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APPENDIX 10A
RESPONSES TO TWDB COMMENTS

LEVEL 1
Comments and questionsnust be satisfactorily addressed in order to meet statutory,
agency rule, and/or contract requirements.

1. An Executive Summary documenting key findingsl aacommendations of the
planning group is required. None is providgdtle 31, TAC (TAC) 8357.10(a)(2)
and Exhibit “B”, Section 1.2.7]The Texas Water Development Board (TWDB)
reserves the right to make additional commentsppropriate consideration and
responses.

Response: Executive Summary is now in the Plan.

2. Page 1-7, First line: Change 2000 populationber given, 115,129 to TWDB
approved figure, 114,742. (See comments on Zyarding the inclusion of
Leakey in Table 2-1]Title 31, TAC 8357.5(d)(1)&(2)]

Response: Correction made.

3. Page 1-18, Last two paragraphs: Include in @ndpa description of identified
water quality problems in the region, which mightlude a summary of the water
quality information presented in ChaptefBitle 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(1(C)]

Response: Section 1.4.5 added to address water fiyaissues.

4. Page 1-19, Second paragraph under Section 1.3.&ldalh Revise the
estimated historical use for Del Rio from 12,106.19988 acre-feet for the year
2000, which is the value that appears in Tableo2-page 2-13 and is the TWDB
approved valudTitle 31, TAC 8357.5(d)(1)&(2)]

Response: Correction made.
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5. Page 1-21, Secopdragraph under Section 1.3.4, Agriculture and Rizigc
Revise the paragraph to show the approved TWDB-28@0 water use numbers
of 20,236 acre-feet for irrigation and 2,752 aaetffor livestock. These water
use numbers are correct on page 1-19 of the IPérund.1 Major Demand
Categories and in Table 2.2 on page 2-13 of thellP&ddition, revise Kinney
County’s share of irrigation water use in 2000 @opércent.[Title 31, TAC
§8357.5(d)(1)&(2)]

Response: Correction made.

6. Page 1-27, First paragraph under Section 1.R®@.Irande Basin: The IPP
summarizes the 1944 Treaty between Mexico and theetl) States and states that
the Treaty allocates water between the two couwmb@sed on a percentage of
flows from each country’s tributaries to the Rica@de, which is approximately a
50-50 split. This is an incorrect description ld treaty provisions. The United
States receives 1/3 of the flow from six tributariRio Conchos, San Diego, San
Rodrigo, Escondido, Salado Rivers, and Las VacagyA), provided that the
running average over a five-year period cannotbse than 350,000 acre-feet per
year. Only the smaller, non-treaty tributariestspli-50.

Response: Statement has been deleted from Sectiod.2.1 and is corrected in
Chapter 3 — Section 3.3.1.

7. Page 1-35, Section 1.5.2 Local Water Manage®emties and Plans: Include a
summary of pertinent local and regional water plamduding any that have been
completed since the 2001 Plateau Regional Water. Hldle 31, TAC
8357.7(a)(1)() and (K)]

Response: Subject addressed in Section 1.5.2.

8. Provide information on the plan’s impact to mtion[Title 31, TAC
8357.5(e)(8)]

Response: Statement added at end of second paraghaijpn Section 1.1.1 and
as a footnote in Table 4-3 that there are no impastto navigation.

9. Include a description of how any publicly availaplans of major agricultural,
municipal, manufacturing and commercial water usesse consideredTitle 31,

TAC 8357.5(k)(1)(E)]
Response: Description added in4and 5" paragraphs of Section 1.1.1.
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10. Include a description of how the federal Clé&ater Act was consideredTitle
31, TAC 8357.5(k)(2)(B)]
Response: Description added in"8paragraph of Section 1.1.1.

11. Page 2-3, First paragraph: Clarify if sumntabyjes of population and water
demand projections were provided to municipaliteater providers, county
judges, and non-municipal water use representafi@esitract Scope of Work,
Tasks 2.3 & 2.4]

Response: Statement clarified in first sentence &ection 2.2.

12. Page 2-6, First complete paragraph: Revise3@20 population from 115,129
to TWDB approved population of 114,742 and the 3260 population
projection from 206,910 to TWDB approved projectadr206,297.[Title 31,
TAC 8357.5(d)(1)&(2)]

Response: Correction made in Section 2.3.2. Howey&ear-2060 population
revision is 205,910 rather than 206,297.

13. Page 2-7, Table 2-1: Adding Leakey’s popuiattb387 to Real County
exceeded the approved totals for both Real Coumdytlze Plateau Planning Area.
While the Plateau Planning Group may identify alehfor Leakey as a separate
water user group, it must recognize that the papuldor Leakey is included in
the approved County-other population, and theretoeeCounty-other total for
Real County must be reduced by 387. If the PlaRanning Group plans for
Leakey as a separate user group, it needs to mtledkey in all pertinent tables
and analysegTitle 31, TAC 8357.5(d)(1)&(2), 8357.7(a)(3)(And
8357.7(a)(4)(A)]

Response: Correction made.

14. Page 2-11, First paragraph: Revise the referenwholesale water providers
from the sentence, “The municipal category inclucléss, wholesale water
providers, and county rural use” as the gener&istent that wholesale water
providers are included in the municipal categongasaccurate. An alternative
would be to use the term, retail public utilitiesstead of wholesale water
providers[Title 31, TAC 8§357.2(8)]

Response: Correction made.
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15. Page 2-13, Table 2-2: Report water demandiatever basin[Title 31, TAC
8357.7(a)(2)(A)(iv)]

Response: Water demand is reported by river basim Appendix 2A.

16. Page 2-16, Paragraph starting on page 2-1@&ratidg on page 2-17: Provide
water demands for wholesale water providers (Citpel Rio) by water use
category, county, and river basjiitle 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(2)(B)]

Response: Table is made and added to Section 2.4.1

17.  Appendices 3A and 3B: Provide source availgtéind supply capacity under
drought of record conditions for the years 200Q,&2@020, 2030, 2040, 2050,
and 2060[Contract Exhibit “B,” Section 3.3.1]

Response: Correction made in Appendices 3A, 3B ar8C.

18. Page 3-25, Last line: Verify the firm yield@&nyon Lake. Region L identifies
the firm yield as 90,000 acre-feet.

Response: Correction made in Section 3.3.8.

19. Report current water supplies legally and ptalli available by city, retail pubic
utility, water use category, county, and river bafiitle 31, TAC
8357.7(a)(3)(A)]

Response: Supplies reported in Appendix 3B.

20. Provide current water supplies for wholesaleewgroviders (City of Del Rio) by
water use category, county, and river badiitle 31, TAC §8357.7(a)(3)(B)]

Response: Supplies reported in Appendix 3C.
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21. Provide the results of that the following sgppéntal study items: 1) assisting
local groundwater conservation districts in locgtappropriate wells for
recorders; and 2) using the data from the recotdeitgther characterize aquifer
and spring response to seasonal climatic condiaoksregional pumping
stresses. In addition, provide this data to theDBMnd local groundwater
conservation districts for the refinement of appiaie groundwater availability
models [Contract, Supplemental Scope of Work, Task 3]

Response: Discussed in last paragraph in Sectior23[. Separately bound
report is provided with the Plan.

22. Identify groundwater sources that might berfeditn desalination technology.
[Contract, Supplemental Scope of Work, Task 3.6]
Response: Added as Section 3.2.10.

23. Page 4-1, Section 4.3 Strategy Evaluation iwoee Describe the process used
to identify potentially feasible water managemerdategies.[Title 31, TAC
8357.5(e)(4)]

Response: Description is provided in Section 4.3 illustrated in Figure 4-1.

24.  Table 4-1: Report the results of the watepsugemand analysis by river basin,
if a county is in more than one river bagifitle 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(4)(A)(iv)]

Response: Table provided in Appendix 4B.

25. Page 4-9, Section 4.5 Irrigation Strategiee 3econd sentence states that the
guantity of water needed to meet the full irrigateiemands cannot be
realistically achieved and that irrigators compeéassy adjusting the amount of
acreage or changing the type of crop. Provide afuation of water management
strategies to meet this need or provide a justibogor not meeting the need.
[Title 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(7) and Title 31, TAC 835a)(5)(C)(i)]

Response: Irrigation strategies are discussed iregtion 4.6 and in Table 4-6.
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26. Page 4-9, Section 4.5 Irrigation Strategieabld 4-1 shows Bandera and Kerr
Counties as having irrigation needs. Clarify if five best management irrigation
strategies for water conservation in Section 4e5tatbe applied to both counties.
In addition, conservation water management strasegiust be identified by type
of measure, estimated savings, timeline, and gatied cost§Contract Exhibit
“B,” Section 4.2.7.b]

Response: Clarification made in Table 4-3 and Tabkl4-6.

27. Provide documentation that the plan protedtstiag water rights, water
contracts, and option agreemeififstle 31, TAC 8357.5(e)(3)]

Response: Statement made in"6paragraph of Section 1.1.1 and in Section
4.1.

28. Provide documentation that the plan protectemrgghts, water contracts, and
option agreements associated with Amistad IntesnatiReservoir[Title 31,
TAC 8357.5(h)]

Response: Statement made in Section 4.1.

29. Provide information on consideration of emenyetmansfers of surface water,
including portions of water rights for non-munidipse that may be transferred
without unreasonably damaging the property of v@municipal water rights
holder.[Title 31, TAC 8357.5(i)]

Response: Information added to Section 4.10.

30. Environmental water needs are to be determisady site-specific studies or, if
site-specific studies are not available, the 198igensus Criteria for
Environmental Flow Needs for all water managemaategies requiring permit
authorization[Contract Exhibit “B,” Section 4.2.8.c]

Response: Environmental impacts are presented in e 4-5. There are no
strategies requiring permit authorization.

31. Present a water supply and demand analysBdoRio, as the Plateau Planning
Area’s only wholesale water provider, by water category, county, and river
basin or clarify that this information is the safoeboth Del Rio’s retail and
wholesale customerflitle 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(4)(B)]

Response: Supply-demand analysis for Del Rio is @vided in Table 4-2.
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32. The regional water plan must contain a quaméaeporting of quantity, quality,
reliability and cost of water delivered and treafi@dall potentially feasible water
management strategigSitle 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(8)(A)(i)]

Response: Report provided in Table 4-3 and Table-4.

33. Provide a quantitative reporting of environna¢impacts for all potentially
feasible water management strategies evalupiét: 31, TAC
8357.7(a)(8)(A)(i]

Response: Report provided in Table 4-5.

34. Provide a quantitative reporting of impactsagnicultural resources for all
potentially feasible water management strategietuated|[Title 31, TAC
8357.7(a)(8)(A)(iii)]

Response: Report provided in Table 4-3 and in indidual strategy
descriptions.

35. Provide information on any threats to agriaakand natural resources of the
water management strategies evaludiBitle 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(8)(C)]

Response: Report provided in Table 4-3 and in indidual strategy
descriptions.

36. Provide information on recreation of the wat@magement strategies evaluated.
[Title 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(8)(D)]

Response: Report provided in Table 4-3.

37. Provide documentation of how the capital andagee-feet costs (for the costs
that were included) were developgdontract Exhibit “B,” Section 1.2.2]

Response: Documentation provided in Section 4.3 dmable 4-4.

38. Provide documentation that capital costs ineloghstruction costs, engineering,
land and easements, environmental, interest daongtruction, and purchased
water cost (if applicablejContract Exhibit “B,” Section 4.2.9]

Response: Documentation provided in Section 4.4.
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39. Provide documentation that annual costs inchpgations and maintenance,
power cost, purchased water cost (if applicable], @ebt servicdContract
Exhibit “B,” Section 4.2.9]

Response: Documentation provided in Section 4.4.

40. Document that total costs were discounted hod/s in terms of present value.
[Contract Exhibit “B,” Section 4.2.9]

Response: Documentation provided in Section 4.4.

41. Provide discussion of the evaluation of deséilom as a viable strategontract
Scope of Work, Task 4.6]

Response: Discussion provided in Section 4.8.

42. Include the effects on surface water and gravaiter water conditions of
exporting Edwards Plateau groundwater from theoregContract Scope of
Work, Task 4 Supplement Study]

Response: Discussion provided in Section 4.9.

43. Include the reassessment of Kerrville’s watanagement strategy 133-4, which
is locating new water-supply wells in a remote Viielld. [Contract Scope of
Work, Task 4 Supplemental Study]

Response: Reassessment of the Kerrville strategy3td was undertaken in
the spring evaluation of western Kerr County as disussed in the
last paragraph of Section 3.4, Appendix 3E, and thspring report.
The reassessment is also addressed in Section 4dirategy J-2.

44.  The IPP includes one sentence under 5.6 WaialitQ)impacts of Implementing
Water Management Strategies as a place holdeudadhe key parameters of
water quality identified by the Plateau Planning@@r as important to the use of
the water resource. In addition, analyze the ingpattecommended water
management strategies on those key parametergef guality.[Title 31, TAC
§357.7(a)(12)]

Response: Discussion provided in Section 5.6.
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45. Include a consolidation of the water conseovatind drought management
recommendations that are developed in Chapteitideafegional water plan.
[Title 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(11)]

Response: Discussion included in Section 6.2.

46. Identify factors specific to each water supgnyrce, designated in accordance
with 8357.7(a)(3), to be considered in determinariigether to initiate a drought
response[Title 31, TAC 8357.5(e)(7)(A)]

Response: Discussion included in Sections 6.3.23.8.1 and 6.3.2.2.

47. Identify actions to be taken as part of a dnbugsponse. The IPP in Appendix
6A summarizes water supply management and droughingency plans for
Bandera, Brackettville, Del Rio, Fort Clark MUD, &tbvaters Groundwater
Conservation District, and Kerrville, which is uskihformation but does not
satisfy the requirement to identify actions forleaater supply source designated
in accordance witffitle 31, TAC8357.7(a)(3)[Title 31, TAC 8357.5(e)(7)(B)]

Response: Actions provided in Table 6-1 in Sectiof3.2.2.

48. The IPP has one page in Chapter 7 as a pléderhDescribe how the regional
water plan is consistent with long-term protectidrthe state’s water resources,
agricultural resources, and natural resourida@te 31, TAC 8357.7(a)(13)n
order to approve the Plateau Regional Plan the TWDBt determine that it is
consistent with long-term protection of the state&er resources, agricultural
resources, and natural resources. Accordinglyggmnal water plan must
contain sufficient information to support such detmation.[Title 31, TAC
§8357.14(2)(C)]

Response: Discussion added in Chapter 7.

49.  Appendix 7A: Complete the last column of thatmx in the final regional water
plan.[Contract Scope of Work, Task 7.1]

Response: Planning Group has chosen to delete th#ble and has responded
to the requirement of demonstrating the long-term potection of
water, agricultural, and natural resources in the &xt of Chapter 7.

10A-9



Plateau Region Water Plan January 2006

50. Document the process used to consider recomatiend for ecological stream
segments and reservoir sitggontract Scope of Work, Task 8.1]

Response: Documents considered were the TPWD recoranded segments as
already discussed in Section 8.7. A public plannghgroup meeting
in Del Rio was devoted to taking public comment othe issue. No
revision to the IPP is considered necessary.
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LEVEL 2
Comments and suggestions thahight be considered to clarify or help enhance the plan.

51. Consider including chapter titles.
Response: Correction made.

52. Page 1-7, First line: Correct reference to @@bl rather than Figure 1-2.
Response: Reference to a table or figure is delete

53. Page 1-7, Second paragraph: The last senséates that population estimates,
which are based on census data, do not includiahsient population, such as
hunters and tourists that has a resulting significapact on overall water supply
demand for the region. Consider including datatbeiodocumentation to support
the assertion that the transient population hagrafisant impact on water
demand.

Response: No data or documentation provided in thiglan. Planning Group
will consider developing this data for the next pla.

54. Page 1-20, Figure 1-8: Correct the title far pie chart in Figure 1-8 to reflect
the data included.

Response: Figure 1-8 corrected.

55. Page 1-43, Section 1.7.6 International BoundadyWater Commission (IBWC):
The second sentence states that the IBWC is ciyriemblved in discussions
with Mexico as to how or when Mexico will be abterhake up its “water debt”
under the 1944 treaty. This situation has beernvewvgl Since that writing,
Mexico has agreed to repay the “water debt” by &aper 30, 2005, and there
may be additional developments over the next séwezreks. Consider reflecting
the current status of the “water debt”.

Response: Correction made.

56. Page 2-11, Section 2.4 Water Demand: Theawrderin the second paragraph
should be Table 2-2 instead of Figure 2-4. Congiefarencing Figure 2-4 in the
text of Chapter 2.

Response: Correction made.
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57. Page 2-11, First paragraph: Figure 2-3 igmedeto in the tenth line; however
there is no Figure 2-3.

Response: Figure 2-3 has been added.

58. Page 2-15, Figure 2-5: Figure 2-5 is not refeed in Chapter 2.

Response: Figure 2-5 is now referenced in thé' sentence of second
paragraph of Section 2.4.

59. Pages 2-17 through 2-22, Municipal Water Usanifacturing Water Use,
Irrigation Water Use, Livestock Water Use, and MmmWater Use Tables: The
phrase “Water Demand Projections” should be adddke titles of these tables,
as all five tables include projected water demahdsugh 2060 along with the
estimated historical water use for 2000.

Response: Corrections made.

60. Page 2-20, Last paragraph: In addition tdotiekground information on exotic
game, the Plateau Planning Group should considirdimg any statistical data
that it or the groundwater conservation distriotthie Plateau Planning Area may
have on water demands and water supply sourcexédic game.

Response: Information is not provided in this plan.Planning Group will
consider developing this data for the next plan.

61. Page 2-23, Fourth paragraph: The first lifierseto Section 2.4.5 (Livestock). It
should be Section 2.4.4.

Response: Correction made.

62. Page 3-25, Second paragraph: The stateménhihauts the 1956 occurrence of
14.5 cfs into the 10 percent nonexceedance categugit be stated more
accurately that 14.5 cfs is within the 0 to 10 petmonexceedance category.

Response: Correction made in last paragraph of Sgon 3.3.7.
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63. Page 3-26, Third paragraph under Section Ji3e5Nueces River Basin: The
first sentence states, “Noted previously was theeplation that, for this river
basin, the drought-of-record occurred not in thB0K9 but in 1996.” The
Regional Water Plan might indicate where 1996 wasipusly described as the
drought-of-record for the Nueces River Basin.

Response: Sentence has been modified in Sectio8.3.

64. Page 3-30, First paragraph: Reference is tmadppendix 3C, which is not
included in the IPP.

Response: Appendix 3C is changed to 3D and added.

65. Appendix 3B: The last column should be tithester supply capacity rather than
infrastructure capacity.

Response: Correction made.

66. Chapter 3 contains Table 3-3 but no Table 83-2. The IPP refers to Table 3-2
on pages 3-25 and 3-27. No reference is made tle Bab.

Response: Table numbering corrected.

67. Page 5-10, Second Paragraph: The last serg&tes that all secondary drinking
water standards were detected above the screeniabih some samples. This
statement may not be accurate, since the databile a2 shows 0 percent for
copper.

Response: Correction made.

68. Page 8-8, Section 8.3.6 Eliminate the Unfundaddate: Please note that there
is provision in Title 31, TAC 8357.5(j) for simpkfd planning at a substantially
reduced cost compared to a complete regional yédaar Simplified planning is
available to planning groups that have sufficiamgies to meet their needs for
the 50-year planning period. Simplified planninguiges only that a planning
group: (1) identify water supplies that are avdddbr voluntary redistribution,

(2) adopt the state water plan information as éggonal water plan, and (3) other
activities upon approval of the TWDB executive adistrator.

Response: Section has been revised.

10A-13



Plateau Region Water Plan January 2006

69. Page 10-7, First paragraph: “Federal Open iNgefAct” in the last sentence
should be revised to “State Open Meetings Act.”

Response: Correction made in Section 10.4.

70. Page 10-7, Second paragraph: Consider ingutimactual dates of the public
hearings as August 17 and 18, 2005.

Response: Correction made in Section 10.4.
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APPENDIX 10B
RESPONSES TO ORAL PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

DEL RIO, TEXAS - AUGUST 17, 2005

Cecil Smith How was groundwater availability determined?

Response: The TWDB groundwater availability model$or the Hill Country
Trinity and the Edwards-Trinity (Plateau) aquifers were used to
estimate water level impacts resulting from varyingevels of
withdrawals. The objective was to select a levef withdrawal that
would not cause spring flows to diminish to a pointhat base flow
to the rivers would be significantly impacted. Eah county
representative on the planning group selected a marum level of
withdrawal (pumping) that would result in an acceptble level of
impact. Comment by Tully Shahan: For this plan, goundwater
availability was not estimated as a percent of re@rge.

Darlene Shahan Is the volume of spring flow discharge includadhe availability
number?

Response: No

Comment by Darlene Shahan:

In future plans, spring flow should be quantifiadespect to the total
surface water flow so that the spring’s influenoebase flow can be

observed.
Richard Ward How accurate was the first plan compared toptas?
Response: This current plan is significantly more ecurate because a more

recent census (year 2000) was used to estimate watemand, and
groundwater and surface water models were used tstmate
supply availability. Additional water level monitoring wells were
installed as a supplemental project to this plannig effort.
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Richard Ward

Response:

How accurate is recharge and was rainfall stugsesl to estimate
recharge?

Recharge is an important component builh to the groundwater
availability models. Recharge estimates in theseadels are based
on the latest knowledge available; however, this tssiate should be
considered strictly on a regional basis. Rainfatudies were not
conducted as part of this planning effort, but arerecognized as an
important component of any recharge analysis.

Comment by Richard Ward:

Recommend more rainfall monitoring to improve omvhbimpacts
water levels.

Response by Cecil Smith

Kinney County GCD will need time to establish anfall and water
level network.

Comment by Darlene Shahan

Darlene Shahan

Response:

Darlene Shahan

Response:

The public notice for the hearing was not placethenBrackettville
newspaper.

Will there be future rounds of regional waté&rming?
Yes, it appears that the Legislature isilsinterested in the process.

Will future regional water plans include ingtdm groundwater
conservation districts?

Yes, groundwater conservation district nmagement plans and
goals are a key component of the Plateau regionalgmning
process. HB 1763 also provides a road map to futetGCD
participation.
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Richard Ward Is there water quality information in the pkamd is water quality
considered in estimates of availability?

Water quality is specifically addressed iChapter 5 of the plan.
Water quality is certainly an important component d the usability

of a water supply source.

Response:

10B-3



Plateau Region Water Plan January 2006

Ray Buck

Response:

KERRVILLE, TEXAS, AUGUST 18, 2005

Please explain the definition of groundwateaikbility as shown on
page 3-9. How is the term “significantly” to be asered?

The definition was developed to coincigeéth the Planning
Group’s desire to establish a water management platinat
recognizes a sustainable level of water supply uieat benefits the
Region’s economic health and quality of life. Théerm
“significantly” is not quantified in this plan, but is rather left to
the discretion of local water management interests.

Comment by Ray Buck

Response:

The use of Guadalupe River water currently perohitteUGRA
should be listed as a strategy in Chapter 4 foCitye of Kerrville.

Consultants will prepare this strategy faPlanning Group
consideration.

Unidentified participant:

Response:

How accurate are the groundwater models used itoadst
availability? There is new data suggesting thatghmay be
significantly more water in the Trinity aquifer ikerr County than is
shown in the model.

The models contain the most current dathat has been made
available to the TWDB. As new data is verified, its hoped that
the models will be revised and can be used for theext round of
regional planning. At this time, it seems reasondé for planning
purposes to remain conservative with supply estimas.
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Unidentified participant:

Response:

Ronnie Pace

Response:

Can the availability numbers generated in this plamused by State
agencies (TWDB) to dictate water supply use linota back to local
water-use entities?

The TWDB is not a regulatory agency andés not dictate water
management policy on the local level. GroundwateConservation
Districts and River Authorities provide local management of water
supplies. The TWDB does encourage local water magement
authorities to join in the regional planning proces such that local
management policy is reflected in the regional planThe TWDB
does use the projected water supply numbers to resonend
infrastructure cost needs to the Legislature.

The Plateau Regional Water Plan should includeravile strategy
the makes use of UGRA permitted surface watemi(&i to comment
made by Ray Buck above)

Agree. (See response to Ray Buck above)
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APPENDIX 10C
RESPONSES TO WRITTEN PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

Texas Wildlife Association

(Excerpts from letter to Jonathan Letz, Chairmaegi&n J Water Planning Group from
Kirby L. Brown, Executive Vice President, Texasiiifd Association and David K.
Langford, Vice President Emeritus, Texas Wildligsdciation)

As you finalize your regional plan, we would be resnf we did not bring voluntary land
stewardship to your attention again. The relatigmnbetween the land's condition and the
quality of and quantity of water available to Tegasinextricably linked. In fact, good land
stewardship encompasses a myriad of activitiebdgond brush control. Private
landowners who optimize the condition of their |awd effectively engaged in water
ranching, in addition to the more visible activdtief raising cattle or managing wildlife.

Incorporating good land stewardship into any wptan makes sense because, voluntary
land stewardship is: complementary, cost-effectustainable, efficient, environmentally
sensitive, multi-faceted, and governable.

Voluntary land stewardship is the logical placei@ater management to begin because land
stewardship affects the water supply at its orignud just at its destination. We find it
difficult to understand why people charged with @ananagement focus their efforts on
destination and demand, while virtually ignoring thsues of origination and supply. If we
maximize the effects of the rainwater that faltsfrthe sky, then the answers to questions of
demand are much more easily answered.

Response:  Good voluntary land stewardship has beauded to Section 4.7 of
Chapter 4 as a regional BMP strategy pertaining t@rush Management
and land stewardship.
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WaterTexas

(Excerpts from letter to Jonathan Letz, Chairmaegi&n J Water Planning Group from
Derek W. Sanders, CEO, WaterTexas)

Concern #1 Lack of Explanation and Documentation RegardimgDefinition of
Groundwater Availability

* Base flow
» Acceptable level of long-term aquifer impact
» Significantly affected

* Beyond a level anticipated due to naturally ocagyconditions

Concern #2 Lack of Supporting Documentation Regarding Availity Calculations

On page 1-2, the IPP states that "Chapter 3 cansadetailed analysis of
water supply availability in the Region." We da agree that the IPP’s level
of analysis for calculating groundwater availapilg detailed. This statement
and others in the IPP imply a level of accuracy eowipleteness that is
simply not present. The description of the procedloes not address the
large number of assumptions and approximationsiredjto perform the
necessary GAM simulations and related calculations.

Concern #3 Potential Misuse of GAMs to Calculate Groundwakeailability

We strongly agree with the need for and benefitsifig GAM results and
GAM-based information to help estimate groundwatezilability. However,
we are concerned that the PWPG's GAM applicatippgar to have gone
well beyond the GAMs’ capability and intended us@ioviding credible
predictions. Our concerns focus on the potentiatieveloping unreliable
estimates of groundwater availability by using &M (which was
developed primarily to simulate regional groundwd#ttmv processes) to
simulate the impact of pumping on surface watet/gdwater interaction.
The IPP indicates this impact or potential impadhe key to the IPP
recommendations, and yet by using the GAM the aatbbthe IPP have
placed the validity of the entire analysis at risk.
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Concern #4 Groundwater Policy that is Not Consistent with Bublic Interest

Response:

Without clearly defined objectives such as targé@skeflows and a rationale
for why these baseflows should be met, we are capdethat not enough
scientific analysis has been performed to guidé bt development and
implementation of public policy. As it currentlyists, the IPP does not
provide sufficient information to guide groundwatkstricts or the general
public in making informed decisions about managdmégroundwater
resources and baseflows.

Groundwater availability is adequately dened from a regional
perspective. The definition follows a Planning Grap policy commitment
to protect sources contributing to base flows of viers. It is acknowledged
that a more detailed availability analysis would beequired for a site-
specific water-supply development project.
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National Wildlife Federation, Environmental DefenSéerra Club - Lone Star Chapter

(Excerpt from letter to Jonathan Letz, Chairmangige J Water Planning Group from
Myron Hess, National Wildlife Federation, Mary KelEnvironmental Defense and Ken
Kramer, Sierra Club, Lone Star Chapter)

Executive Summary

The executive summary may well be the only portbthe water plan that many members
of the public will read. For this reason, it isgartant that it be made available for public
comment prior to the finalization of the plan.

Response:  An executive Summary has been providedtime final plan.

Chapter 1 - Plateau Region Description

Section 1.2.8 This section contains a good overall discussicthe agricultural and natural
resources of the region. However, in order to adezy evaluate the proposed water
management strategies (WMS) (as required by 83aJ(&)(C)) and to identify threats to the
agricultural and natural resources in the regisréguired by 8357.7 (a)(1)(L)), itis
important that the plan include a reasonably dedadiscussion of the various types of
habitats present in the region (i.e. spring-fedagigiand terrestrial, riparian, etc.), and key
species dependent on them. This constitutes irafbom needed to assess long-term impacts
on natural resources and to perform a meaningfahtgative evaluation of potentially
feasible water management strategies.

Response:  TPWD’s Suggested Ecologically SignificaRiver and Stream Segments
report is provided as Appendix 8B. This document pvides habitat and
species descriptions.

Section 1.2.8, Page 1-18"2paragraph. It seems from this discussion that the only water
guality threat to the natural resources of theaegs the effect that significantly long

drought conditions can have on both plant and drspecies. While the plan does concede
that there is a recognized concern in the regidtH® effect that future development of

water supplies might have on the diversity of spean the region”, it does not specifically
identify what these threats might entail, e.g.réased groundwater withdrawals and
potential impacts on springflow and base flowsoial rivers and streams, changes to natural
flow conditions, etc. In addition, it is importatat note that not just the diversity of the
species is at risk, but associated habitat ramgaisjdual species abundance, etc.

Response:  Threats to natural resources are discusse a supplemental report on
the springs in Kinney and Val Verde Counties. Thrats are described in
Kerrville and Camp Wood strategies J-2 and J-8 resgctively. Additional
discussion has also been added to Section 1.4.3.

10C-4



Plateau Region Water Plan January 2006

Section 1.4.3, Page 1-31"2paragraph. TWDB rules (§ 357.7 (a)(1)(D)) require a
description of the region’s major springs thatiarportant for both “water supply or natural
resource protection” purposes. The identificabbsprings important for natural resource
protection is a new requirement applicable for tbisnd of planning. It is unclear what
criteria the group used to classify major springthe region, apart from their importance as
a municipal water supply. As the IPP acknowledgesregion has a wealth of springs that
play an important role in supporting natural resesrat and near the spring opening and in
maintaining base flows of streams and rivers.

The group did a good job of including general infation regarding the importance
of springs in the Region throughout the plan. Amelinclusion of Figure 1-11 kocation of
Documented Springsis helpful for an overall perspective on thevatence of springs in
the region. However, it is difficult to realistigaquantify the value and extent of springflow
in the region without descriptions and estimatiohtheir general nature, i.e. relative flow
rates, associated aquatic and wildlife habitats, e acknowledge that this level of
information is probably not known for each spritgpwn on Figure 1-11, but a generalized
overview of the range of these qualities for thergys identified would also be useful. This
is especially important for use in evaluating thepgosed water management strategies for
impact on springflow in the region.

Response:  Major Springs are further discussed in Cipter 3 along with a Section
(3.4) pertaining to Groundwater-Surface Water Relaionships. A
supplemental report was also prepared that discussehe contribution of
springs to the base flow of the upper Guadalupe Rer in Kerr County.

Chapter 3 - Regional Water Supply Sources

Section 3.2.7, Page 3-9The plan defines groundwater availability agriaximum level of
aquifer withdrawal that results in an acceptablell®f long-term aquifer impact such that
the base flow in rivers and streams is not sigaifity affected beyond a level that would be
anticipated due to naturally occurring condition3His statement is somewhat vague and
could easily be misinterpreted. Major adverse icigpaccur as a result of naturally
occurring conditions during drought periods. Theaadoes suffer from prolonged droughts
where aquifer levels and associated outflows froenaquifer (i.e. springs, seeps, baseflows)
decline in response. But, serious droughts oaidyyfrarely and for comparatively short
durations and the natural systems are able to eeaulven the drought conditions dissipate.
Any additional large-scale withdrawals from the iégpuon a continual basis, other than what
is naturally flowing out via springs, seeps, ootigh baseflows, would eventually advance
the aquifer system to an unnaturally occurring ctooma
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Accordingly, the plan needs to qualify this statetri®y including what the long-term
aquifer impact is projected to be — to the extassjble- given the chosen groundwater
availability. If, increased groundwater withdrasalould impose drought-level impacts on
the springs, seeps, and rivers on an ongoing khsislikely would cause major adverse
impacts on natural resources in the region. Adagig, the issue requires further
discussion.

Response:  This comment gets to the very heart ofgundwater management issues.
Any artificial withdrawal (pumping) of water from a n aquifer disrupts
the natural balance of the groundwater portion of he water cycle. Even
a single windmill out in the middle of nowhere, chages this balance so
slightly. Striking a balance of how much disruption due to human
interference becomes a decision for policy makerdiVe realize that the
groundwater availability definition provided in the Plateau Region Water
Plan still leaves room for interpretation. However we hope to be setting
the stage statewide for a groundwater management fpoy that
incorporates the important relationship between grandwater and
surface water.

Page 3-11, T paragraph. The plan states that the group identified reablynacceptable
levels of impact to surface water drains. It ipartant to state up front what these
availability assumptions were (i.e., what impacts @nsidered acceptable) and include
estimations of changes in aquifer storage and/paats to regional spring flows and
baseflows to area rivers and streams based on dlsssenptions.

Response:  This level of evaluation, especially ugiithe level of sophistication
currently built into the GAMs, was beyond the timeand budget
limitations of the Plateau Region planning scope ahbudget. The
Planning Group is recommending that additional dataand studies be
funded to reach this level of modeling sophisticatin.

Section 3.2.7, Pages 3-9 through 3-10ur understanding of groundwater availability
determinations are that the region is to considehf three different types of limiting
conditions (physical, regulatory, and policy) aras® availability determinations on the most
restrictive. Thus, for example, groundwater distpumping limits may establish a
regulatory condition that is more restrictive thpnysical conditions, such as subsidence or
intrusion of poor quality water, and more restyietthan policy decisions, such as planned
aquifer depletion. Conversely, a policy conditadrbalancing withdrawals with a percentage
of recharge might impose the most restrictive limit
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At any rate, we would request that the planningigrprovide more information
about the process by which the availability decisisrere made and, specifically, about what
type of condition served to establish the mostictste limit.

Response:  Groundwater conservation district limitakons, if they exist (Kinney
County), were given the highest priority. Physicalimitations using GAM
modeling was the next consideration.

Chapter 4 - Water Management Strategies

Section 4.2, Figure 4-1, Page 4-6This figure shows that the group identified pisly
feasible strategies to meet identified needss Uiniclear why these initial lists of strategies
were not included, or identified, in the text asihecessary to have that information in order
to follow the group’s choices for recommended syyads.

Response:  All potentially feasible strategies wemdopted by the Planning Group
(Section 4.3).

Section 4.4, Table 4-2, Page 4-1t is unclear whether this a listing of potelyideasible
strategies or of recommended strategies. Thearaphiould make that clear. The table is
very incomplete. There is a need to clarify intdlele, or elsewhere, which strategies are for
which WUG and fill in the missing information. Adidnal background information is also
needed on each of the strategies. For exampleat dbes each of these strategies entail?
Will they all be used simultaneously to fulfill damds? What are the timelines for
implementation? How much water will be supplieddagh strategy? As required by 357.7
(a)(9) of TWDB's rules, the plan must include sfiediecommendations of water
management strategies to meet the needsfficient detail to allow state agencies to make
financial or regulatory decisions to determine ¢basistency of the proposed action before
the state agency with an approved regional wagar.pl

Given that this table and associated chapteitisalty important for understanding
the proposed strategies and for assessing thecaipins for the protection of natural
resources in the region, as stated previously eqaast that a mechanism be established to
accept comments on this chapter once a complefieisievailable.

By rule (8 357.7 (a)(8)(A)(ii)), the environmentaipacts of each potentially feasible
strategy must be evaluated quantitatively, inclgdirdescription of the potential impacts to
the major springs in the region. If this leveleafiluation was completed to construct this
table, the associated information should be indudehe plan.

Drought Management Measures As required by 357.7 (a)(7)(B) of TWDB's rules,
drought management is a water management stratagynust be evaluated. That provision,
along with Section 16.053 (h)(7)(B) also requittest tdrought management be included as a
water management strategy for each entity requrgulepare a drought management plan
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pursuant to Section 11.1272 of the Water Code. §inbmanagement does not appear in
Table 4-2. Although the planning group may decpieyided it documents the basis for that
decision, not to include drought management astarmaanagement strategy beyond those
measures specifically required by Section 11.187#8ust include at least the Section
11.1272 level of drought management as a water gesmnent strategy. S.B. 2 made
inclusion of drought management measures at I¢dse devel required by Section 11.1272 a
mandatory prerequisite for approval by TWDB of gioaal water plan. See Tex. Water
Code Ann. 8§ 16.053 (h)(7)(B). The initially prepdn@an does not comply with that
requirement. For each entity required to prepatmaght contingency plan pursuant to
Section 11.1272 — all three of the municipal WU@enitified with needs in the region - the
water plan must include a water management stratdfpcting the drought period savings
from that drought plan.

Conservation Measures.Water audits and loss audits are largely a retiaadf compliance
with new legislation. House Bill 3338, passed i®20requires all retail public utilities to
perform water audits. That requirement is codifre@ection 16.0121 of the Texas Water
Code and explained in a TWDB publication entitl&ddter Loss Manual.” Thus, it appears
that public education is the only conservation measecommended or evaluated (as noted
above, it is not clear whether Table 4-2 lists pb&tly feasible or recommended strategies)
that is not already mandated by other laws fothaéle of the WUGs with needs. We
certainly support educational activities as imparteater conservation measures that should
be included. However, there are additional fundaalesteps that also should be included.

As a conservation goal, Region L’s plan includasommended reductions for
all municipal water user groups (WUGSs): for thosthwater use of 140 gpcd and
greater, a reduction of per capita water use bgriégnt per year until the level of 140
gpcd is reached; and for those with water usessf tean 140 gpcd (and those
reaching 140 gpcd through the 1% per year redugteoreduction of per capita use
by one-fourth percent (0.25) per year for the rewer of the planning period. This
goal would be particularly beneficial for both Kéhe and Camp Wood, both with
per capita consumption rates greater than 140.gkidance on conservation
strategies, other than public education, that cbeldecommended to meet the needs
of Camp Wood and Kerrville, potentially feasibleaségies and their associated
demand reductions and costs can be found in the &i38ciates stud@uantifying
the Effectiveness of Water Conservation Technigu&exasMarch 2002.

For comparison, here is an example of cost datenforicipal water conservation
from the Initially Prepared Plans for Region L asfimates of cost data from the GDS
Associates study for Region J.
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Cost data for individual water conservation measurs (=individual Best Management
Practices)

Region L
Cost per ac-ft of

measure water saved*
urban, single family Toilet Retrofit $396
urban, single family Showerheads and Aerators $82
urban, single family Clothes Washer Rebate $757
urban, multi family Toilet Retrofit $352
urban, multi family Showerheads and Aerators $47
urban, multi family Clothes Washer Rebate $575
suburban, single family Toilet Retrofit $478
suburban, single family Showerheads and Aerators 9 $9
suburban, single family Clothes Washer Rebate $913
suburban, multi family Toilet Retrofit $310
suburban, multi family Showerheads and Aerators $42
suburban, multi family Clothes Washer Rebate $575

Region J
Cost per ac-ft of
measure water saved**

rural, single family Toilet Retrofit $477
rural, single family Showerheads and Aerators $137
rural, single family Clothes Washer Rebate $947
rural, multi family Toilet Retrofit $356

rural, multi family Showerheads and Aerators $66
rural, multi family Clothes Washer Rebate $553

Notes:

*Cost estimates taken from the Region L IPP. Regiansts are amortized at 6%
over the projected length of service on the mea@ugg, toilet service life = 25

years).

**Cost estimates taken froQuantifying the Effectiveness of Water Conservation
Techniques in Texa&DS Associates, March 2002, Region J costs aceten®d at

5%.
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Cost data for water conservation program (=assembtge of measures)

Region L
Cost per ac-ft of
program water saved*
Rural $396
Urban $458
Suburban $520

Response:  Chapter 4 has been significantly improved

Chapter 5 - Water Quality Impacts and Impacts o¥/ido Water from Agricultural Areas

The rules require a description of the major impadtrecommended water management
strategies on key parameters of water quality.s Thapter seems to focus more on how the
guality of the source water may potentially imptet recommended water management
strategies. Table 4.2 includes a ranked scaleteintial impacts to key water quality
parameters, however without additional backgroumiormation and details on the impact
assessment, it is impossible to adequately adsegsdposed strategies. For example:
Which water quality parameters are affected bypttoposed strategies? Did the group
assess how increased groundwater withdrawals mpgansurface water quality? For these
reasons, the background information used to madsetqualitative rankings should be
included in the text of the plan.

Response: See Section 5.6.

Section 5.6 Page 5-25 This section states that there is not expectdxt tanyimpacts to
water quality from the proposed WMSs. This is cansistent with the “low” ranking that
all of the WMS'’ received in Table 4.2.

Response:  Table 4-3 lists no new impacts or possilpositive impacts.

Chapter 6 - Water Conservation and Drought Continge

Section 6.6, Page 6-13Please include the website address for thesesfoiWe assume that
the “Word Perfect”/’"PDF” references were originatlyperlinks to the forms.

Response:  Section has been improved.

Section 6.7, Page 6-15Same comment as above.
Response:  Section has been improved.
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Appendix 6B - Model Water Conservation Plans

The documents included here appear to be wateepaton plan forms rather than model
conservation plans. We believe that a model plastimclude examples of the water
conservation measures the planning group considdrs appropriate. For example, the
model plan should reflect the best features ovr@us example plans included in
Appendix 6A.

Response:  The PWPG will consider this comment fohe next planning period.

Appendix 6C - Model Drought Contingency Plans

The documents and information included here promdee information and guidance than
that included in Appendix 6B. However, we stillibee that a model plan should be
included with examples of the drought period sasitige planning group considers to be
appropriate.

Response:  The PWPG will consider this comment fohe next planning period.

Chapter 7 - Plan Consistency

It is impossible to review this chapter in its ingolete form. Given that this chapter is
critically important for the protection of naturasources in the region, as stated previously,
we request that a reasonable mechanism be estblislaccept comments on this chapter
once a complete draft is available.

As you know, the Texas Legislature, in recognitsbthe key importance of this
information, specifically provided that TWDB maytrapprove a regional water plan absent
an affirmative finding that the plan is consistesith long-term protection of the state's water
resources, agricultural resources, and naturaliress. See Texas Water Code Section
16.053(h)(7)(C).

Response:  Chapter 7 has been completely rewritten.
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Chapter 8 - Recommendations

It is disappointing to see that the Planning Grbap again declined to recommend any
streams for designation as unique stream segmémslexas Legislature acted definitively
in expressly limiting the legal effect of such dgstions: “This designatiosolely means

that a state agency or political subdivision of$tete may not finance the actual construction
of a reservoir in a specific river or stream seghuesignated by the legislature under this
subsection.” Tex. Water Code Ann. § 16.053 (fjs Mifficult to imagine how that language
could be made clearer than stating that it onlymedhat one thing. Despite the lack of
recommendations, we appreciate the inclusion ilAphgendix of information about the
segments suggested for consideration by the Texds Bnd Wildlife Department.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

Section 8.2.2Conservation Management of State-Owned Lands. rEbmmmendation
makes a lot of sense.

Response:  Comment acknowledged.

Section 8.4.5 and 8.4.6, Page 8-1We are assuming that the planning group is niefgto
these as benefits for all RWPGs. If this is tthe, specific reference to the “Plateau
Regional Water Planning Groups” should be removetiraplaced with just “Regional
Water Planning Groups.”

Response:  Wording in these recommendations has beappropriately changed in
the final plan.
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Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority

(Excerpts from letter to Jonathan Letz, Chairmaegi&n J Water Planning Group from
Fred M. Blumberg, Deputy General Manager & Chiefe@ions Officer, GBRA)

On page 3-25 of Section 3.3.3 the draft Regiorad ptates that “Kerr County has a
Memorandum of Understanding with the Guadalupe-&jaRiver Authority (GBRA)
indicating that GBRA is placing 6,000 acre-ft/yrwditer in reserve for the County,
dependent on GBRA'’s obtaining an amendment to dtemright for Canyon Reservoir.”
That statement does not accurately describe thedveerdum of Understanding between
GBRA and the County dated October 1, 1999. A nagmirate description of the MOU is
found on pages 3-10 and 3-11 of the 2006 PlaneoSthuth Central Texas Regional Water
Planning Group (SCTRWPG or Region L), which readgart, “Pursuant to a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) between GBRA and the Comiomsss’ Court of Kerr County,
SCTRWPG recognizes a potential commitment of agprately 2,000 acft/yr from the firm
yield of Canyon Reservoir for the calendar yeard12hrough 2050. GBRA'’s hydrology
studies have indicated that a commitment of ab@@®acft/yr would be necessary to allow
permits for 6,000 acft/yr to be issued by TCEQdmersion in Kerr County.”

On page 3-25 of Section 3.3.4 the draft Regiorad Btates that “the firm yield of Canyon
Reservoir is 62,000 acre-ft/yr....” GBRA’'s TCEQ petriar Canyon Reservoir (Certificate
of Adjudication 18-2074, as amended) currently auges an average annual diversion of
90,000 acft/yr. The firm yield of Canyon Reserwssed in the Region L (SCTRWPG) Plan
(based on daily operations of Canyon Reservoiryansto Certificate of Adjudication 18-
2074, as amended, and subject to the hydrologimgssons adopted by Region L) ranges
from 88,232 acft/yr to 87,484 acft/yr in years 2@0@ 2060, respectively.

Response:  The final Plateau Region Water Plan incporates changes that reflect
the above comments.
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APPENDIX 10D
RESPONSES TO PARKS AND WILDLIFE COMMENTS

(Excerpts from letter to Jonathan Letz, Chairmaegi&n J Water Planning Group from
Larry D. McKinney, Ph.D., Director of Coastal Figies, Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department)

Chapter 1.2.7 and 1.2.8 of the Plateau Region tflypodescribe natural resources but do
not include listings of threatened and endangepediss. The importance of environmental
and recreational flows are discussed in Chapt&é and 2.5 but the IPP does not include a
guantitative reporting of environmental factorsable 4.2 does list impacts on environmental
factors and other natural resources. For exarepronmental impacts associated with all
water management strategies were characterizddwas "Though Chapter 4.5 offers
extensive discussion of irrigation water supphatggies, there was no mention in that
section of environmental impacts. Regarding tlsréathe resources due to water quantity,
Chapter 1.2.8 states that headwater regions atieyparly susceptible to droughts and
consequent water table drops. Chapter 1 mentiolySfecal coliform bacteria and "high
levels of nutrients™ are tied to reduced dissolgrggen availability for fish. Water quality
problems are also mentioned in Chapter 5. Indaanon was mentioned as problematic in
Medina Lake, as was selenium in the Rio Grade aBownistad Reservoir. Further, in 5.5,
urban runoff and vehicular traffic in streambedsendentified as sources of water quality
problems. Section 5.5.4 states that water qugatitylems "pose potential threats to natural
resources and the ecological environments." H@sdhhreats to natural resources will be
addressed is not discussed. Section 7.4 NatusgllRees is blank in the draft plan. Even
though Section 7.1 says that Appendix 7A is proditte"assist the reader in locating
specific required inclusions..."”, the column in tappendix showing where the materials can
be found is blank. Chapter 3.27 does recognizegitendwater withdrawal must not
significantly impact baseflows in rivers and stredmeyond what would naturally occur.
Similarly, Chapter 3.4 discusses the importancgpahgs and the significance of
groundwater-surface water interactions.

Response:  Additional language has been added to tbatire plan that addresses
many of the above comments. In particular, Chapted has been further
developed to address potential strategy impacts the environment and
natural resources.
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The Plateau IPP recommends conservation for mektinge water needs. Section 6.5
includes extensive discussion of numerous wates@wation elements, including water-
saving plumbing fixtures, water conservation edioceand land use management. TPWD
especially supports the Region's consideratiorrughbcontrol/management as an additional
means of conserving water if done in a mannerdhatalso benefit wildlife habitat.
Wastewater reuse is also included as a water maragestrategy.

Response:  The final plan has added brush managemeand good land stewardship
as a regional strategy in Chapter 4.

TWPD is disappointed that the plan does not recomshm@mination of any stream segments
as ecologically unique. The region chose not tomanend any specific segments "because
the subsequent ramifications of designation ardullytunderstood.”

Response:  Although the Planning Group, based on plib opinion voiced at public
meetings, chose not to include specific segmentdsihoped that this plan
expresses the Group’s intent and desire to proteemnvironmental and
natural resource needs.

The 2005 Plateau Region IPP recognizes that therregntains some of the most
ecologically pristine areas in the state and thasgrvation of those areas is economically
important. The IPP also states that the regiorfdibmved a policy of "always considering
the impact that their decisions have on the aszaigical resources". While TPWD is
please to see many of our earlier comments have ddressed, concerns remain regarding
the lack of required detail necessary to descrdiergial impacts.

Response:  TPWD staff has provided valuable and wedippreciated assistance in
developing the 2006 Plan. The PWPG hopes to contie this relationship
during the next planning session, and intends to otinue to address
concerns in your comments.
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