas Region | | l | County = Zavala
County Summary of Projected Water Needs (Shortages) and Water Management Strategles User Group(s) = all
Projected Water Needs (acft/yr)
[User Group(s 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
Municipal 0 0 0 0] 1]
Industrial 0 0 0 0 [1]|
Steam-Electric 0 0 g 0 0
Mining 0 0 0 0 0
Imigation _ 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,20¢ 84,673 81,200
Total Needs 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,29: 84,673 81,200
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min Needs 0 0 0 0 0 0
irrigation Needs 80,722 76,589 72,655 88,293 84,673 81,200
Water Management Strategles (acft/yr) Candidate
ID# |Dascription New Supply 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Notes
|t-10 (Mun.)  |Demand Reduction (Conservation) 180 193 194 [ 103 104 1
SCTN4 Brush Management 2
SCIN-S Weathsr Modification 2
SCTN-9 Rainwater Harvesting 2
Small Aquifer Recharge Dams F
L-10 (Irv. Demand Reduction (Conservation 8,401 8,401 8,401 6.401 6,401 6,401 3
Total New Supplles 6,591 6,594 6,595 6,491 6,504 6,505
Total System Mpgmt. Supply / Deflcit 74131 69,995 -66,080] -81,802] -78,169] -74,695
Mun, Ind, S-E, & Min System Mgmt. Supply / 190 193 194 20 103 104
Deflcit
irrigation System Mgmt. Supply / Deficit -74,321] -70,188] -66,254] -81,892] -78,272 -74,799
Notes:
1 |Demand Reduction (Conservation) sirategies assumed larely reflectad in projecied water dgmands. | |
2 Option expactad lo provide addilional water supply in many years, but dependable supply during drought is presently unguantified.
3 Estimates based upon use of LEPA systems on 50 percent of acreages irripated in 1997, with congervation at 20 parcent of Irrigation
applicalion rate. | | L ] ]
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Edwards Aquifer Component of

Recharge and Recirculation Regional Water Management Plan

Summary of Features and Costs

June 28, 2000

> Scenario 5

e Recirculate from Lake Dunlap at a maximum capacity of 600 cfs to:
e Medina County (maximum = 200 cfs and first priority)
e Uvalde County (maximum = 200 cfs and second priority)
e Bexar County (maximum = 200 cfs and third priority)

¢ Transfer all Lake Dunlap recirculation to Upper Cibolo Creek when flow in Comal
Springs is less than 150 cfs. The transfer to Upper Cibolo Creek is turmed OFF when
the flow in Comal Springs exceeds 200 cfs.

o Transfer groundwater, at a rate of 150 cfs, from Uvalde County to Upper Cibolo
Creek when the flow from Comal Springs is less than 150 cfs. The transfer is turned
OFF when the flow from Comal Springs is greater than 200 cfs.

o Transfer groundwater, at a rate of 150 cfs, from Uvalde County to Edwards Aquifer in
western Bexar County when the flow from Comal Springs is less than 150 cfs. The
transfer is tumed OFF when the flow from Comal Springs is greater than 200 cfs.

> Surface Water Rights

Honored

Enhanced flow from Comal Springs is unavailable for meeting water rights or meeting
Environmental Criteria. However, enhanced flow from the other springs is available for
water rights and environmental critera.

The baseline flow from Comal Springs is based on a simulation of 412,312 pumpage
without irrigation transfers to Bexar County.

> Surface Water Supplies

Edwards Recharge-Type 2 Projects (L-18a: Frio, Sabinal, Verde, Hondo, Cibolo, Blanco,
and Indian Creek Pumpover)

Guadalupe River Diversion to Recharge Zone (G-30) with recharge in NW Bexar County
Medina Lake Recharge Enhancements (S-13b)
Blanco River Pump Over to Lake Dunlap (Maximum of 75 cfs)

Unappropriated Surface Water at Lake Dunlap. Availability for recirculation is subject to
making up a deficit between base springflow and scenario springflow. In other words,
when flow from Comal Springs is lower with the Alternative Regional Water Plan than
during the baseline conditions, the unappropriated flow is first allocated to surface water
rights to cover this deficit.

> Water Transfers

Edwards Irrigation (L-15: 85,000 acft/yr)
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W e Irrigation Demand Reductions (L-10 (irr))

> Other Management

e ASR
e Critical Period Management. Only pumpage within the 400K base cap is subjected to
reductions.

o Term Permits (evaluated but not included)

> Increase in Water Supply: The increase is attributed to all the R&R projects and is based on
the difference between the total pumpage for the 400K Base with Scenario 5 total pumpage
before applying the reductions due to CPM.

» Costs Estimates:

o Capital:

e Recharge, water transfer, and recirculation facilities

¢ Connections to distribution system at 50 percent of the outside water supply rate.

¢ O&M: Based on average flow of water through the facilities

o Water Purchased (Guadalupe River at Comfort) Test

m > Tests

¢ All baseline pumpage was set to a multiplier of 1.00. Municipal pumpage was increased
above the baseline until the number of months with average flow from Comal Springs
being less than 60 cfs was the same as during the 400K Base conditions. The total was
92 months.
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Flux for Sustained Yield Simulations
(Minimum Flow from Comal Springs is 60 cfs)

(acft/year)
Baseline with
95,000 irrigation
transfers Scenario 1 | Scenario 2 | Scenario 3 | Scenario 4
Pumpage
Total 272,538 389,642 405,139 450,411 482,454
Change 117,104 132,601 177,873 209,916
Recirculation
Lake Dunlap to Medina County 0 131,617 127,452 115,371 102,588
Lake Dunlap to Uvalde County 63,269 49,031 38,680 31,263
Lake Dunlap to Bexar County 45,406 43,280 35,877 28,964
Lake Dunlap to Cibolo Creek 0 2176 12,947 21,655
Uvalde County Transfer to Cibolo Creek 0 0 8,732 14,069
Uvalde County Transfer to W. Bexar County 0 0 0 14,069
Springfiow
Comal Springs 216,168 262,464 253,896 224,376 200,837
All Springs except Leona 337,021 461,286 445,504 397,121 360,574
Leona Springs 20,854 28,419 27,917 25,871 23,477
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@w\ Flux for 400K Base Simulations
\ (Number of Months of Flow Below 60 cfs at Comal Springs is Unchanged)

(acft/year)
Baseline with
95,000 irrigation
transfers Scenario 1 | Scenario 2 | Scenario 3 | Scenario 4
Pumpage
Total 412,312 512,323 524,703 567,667 699,226
Change 100,011 112,391 155,355 186,912
Recirculation
Lake Dunlap to Medina County 0 92,239 79,936 67.882 59,062
Lake Dunlap to Uvalde County 1] 27,920 26,668 20,710 17,694
Lake Dunlap to Bexar County 0 25,272 23,583 17,111 12,704
Lake Dunilap to Cibolo Creek 0 0 11,902 54,331 64,389
Uvalde County Transfer to Cibolo Creek 0 0 ] 39,458 45,118
Uvalde County Transfer to W. Bexar County 0 0 1] 0 45118
Springfiow
Comal Springs 126,540 169,800 165,600 140,424 122,124
i All Springs except Leona 224,963 321,655 314,180 278,876 254,186
M Leona Springs 16,194 22,879 22,089 18,212 14,523
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Flux for 400K Base, Scenario 5§ Simulations
{(Number of Months of Flow Below 60 cfs at Comal Springs is Unchanged)

(acft/year)
Baseline Scenario 5

Pumpage
Total 412,312 639,392

Change 227,080
Recirculation
Lake Dunlap to Medina County 0 56,466
Lake Dunlap to Uvalde County 0 16,861
Lake Dunlap to Bexar County 0 12,509
Lake Dunlap to Cibolo Creek 0 69,711
Uvalde County Transfer to Cibolo Creek 0 48,190
Uvalde County Transfer to W. Bexar County 0 48,190
Springflow
Comal Springs 139,466 116,217
San Marcos Springs 95,955 124,127
Lake Dunlap
Blanco Pumpover 33,582
Available Unappropriated flow for R&R 70,506
Enhanced flow from Comal Springs -23,195
Enhanced flow from Comal Springs 2,653
available for R&R

6-46



LY9

Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)
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livestock pumpage.

600

400

300

The South Central Texas Regional Water Plan includes
Management Supplies belleved sufficient to sustain
discharge at Comal Springs subject to drought of
record conditions. Pending adoption of the Habitat
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Rules under development by the Edwards Aquifer
Authority, full utilization of these Management Supplies

is not reflected in this figure.
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Average Monthly Discharge (cfs)
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Groundwater Elevation (ft-msl)
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Groundwater Pumpage (acft/yr)
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Drawdown in Southem Bastrop County
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1 Note: Drawdown shown is associated with

this alternative plan and is in addition to
any drawdown associated with projected
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Streamflow (acft)
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Streamflow {(acft)
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Guadalupe River @ Saltwater Barrier - Median Streamflow Comparison
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Average Unit Cost ($/acft)

Average Unit Cost Comparison of Alternative Regional Water Plans
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Average Unit Cost ($/acft)
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Comal Springs
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Pumpage At or Above 412,000 Acft/yr
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Percent of Months in Drought Contingency
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Median Annual Streamflow Comparison - Guadalupe River @ Cuero
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500,000

475,000 -

---—-r—-

+0.6%

450,000

425,000

400,000 -

375,000

350,000

325,000

300,000

HRR

400K Base

-3.0% W

24% Y

-2.4% ¥

PU

E/C

EREPA

Alternative Plan

J

3.0% y

3.0% W

IRC

R&R

Regional
Water Plan

Plan Comoarison



	274_Cover
	274_1
	274_2
	274_3
	274_4
	274_5

